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AGAINST  FOREIGN  GOVERNMENTS. 


^VOL      I. 


WASHINGTON: 

GOVERNMENT    PRINTING    OFFICE. 
1901. 


In  the  Senate  of  the  United  States, 

Jarmary  15,  1901. 
Hesolved,  That  there  be  printed  as  a  Senate  document  the  Compi- 
lation of  Reports  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  of  the  United 
States  Senate  from  seventeen  hundred  and  eighty-nine  to  nineteen 
hundred,  prepared  under  the  direction  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations,  as  authorized  by  the  Act  approved  June  sixth,  nineteen 
hundred,  entitled '  'An  Act  making  appropriations  to  supply  deficiencies 
in  the  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  thirtieth,  nineteen 
hundred,  and  for  prior  years,  and  for  other  purposes. " 
Attest: 

Charles  G.  Bennett, 

Secretary. 
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PEErATORT  NOTE. 


The  reports  in  this  Compilation  include  all  those  known  and  procur- 
able made  by  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  of  the  Senate  from 
the  First  to  the  Fifty-sixth  Congress,  inclusive.  In  making  this  Com- 
pilation search  was  made  through  the  original  files  of  the  Senate,  the 
American  State  Papers  on  Foreign  Relations,  the  Legislative  and 
Executive  Journals  of  the  Senate,  the  Annals  and  Debates  of  Congress, 
the  Congressional  Globe  and  Record,  and  the  bound  volumes  of 
Senate  Reports. 

HAWKINS  TAYLOR, 
Compiler  and  Clerk  Committee  on  Fm^eign  Relations. 

Washington,  D.  C,  March  28, 1901. 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEE  ON  FOREIGN  RELATIONS,  UNITED 
STATES  SENATE,  1789-1901,  FIRST  CONGRESS.  FIRST  SES- 
SION, TO  FIFTY-SIXTH  CONGRESS,  SECOND  SESSION. 


[See  pp.  5,  15,  186.] 

FIFTEENTH  CONGRESS,   FIRST  SESSION. 

December  11,  1817. 

March  24,  1818. 

On  memorial  as  to  obtaining  release  of  Richard  W.  Meade,  Mr.  Bar- 
bour made  the  following  report: 

It  appears  from  the  documents  that  R.  W.  Meade  is  an  American 
citizen  who  went  to  Spain  in  the  year  1803  on  lawful  business;  that  in 
the  year  1806,  such  was  the  confidence  of  the  Government  in  his  integ- 
rity, that  he  was  appointed  navy  agent  for  the  United  States  at  the 
port  of  Cadiz,  a  station  which  he  held  until  the  time  of  his  confinement. 
Such  was  the  correctness  of  his  deportment  as  to  have  been  appointed 
by  the  tribunal  of  commerce  at  Cadiz,  with  the  consent  of  all  the  par- 
ties concerned,  assignee  of  a  bankrupt,  the  amount  of  whose  estate 
involved  a  high  responsibility.  He  performed  the  duties  thus  devolved 
upon  him  honestly,  and,  having  collected  for  distribution  |oO,000,  he 
several  times  petitioned  the  tribunal'  to  permit  him  to  remit  this  sum 
to  the  creditors  of  the  bankrupt  resident  in  England — the  only  proper 
course  left  him  to  pursue — inasmuch  as  he  had,  when  appointed  agent 
of  the  bankrupt,  given  his  bond  to  that  tribunal,  conditioned  to  take 
charge  of  the  effects  of  the  bankrupt  and  to  be  responsible  solely  to 
the  tribunal  for  the  proceeds,  being  prohibited,  under  the  penalty  of 
the  bonds,  from  disposing  of  the  funds  without  the  sanction  of  the  tri- 
bunal. A  controversy  having  arisen  between  the  creditors  and  bank- 
rupt about  the  distribution,  Meade  offered  the  money  to  either,  if  they 
would  give  a  bond,  with  sureties,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  tribunal  of 
commerce,  by  which  his  own  might  be  canceled.  This  they  were 
unable  to  do.  The  tribunal,  of  its  own  accord  and  unexpectedly, 
decided  that  Meade  should,  on  the  following  morning,  place  the  money 
into  the  King's  treasury  until  the  parties  litigant  should  give  the 
security  required,  it  being  declared  that  all  Meade's  property  should  be 
sequestered  in  the  case  of  nonpayment  at  the  time  limited.  The  money 
was  forthwith  paid  by  Meade  into  the  treasury  in  treasury  notes  equal 
to  specie,  and  hence  acknowledged  by  the  treasurer  that  the  deposit 
had  been  made  in  due  form,  under  his  inspection,  in  effective  specie, 
and  that,  whenever  the  tribunal  should  order  its  payment,  His  Majesty 
would  pay  it  in  the  same  coin. 
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Notwithstanding  this  judgment,  and  the  discharge  thereof  by  the 
payment  aforesaid,  Mr.  McDermot,  the  agent  for  the  British  creditors, 
brought  suit  against  Meade  in  the  same  court  to  recover  the  very  sum 
he  had  theretofore  paid  in  conformity  to  its  own  judgment.  The 
court  awarded  judgment  against  Meade  a  second  time  for  this  money. 
The  latter  appealed  to  the  superior  tribunal  called  alzadas.  During 
its  pendency  it  is  charged  by  Meade  that  the  cause  was  i-emoved  by 
the  interposition  of  the  British  minister  to  the  council  of  war,  and,  by 
the  same  interposition,  his  arrest  and  confinement  were  procured  from 
which  he  could  be  relieved  only  by  a  repayment  of  the  money.  He 
has  languished  in  confinement  from  the  2d  of  May,  1816,  down  to  the 
last  accounts  from  Spain.  The  representative  of  this  nation  at  that 
court  has  repeatedly  appealed  to  His  Catholic  Majesty  for  the  relief 
of  Meade,  and  the  appeal  has  been  in  vain;  the  court  of  Spain  having 
refused  either  to  restore  the  money  deposited  in  its  own  treasury,  by 
order  of  its  own  competent  judicial  authoi-ity,  Or  to  release  the  person 
of  Meade  from  the  long  confinement  to  which  he  has  been  doomed; 
and  finally,  the  President  of  the  United  States,  whose  peculiar  prov- 
ince it  is  to  take  cognizance  of  subjects  of  this  kind,  has  caused  a  repre- 
sentation on  the  subject  to  be  made  to  the  minister  of  Spain  to  the 
United  States,  demanding  his  immediate  liberation.  Nothing  but  a 
confidence  that  this  representation  will  produce  the  desired  result 
would  have  restrained  your  committee  from  recommending  the  adop- 
tion of  measures  of  severe  retribution. 

Your  committee  are  of  opinion  that  it  is  due  to  the  dignity  of  the 
United  States  to  adopt,  as  a  fundamental  rule  of  its  policy,  the  prin- 
ciple that  one  of  its  citizens,  to  whatever  region  of  the  earth  his  law- 
ful business  may  carry  him,  and  who  demeans  himself  as  becomes  his 
character,  is  entitled  to  the  protection  of  his  Government;  and  that 
whatever  international  injury  may  be  done  him  should  be  retaliated  by 
the  employment,  if  necessary,  of  the  whole  force  of  the  nation. 

(Am.  St.  Pap.,  vol.  4,  p.  718.    Annals,  15th  Cong.,  Istsess.,  282.) 


SEVENTEENTH  CONGRESS,  FIRST  SESSION. 

[Seep.  10,  Vol.  I.] 

March  6,  1822. 

[Senate  Report  No.  M.] 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  to  whom  was  referred  the 
petition  of  Reuben  Shapley,  report: 

That,  if  relief  be  due  in  the  case  of  R.  Shapley,  the  same  ought  to 
be  claimed  in  the  manner  in  which  relief  for  maritime  injuries  are 
commonly  claimed,  according  to  the  laws  and  usages  of  nations. 

The  Executive  of  the  United  States  is,  from  time  to  time,  employed 
in  supporting  the  like  claims  of  our  fellow-citizens,  and,  if  required, 
such  interposition  may  be  afforded  in  this  claim.  The  committee 
therefore  submit  the  following  resolution: 

Resolved^  That  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  be  discharged 
from  the  further  consideration  of  the  petition  of  R.  Shapley,  and  tnat 
he  have  leave  to  withdraw  his  petition. 
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EIGHTEENTH  CONGRESS,  SECOND  SESSION. 
January  19,  18i35. 

On  petition  of  John  F.  Dumas  and  William  Manson,  Mr.  Barbour 
made  the  following  report: 

That  these  petitioners  claim  relief  from  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  for  the  spoliations  of  their  vessels  and  cargoes  commit- 
ted by  Spaniards,  or  by  Frenchmen  in  Spanish  ports,  previous  to  the 
Florida  treaty,  for  which  they  urge  they  are  entitled  to  indemnity 
under  that  treaty.  But  that  the  commissioners  erroneously  rejected 
their  claims,  and  hence  they  ask  relief  from  the  Government. 

The  committee,  independently  of  the  high  and  unshaken  confidence 
in  the  capacity  and  integrity  of  the  citizens  constituting  the  board 
whose  decision  is  the  subject  of  complaint,  think,  on  principle,  their 
decision  should  be  conclusive,  and  that  it  would  be  a  precedent  fraught 
with  much  mischief  should  Congress  again  open  for  investigation  that 
whole  mass  of  cases  which  have  been  the  subject  of  arbitration.  They 
therefore  recommend  the  following  resolution: 

Resolved,  That  the  petitions  of  John  F.  Dumas  and  William  Man- 
son  be  rejected. 

(Am.  St.  Pap.,  vol.  5,  p.  507.) 


NINETEENTH  CONGRESS,  FIRST  SESSION. 

[See  pp.  3,  15,  186,  Vol.  I.] 
March  21,  1826. 

On  memorial  of  Eichard  W.  Meade,  Mr.  Clayton  reported: 

That  by  the  fifth  clause  of  the  ninth  article  of  the  treaty  between 
the  United  States  and  Spain,  by  which  Florida  was  ceded  to  the 
United  States,  the  Government  of  the  United  States  renounced  to 
Spain  "all  claims  of  citizens  of  the  United  States  upon  the  Spanish 
Government,  statements  of  which,  soliciting  the  interposition  of  the 
Government  of  the  United  States,  have  been  presented  to  the  Depart- 
ment of  State,  or  to  the  Minister  of  the  United  States  in  Spain,  since 
the  date  of  the  convention  of  1802,  and  until  the  signature  of  the 
treaty. " 

By  the  eleventh  article  of  that  treaty  the  United  States  undertook 
to  make  satisfaction  for  these  claims  to  an  amount  not  exceeding 
$5,000,000.  To  ascertain  the  full  amount  and  validity  of  these  claims, 
it  was  stipulated  that  a  commission,  to  consist  of  three  commissioners, 
should  be  appointed  by  the  President,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  con- 
sent of  the  Senate,  which  commission  should  meet  at  the  city  of  Wash- 
ington, and  within  the  space  of  three  years  from  the  time  of  their  first 
meeting  should  receive,  examine,  and  decide  upon  the  amount  and 
validity  of  all  claims  included  within  the  renunciations  of  the  treaty. 

The  commissioners  were  accordingly  appointed,  and  they  commenced 
their  sessions  in  June,  1821,  and  closed  them  in  June,  1824.  Mr. 
Meade,  among  others,  presented  his  claims  on  the  Spanish  Govern- 
ment to  the  commissioners  for  ascertainment  and  decision.  The  sum 
claimed  at  the  time  was  $491,153.62,  and  it  was  conceded  that  Mr. 
Meade  had  presented  a  statement  of  his  claims  on  the  Spanish  Govern- 
ment to  the  Department  of  State,  and  to  the  minister  of  the  United 
States  in  Spain,  soliciting  the  interposition  of  the  Government  of  the 
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United  States,  since  the  date  of  the  convention  of  1802,  and  before  the 
signature  of  the  treaty  of  1819;  and  that,  therefore,  if  he  could  estab- 
lish the  amount  and  validity  of  his  claims  by  "  suitable  authentic  testi- 
mony," he  came  within  the  fifth  clause  of  the  ninth  article  above 
recited.  Mr.  Meade  failed,  in  the  opinion  of  the  commissioners,  to 
prove,  by  sufficient  evidence,  the  amount  and  validity  of  his  claims, 
and  they  were,  therefore,  on  the  7th  of  June,  1824,  finally  rejected. 

Under  these  circumstances,  it  is  not  deemed  necessary  that  the  com- 
mittee should  go  into  an  investigation  of  the  claims  of  Mr.  Meade,  nor 
to  inquire  whether  the  evidence  adduced  to  the  commissioners  wa,s  suffi- 
cient to  establish  the  validity  of  his  claims,  because  the  commissioners, 
in  the  opinion  of  the  committee,  were  constituted  the  sole  and  exclu- 
sive judges  of  that  question. 

It  will  be  proper  to  inquire  what  were  the  obligations  imposed  by  the 
treaty  on  the  Government  of  the  United  States.  It  assumed  the  pay- 
ment of  the  claims  of  its  citizens  to  an  amount  not  exceeding  $5,000,000. 
To  distribute  this  sum  among  its  citizens,  proportionate  to  their  respec- 
tive claims,  it  undertook  to  establish  a  commission,  to  be  composed  of 
three  of  its  citizens,  to  ascertain,  by  "suitable  authentic  testimony," 
the  full  amount  and  validity  of  these  claims;  and  it  may  be  conceded 
that  a  further  obligation  was  imposed  on  the  Government,  not,  indeed, 
in  terms,  but  impliedly,  to  be  careful  in  appointing  persons  to  form 
the  commission  to  select  men  of  knowing,  intelligence,  integrity  and 
learning;  and  when  the  claims  presented  to  the  commissioners  for 
decision  had  been  adjusted  and  admitted,  to  pay  them,  providing  they 
did  not  exceed  $5,000,000;  and  if  they  did  exceed  that  sum,  to  pay 
them  pro  rata.  All  these  obligations  the  Government  has  performed 
with  the  utmost  sincerity  and  good  faith. 

It  will  not  be  pretended  that  the  Government  stipulatea  that  the 
decisions  of  the  commissioners  should  be  infallible;  it  is  enough  that 
the  commission  was  composed  of  learned  and  discreet  men,  whose 
decisions  would  be  respected  in  all  parts  of  the  world.  But  it  is  bj^ 
no  means  intended  to  insinuate  that  the  correctness  of  the  final  rejec- 
tion of  Mr.  Meade's  memorial  is  questioned,  because  the  committee 
have  not  permitted  themselves  to  go  into  a  consideration  of  that  mat- 
ter. By  undertaking  to  review  the  proceedings  of  the  commissioners 
a  wide  door  would  be  opened  to  a  flood  of  claims  to  an  amount  which 
it  was  not  in  the  contemplation  of  the  Government  to  paj^  when  it 
entered  into  the  stipulations  of  the  treaty.  A  fund  of  $5,000,000  was 
provided,  to  be  distributed,  by  the  adjudication  of  the  commissioners, 
among  the  citizens  having  valid  claims  on  the  Spanish  Government. 
This  distribution  has  been  made,  and  the  whole  fund  is  exhausted. 

The  amount  of  claims  exhibited  to  the  commissioners,  the  committee 
are  informed,  exceeded  $40,000,000,  so  that  if  the  proceedings  of  the 
board  are  to  be  reviewed  and  investigated  anew,  as  but  $5,500,000  were 
allowed,  claims  to  the  amount  of  $35,000,000  more  are  yet  to  be  investi- 
gated and  provided  for.  In  such  a  course  of  proceeding  there  is  no 
mutuality  of  advantage  between  the  Government  and  the  claimants, 
for  if  an  erroneous  decision  shall  have  been  made  against  them,  there 
is  no  possible  means  by  which  the  injuiy  can  be  redressed. 

It  is  insisted  that  the  United  States,  having  renounced  these  claims 
to  the  Spanish  Government,  are  under  a  moral  obligation  to  discharge 
them  all  without  the  regard  to  the  limited  sum  specified  in  the  treaty. 
But  without  the  aid  of  the  Government  these  claims  of  the  Govern- 
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ment  on  the  Spanish  nation  never  could  have  been  enforced.  Its  aid 
was  invoked,  and  the  most  beneficial  terms  of  compromise  were  made 
which  could  be  obtained  without  the  sacrifice  of  a  much  larger  sum 
than  prudence  would  authorize  to  be  given  for  the  ceded  territory. 
Nor  should  it  he  forgotten  that  the  sum  of  15,000,000  was  not  the  only 
consideration  given  for  the  cession  of  Florida.  We,  at  the  same  time, 
surrendered  a  large  and  valuable  territory  lying  beyond  our  present 
southern  limits,  and  without  this  treaty  all  the  claims  would  have 
remained  unpaid  to  a  much  more  distant  day  than  the  present,  and  if 
we  looked  to  the  exhausted  state  of  the  Spanish  treasury  and  its 
impoverished  resources,  perhaps  that  period  would  never  have  arrived. 
Statements  of  these  claims  were  presented  to  the  Government,  solic- 
iting its  interposition  in  their  favor,  and  the  consequence  was  the 
treaty  of  1819,  by  which  the  Government  assumed  the  payment  of 
these  claims  to  an  amount  not  exceeding  15,000,000.  Had  the  aid  of 
the  Government  not  been  asked  the  fate  of  these  claimants  must  have 
rested  altogether  upon  the  honor  and  justice  of  the  Spanish  nation; 
but  the  interposition  of  the  Government  being  required,  the  claimants 
were  bound  either  to  the  fate  of  war  or  to  such  amicable  compromise 
as  could  be  made  in  their  behalf.  And  it  may  be  truly  said  that,  in 
estimating  the  value  of  these  claims,  their  nominal  amounts  is  not  to 
be  looked  to  only,  but  the  spes  recuperandi  is  the  standard  by  which 
their  just  value  is  to  be  estimated.  The  certainty  of  having  a  smaller 
sum  paid  by  the  Government  would,  by  a  prudent  man,  be  valued 
higher  than  the  contingent  prospect  of  obtaining  a  larger  sum  from 
Spain. 

But  a  further  view  of  this  case,  from  the  facts  presented,  is  required. 
Mr.  Meade's  claim  was  disallowed  by  the  commissioners  because  evi- 
dence which  he  had  adduced  to  them  was  not  sufficient  to  prove  the 
amount  or  validity  of  his  claim;  and  it  is  believed  that  they  went  so 
far  as  to  say  that  it  was  incompetent  evidence,  and  wholly  inadmis- 
sible to  prove  anything  before  them.  This  was  a  matter  of  which  they, 
by  the  treaty,  were  made  the  exclusive  judges.  This  opinion  was 
rendered  on  the  16th  of  April,  1823,  and  on  the  next  day  Mr.  Meade 
filed  a  specification  of  the  documents  which  he  requested  the  commis- 
sioners to  demand  of  the  Spanish  Government,  under  the  following 
clause  of  the  eleventh  article  of  the  treaty,  viz:  "And  the  Spanish 
Government  shall  furnish  all  such  documents  and  elucidations  as  may 
be  in  their  possession  for  the  adjustment  of  the  said  claims  according 
to  the  principles  of  justice,  the  laws  of  nations,  and  the  stipulations  of 
the  treaty  between  the  two  parties  of  October  27,  1795;  the  said  docu- 
ments to  be  specified  when  demanded  at  the  instance  of  the  said  com- 
missioners," and  on  the  following  day  the  commissioners  requested  the 
Secretary  of  State  to  adopt  such  means  as  he  would  think  proper  to 
require  of  the  Spanish  authorities  the  documents  so  specified.  On  the 
13th  of  May  the  Secretary  of  State  instructed  Mr.  Nelson,  who  was 
then  about  to  depart  this  country  as  minister  to  Spain,  to  demand  the 
specified  documents  from  the  Spanish  Government.  These  documents 
were  accordingly  demanded;  but,  owing  to  the  distracted  situation  of 
the  country,  being  then  overrun  by  French  troops,  the  documents 
were  not  obtained  so  as  to  enable  Mr.  Meade  to  lay  further  proof 
before  the  board  before  the  termination  of  the  commission;  nor  has 
the  demand  of  our  Government  for  these  proofs  yet  been  complied 
with.     The  consequence  has  been  that  the  commissioners,  adhering  to 
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their  decision  of  the  16th  of  April,  1823,  and  no  further  proof  being 
presented  to  them,  on  the  7th  of  June,  the  day  previous  to  the  close 
of  their  sessions,  finally  rejected  the  claim.  This  statement  is  made  to 
show  that  no  negligence  is  imputable  to  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  in  performing  its  duty  under  the  treaty  to  demand  the  desired 
documents,  for  the  earliest  opportunity  was  taken  by  the  Secretary  of 
State  to  instruct  our  minister  to  make  the  demand,  and  if  there  has 
been  a  failure  anywhere,  it  is  attributable  to  Spain.  That  Govern- 
ment engaged  to  furnish  the  documents  when  demanded,  and  it  has 
not  furnished  them.  If,  therefore,  a  fair  claim  (about  which  the  com- 
mittee express  no  opinion)  has  been  lost  through  the  fault  of  the  Span- 
ish authorities,  who  ought  to  make  good  that  loss?  Spain  or  the 
United  States,  to  whom  no  blame  or  negligence  can  be  imputed  ? 

Every  suitor  prepares  his  cause  for  the  hearing.  He  comes  to  it,  and 
if  unprepared,  at  his  peril.  It  is  not  the  duty  of  the  tribunal  which  is 
to  decide  his  cause  to  instruct  him  beforehand  as  to  the  nature  of  the 
evidence  which  it  will  require  to  sustain  his  case.  That  is  the  duty  of 
others;  and  if  he  is  erroneously  advised,  it  is  his  misfortune.  The 
documents,  which  it  is  alleged  are  to  be  found  in  the  Spanish  archives, 
and  which,  it  is  contended,  would  sustain  Mr.  Meade's  claim,  were  not 
specified  to  the  commissioners  until  the  17th  of  April,  1823,  when 
nearly  two-thirds  of  the  time  limit  for  the.  board  had  expired.  *  Had 
the  specification  of  the  documents  been  made  at  the  commencement  of 
the  sessions,  as  Spain  was  at  that  time,  and  for  a  long  time  after,  free 
from  invasion,  the  probability  is  that  all  the  documents  relating  to  the 
claim  might  have  been  procured  in  season  to  have  enabled  the  commis- 
sioners to  judge  whether  they  would  sustain  the  claim,  or  any  part  of 
it.  That  these  documents  were  not  earlier  demanded  was  not  the  fault 
of  any  agent  of  the  Government.  The  commissioners,  after  having 
decided  the  cause  against  Mr.  Meade,  upon  the  evidence  on  which  he 
relied,  indulged  him  to  the  last  moment  to  enable  him  to  produce  fur- 
ther proof;  and  upon  his  failing  to  do  so  they  finally  dismissed  his 
memorial.     The  committee,  therefore,  submit  the  following  resolution : 

Resolved,  That  the  prayer  of  the  memorialist  ought  not  to  be  granted. 
(Am.  St.  Pap.,  vol.  5,  p.  898;  Leg.  Jour.,  vol.  4,  pp.  192-734:.) 


[See  Claims  against  Spain,  Gen.  Index.] 
May  10,  1826. 

[Senate  Report  No.  94.] 

Mr.  White  made  the  following  report: 

The  Committee  of  Foreign  delations,  to  whom  was  referred  the 
memorials  of  certain  underwriters  and  others,  of  Philadelphia  and 
Baltimore,  stating  that  the  amount  provided  by  treatj'  with  Spain  for 
indemnity  to  claimants  against  the  Government  of  Spain  was  insuiB- 
cient,  and  praying  that  the  balance  and  interest  be  paid,  etc. ,  have  had 
the  same  under  consideration,  and  ask  leave  to  submit  the  following 
report: 

That  the  memorialists  represent,  in  substance,  that  sundry  citizens 
of  the  United  States,  while  engaged  in  lawful  commerce,  sustained 
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lo8ses  by  such  acts  as  made  the  Spanish  Government  responsible  for 
them;  that  the  United  States,  by  a  treaty  with  Spain,  dated  the  22d 
day  of  February,  1819,  renounced  to  Spain  all  those  claims,  and  thus 
became  liable  themselves  for  the  payment  of  the  full  amount  of  the 
princij)al  and  interest  justly  due  upon  them;  that  in  and  by  the  same 
treaty  it  was  provided  that  a  board  of  commissioners  should  be  estab- 
lished, whose  duty  it  should  be  to  ascertain  the  amount  and  validity 
of  said  claims,  and  also  a  fund,  not  exceeding  five  millions  of  dollars, 
for  their  payment;  that  such  board  was  established  and  organized,  who 
proceeded  in  the  discharge  of  their  duty,  and  ascertained  that  the  prin- 
cipal alone,  of  valid  claims,  exceeded  the  sum  aforesaid  so  much  as  to 
make  it  necessary  that  each  claim  should  abate  at  the  rate  of  8^  per 
cent  to  reduce  the  amount  Vhich  they  might  award  to  the  sum 
specified  in  the  treaty;  that  such  abatement  was  accordingly  made,  and 
thus  it  has  happened  that  instead  of  receiving  the  full  amount  of  prin- 
cipal and  interest  to  which  the  claimants  were  fairly  entitled,  no  one 
of  them  has  received  1  cent  for  interest,  and  each  has  been  compelled 
to  abate  at  the  rate  of  8^  per  cent  of  the  principal  due  to  him,  and 
pray  that  provision  may  now  be  made  for  paying  them,  not  only  the 
principal,  which  they  have  been  compelled  to  abate,  but  likewise  inter- 
est upon  the  whole  principal  from  the  time  the  injuries  were  sustained 
by  them  up  to  the  time  of  payment,  etc. 

Your  committee  have  attentively  considered  the  matters  embraced 
in  and  connected  with  the  said  memorials,  and  are  of  opinion  that  the 
United  States  are  not  bound  upon  any  principle  whatever  to  make  any 
provision  in  addition  to  that  provided  in  the  treaty  for  the  payment  of 
either  the  principal  or  interest  now  claimed,  and,  therefore,  recom- 
mend the  adoption  of  the  following  resolution : 

Resolved^  That  Congress  ought  not  to  appropriate  any  additional 
sum  for  the  paj^ment  of  either  the  principal  or  interest  claimed  by  the 
memorialists. 

(Am.  St.  Pap.,  vol.  6,  p.  1.) 


NINETEENTH  CONGRESS,   SECOND   SESSION. 

[See  Claims  against  France,  Gen.  Index.] 
February  12,  1827. 

As  to  memorial  of  certain  merchants  of  Portsmouth,  N.  H. ;  the  me- 
morial of  certain  merchants  of  the  city  of  New  York;  the  memorial 
of  certain  merchants  of  the  city  of  Philadelphia,  and  the  memorial  of 
certain  merchants  of  the  city  of  Baltimore,  Mr.  Sanford  reported: 

The  memorialists  have  claims  upon  the  Government  of  France, 
arising  from  seizures  and  spoliations  of  their  property  made  under 
the  authority  of  France  at  different  times  between  the  year  1805  and 
the  year  1813,  and  they  pray  that  these  claims  may  be  prosecuted 
against  France  by  such  measures  as  the  magnitude  and  justice  of  the 
claims  and  the  obligations  of  this  Government  to  its  citizens  may 
require. 

Full  and  numerous  expositions  of  these  claims  are  before  the  Gov- 
ernment and  the  public,  and  the  committee  deem  it  unnecessary  here 
to  enter  into  any  detail  of  facts.  It  is  sufficient  to  state  that  the  seiz- 
ure and  sequestration  of  the  vessels  and  merchandise  of  our  citizens 
in  French  ports  by  order  of  the  French  Government,  and  the  capture 
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of  some  of  our  vessels  and  the  destruction  of  others  on  the  high  seas, 
by  the  authority  of  France,  are  the  grave  injuries  for  which  our  cit- 
izens seek  relief. 

For  these  injuries  France  is  responsible;  these  claims  of  our  citizens 
are  clearly  just,  and  it  is  the  duty  of  this  Government  to  prosecute 
them  against  France. 

The  efforts  which  have  been  heretofore  made  by  this  Government 
to  obtain  redress  for  these  injuries  from  France  are  also  well  known. 
They  have  been  able,  strenuous,  and  repeated,  but  they  have  been 
wholh^  without  success.  Still  the  committee  are  unwilling  to  believe 
that  France  has  definitely  refused  to  listen  to  the  voice  of  justice,  and 
they  are  of  the  opinion  that  one  further  effort  should  be  solemnly  made 
by  negotiation  to  obtain  redress.  Entertaining  this  opinion  the  commit- 
tee do  not  at  this  time  recommend  any  legislative  measure.  Negotia- 
tion belongs  to  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government,  and  it  is  not 
doubted  that  every  proper  exertion  of  the  Executive  authority  will 
be  made  to  pursue  this  object  and  to  obtain  just  redress. 

The  committee  therefore  ask  to  be  discharged  from  further  consid- 
eration of  these  memorials. 

(Am.  St.  Pap.,  vol.  6,  p.  613.) 


[See  p.  4,  Vol.  I.] 

TWENTY-FIRST  CONGRESS,  FIRST  SESSION. 

March  6,   1830. 

Report  on  petition  of  Reuben  Shapley: 

That  the  petition  was  presented  to  the  Senate  on  the  27th  day  of 
December,  1821,  when  it  was  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations,  which  committee  made  a  report  thereupon,  on  the  6th  day 
of  March,  1822.     This  report  states — 

That  if  relief  be  due  in  the  case  of  Reuben  Shapley,  the  same  ought  to  be  claimed 
in  the  manner  in  which  relief  for  maritime  injuries  are  commonly  claimed,  according 
to  the  laws  and  usages  of  nations. 

The  Executive  of  the  United  States  is,  from  time  to  time,  employed 
in  supporting  the  like  claims  of  our  fellow-citizens,  and,  if  required, 
such  interposition  may  be  afforded  in  this  claim. 

In  this  opinion  the  present  committee  concur  entirely;  they  there- 
fore submit  now  to  the  Senate  a  resolution  similar  to  that  which  was 
adopted  and  approved  by  the  Senate  on  the  7th  day  of  March,  1822. 

JResolved,  That  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  be  discharged 
from  the  further  consideration  of  the  petition  of  Reuben  Shapley;  and 
that  the  petitioner  have  leave  to  withdraw  his  petition  and  papers 
(Leg.  Jour.,  p.  171.) 


March  24,  1830. 

Report  on  petition  of  Francis  Legarde,  attornej^  for  James  A. 
Watson: 

That  the  petitioner  represents  himself  to  be  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States,  owner  of  the  brig  Morgana,  and  of  the  cargo  laden  on  board 
of  her,  which  vessel  so  laden  sailed  from  the  port  of  New  Orleans  in 
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the  year  1824,  bound  for  the  Havanas.  That  she  proceeded  from  the 
Havanas  on  the  10th  of  August  in  that  year,  bound  on  a  voyage  to 
the  Cape  de  Verde  Islands;  but  experiencing  severe  gales  in  the  prose- 
cution of  the  last  voyage,  in  the  course  of  which  the  vessel  sustained 
much  damage,  she  was  compelled  to  put  away  for  the  nearest  port. 
That  she  succeeded  in  reaching  the  port  of  Magadore,  but  not  being 
able  to  get  the  damages  repaired  there,  for  the  want  of  necessary 
materials  and  workmen,  the  memorialist  thought  it  advisable  to  pro- 
ceed to  Lanzarote,  in  the  Canaries,  where  the  vessel  arrived  soon 
afterwards. 

The  memorialist  further  states  that  upon  his  arrival  at  Lanzarote 
he  reported  the  vessel  at  the  custom-house  as  having  put  in  there  in 
distress  for  the  purpose  of  repairing,  and  then  proceeding  on  her 
original  voyage  to  the  Cape  de  Verde  Islands.  That  in  consequence  of 
this  report  the  vessel  was  permitted  to  discharge  her  cargo,  the  whole 
of  which  was  deposited  in  the  custom-house  stores;  and,  being  so 
unladen,  she  was  repaired.  That  the  repairs  being  completed,  the 
memorialist  wished  to  reship  his  cargo,  and  to  proceed  upon  his  orig- 
inal voyage,  but  the  custom-house  officers  at  Lanzarote  refused  to 
deliver  the  cargo,  seized  that,  together  with  the  vessel,  and  imprisoned 
the  master  as  well  as  himself,  and  that  these  last  transactions  occurred 
in  the  month  of  October,  1824. 

The  memorialist  further  states  that  the  intendent  of  the  Canary 
Islands  continued  the  prosecutions  then  instituted  until  the  22d  of 
May,  1826,  when  a  decree  was  rendered  liberating  the  vessel  and  cargo, 
and  setting  at  liberty  the  master  and  the  memorialist;  that  the  me- 
morialist then  proceeded  to  Madrid  to  demand  of  the  Spanish  Govern- 
ment redress  for  the  injuries  so  received,  and  succeeded  in  obtaining  a 
royal  order,  dated  December  19,  1826,  declaring  unjust  the  whole  pro- 
ceedings of  the  intendent  of  the  Canaries. 

Wherefore  the  memorialist  prays  that  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  may  take  his  case  into  their  consideration,  with  the  view  of 
obtaining  from  the  Spanish  Government  full  payment  for  all  the  losses, 
costs,  and  damages  caused  by  the  aforesaid  proceedings  of  its  officers. 

I'he  committee  will  here  remark,  that  no  proofs  of  any  kind  have 
been  exhibited  to  them  in  support  of  this  memorial,  nor  did  they  deem 
it  necessary  to  ask  for  any,  because  if  relief  be  due  to  the  memorialist 
in  this  case  it  ought  to  be  claimed  in  the  manner  in  which  redress  for 
maritime  injuries  are  commonly  claimed  according  to  the  law  and 
usages  of  nations,  that  is  to  say,  through  the  Executive  of  the  United 
States,  which  is  from  time  to  time  employed  in  supporting  the  like 
claims  of  our  fellow-citizens,  and  if  requested  will,  no  doubt,  afford 
such  interposition  as  may  be  proper  in  this  case  also.  This  committee, 
therefore,  recommend  to  the  Senate  the  adoption  of  the  following 
resolution: 

Resolved,  That  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  be  discharged 
from  the  further  consideration  of  the  memorial  of  Francis  Lagarde, 
attorney  of  James  A.  Watson,  and  that  the  memorialist  have  leave  to 
withdraw  his  memorial. 

(Leg.  Jour.,  p.  201.) 
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April  26,  1830. 

Report  on  memorial  of  certain  citizens  of  Ohio  on  the  case  of  Capt. 
Benjamin  Jones  Shain,  etc. 

That  the  petitioners  represent,  that  on  the  25th  day  of  November, 
1821,  there  was  committed  on  the  property  and  person  of  Benjamin 
Jones  Shain,  master  of  the  schooner  Ajax,  while  in  the  port  of  Habana, 
an  outrage  of  the  most  flagrant,  atrocious,  and  unprovoked  character 
by  certain  Spanish  officers,  soldiers,  and  others  at  that  place.  That 
the  circumstances  attending  this  transaction  were  stated  to  the  Senate 
in  a  petition  presented  to  that  body  in  the  year  1822,  which  petition 
was  then  referred  to  the  Secretary  of  State.  But  that  no  report  in 
relation  to  it  has  yet  been  made  by  that  officer.  They  therefore  pray 
in  behalf  of  the  said  Shain  that  Congress  may  take  such  efficient 
measures  and  proceedings  as  they  shall  deem  most  proper  to  procure 
redress  for  the  said  outrage. 

The  representations  of  the  petitioners  that  no  report  has  ever  been 
made  by  the  Secretary  of  State  upon  the  case  referred  to  him  is  not 
correct.  On  the  5th  day  of  February,  1823,  the  Secretary  of  State 
did  make  a  report  upon  the  case  of  Captain  Shain,  which  had  been 
referred  to  him.  In  this  report  he  states  that  on  the  16th  day  of  Jan- 
uary, 1822,  a  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  House  of  Representatives 
requesting  of  the  President  information  with  regard  to  outrages  and 
abuses  committed  upon  the  persons  of  the  officers  and  crew  of  Amer- 
ican vessels  at  the  Havanas.  That  in  pursuance  of  this  resolution  a 
message  of  the  President,  communicated  to  the  House  on  the  30th  of 
January,  1822,  the  statement  of  Captain  Shain,  together  with  the 
depositions  presented  to  support  the  same.  That  these  documents 
were  referred  by  the  House  of  Representatives  to  their  Committee  on 
Foreign  Affairs,  who  on  the  12th  of  February,  1822,  reported  to  the 
House  their  opinion  that  there  had  not  been  a  case  presented  to  them 
in  the  statement  and  documents  above  mentioned,  which  required  the 
interference  of  the  Goverment.  They  therefore  submitted  a  resolu- 
tion which  was  agreed  upon  by  the  House  that  the  committee  be  dis- 
charged from  the  further  consideration  of  the  subject. 

As  no  new  evidence  accompanies  the  present  petition,  the  committee 
see  no  reason  why  they  should  recommend  to  the  Senate  the  adoption 
of  any  other  step  in  relation  to  this  case  than  that  which  has  already 
received  the  sanction  of  the  House  of  Representatives  and  of  the 
Executive  of  the  United  States.  They  therefore  propose  to  the  Senate 
to  adopt  the  following  resolution: 

Resolved,  That  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs    be  discharged 
from  the  further  consideration  of  this  petition. 
(Leg.  Jour.,  p.  269.) 
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[See  Claims  against  Spain,  Gen.  Index.] 
TWENTY-THIRD  CONGRESS,   FIRST  SESSION. 

June  30,  1834. 

[Senate  Report  No.  506,] 

Mr.  Wilkins  made  the  following  report: 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  to  whom  waa  referred  the 
memorial  of  Somerville  Pinckney,  administrator  of  James  Williams, 
deceased,  praying  indemnity,  under  the  Florida  treaty,  for  certain 
spoliations,  report: 

That  the  facts  set  forth  in  the  memorial  are  true,  and,  in  the  opinion 
of  the  committee,  entitle  the  claim  to  the  favorable  consideration  of 
Congress. 

There  is  still  a  balance  of  the  fund  appropriated  to  the  payment  of 
these  claims  in  the  hands  of  the  Government,  which  it  holds  as  trustee 
for  the  benefit  of  those  entitled,  and  which  Congress  certainly  can  not 
dispose  of  in  any  other  mode.  The  facts  in  this  case  having  been 
established,  and  the  later  decisions  of  the  commissioners  having  estab- 
lished also  the  legality  of  the  claim,  the  failure  to  have  it  allowed 
having  resulted  from  the  accidental  omission  of  the  administrator,  by 
whom  it  was  presented,  to  make  further  inquiry  after  the  first  decision, 
and  the  allowance  now  being  in  no  respect  calculated  to  injure  the 
persons  having  claims  upon  the  fund,  or  to  prejudice  them  in  any 
respect  more  than  if  it  had  been  allowed  by  the  commissioners  during 
their  session,  the  committee  recommend  the  passage  of  a  bill  author- 
izing the  payment  of  a  dividend  to  the  amount  paid  on  other  claims, 
provided  the  same  shall  not  exceed  the  balance  of  the  fund  still  remain- 
ing. The  lateness  of  the  session  of  Congress,  however,  induce  the 
committee  to  decline  reporting  such  a  bill  now,  and  to  advise  the  post- 
ponement of  the  subject  until  the  next  session. 


[See  preceding  report.] 

TWENTY-THIRD  CONGRESS,  SECOND  SESSION. 

January  22,  1835. 

[Senate  Report  Xo.  — .] 

On  petition  of  Somerville  Pinckney,  administrator  of  James  Williams, 
IVir.  King,  of  Georgia,  made  the  following  report: 

That  it  appears  from  the  documents  accompanying  the  memorial 
that  James  Williams,  in  his  lifetime,  in  the  month  of  December,  1799, 
shipped  on  board  a  schooner,  called  the  Brothers^  a  cargo  of  merchan- 
dise destined  to  Habana. 

That,  in  the  same  month  and  year,  the  said  schooner  Brothers  was 
captured  by  an  armed  privateer  under  French  colors,  called  the  Ma/ria, 
and  carried  into  the  port  called  Nalargas,  in  Cuba,  where,  by  the  con- 
nivance of  the  Spanish  authorities,  the  vessel  and  cargo  were  converted 
by  the  captors  to  their  own  use. 

That  application  was  made  by  the  commander  of  the  schooner  to  the 
commandant  of  the  port  at  Matanzas,  but  no  satisfaction  was  received, 
and  the  vessel  and  cargo  were  thereupon  abandoned  to  the  Spanish- 
Government,  and  a  representation  of  the  loss  shortly  afterwards  was 
made  to  the  Government  of  the  United  States. 
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The  committee  also  learn  from  the  evidence  that  the  vessel  was  worth 
$3,000,  and  the  cargo,  at  invoice  prices,  was  worth  |5,843.63,  which, 
with  8  per  cent  premium  of  insurance  and  the  customary  2^  per  cent, 
gave  to  the  owners  an  insurable  interest  in  the  cargo  of  16,529.19; 
that  the  vessel  was  without  insurance,  and  the  cargo  partially  insured 
for  ^,000  by  the  Baltimore  Insurance  Company,  which  was  paid  to 
the  insured. 

It  appears  further  to  the  committee  that  in  April,  1822,  the  then 
representatives  of  the  estate  of  James  Williams  filed  their  memorial 
before  the  commissioners,  appointed  and  acting  under  the  Florida 
treaty,  praying  indemnity  for  the  loss  of  the  said  vessel  and  the  part 
of  the  cargo  uninsured,  the  claim  of  the  Baltimore  Insurance  Com- 
pany for  the  portion  of  the  loss  on  the  same  adventure  having  been 
previously  filed  in  the  month  of  February  in  the  same  year.  The 
committee  find  also,  from  the  documents  submitted  to  them,  that  the 
board  of  commissioners,  at  an  early  period  of  its  sessions,  adopted  a 
rule,  "  that  all  claims  on  the  same  vessel,  voyage,  and  captain  will  be 
decided  together;"  that  the  claims  of  the  underwriters  and  the  claim 
in  question  were,  in  pursuance  of  the  above  rule,  examined  together 
on  the  20th  of  November,  1823,  and  rejected;  that  the  Baltimore  Insur- 
ance Company  petitioned  for  and  obtained  a  rehearing  of  their  claim, 
which,  on  the  24th  of  April,  1824,  was  allowed. 

No  petition  for  a  rehearing  of  the  claim  in  question  having  been  filed 
before  the  commissioners,  the  first  decision  of  the  board  by  which  the 
claim  was  rejected  remained  in  full  operation,  and  the  estate  which 
the  memorialist  represents  has  been  denied  any  benefits  from  the  fund 
provided  for  the  indemnity  of  citizens  of  the  United  States  under  the 
Florida  treaty. 

Under  the  foregoing  view  of  the  facts,  the  conmaittee  have  consid- 
ered the  claims  of  the  memorialist  to  relief.  They  have  not  thought 
it  important  to  examine  the  correctness  of  the  ultimate  decision  of  the 
board  by  which  the  claims  of  the  underwriters  were  allowed.  The 
acquiescence  of  the  Spanish  authorities  at  Matanzas  may  or  may  not 
have  justified  the  board  in  the  decision  that  the  loss  of  the  schooner 
and  cargo  was  a  loss  to  be  remunerated  by  the  provisions  of  the 
treaty.  Such  was  the  decision  by  the  only  tribunal  having  authority 
to  decide,  and  hence  it  appears  that  by  the  application  of  an  adjudicated 
principle,  the  estate  of  James  "Williams  was  clearly  entitled  to  indemnity 
with  the  other  claimants  admitted  by  the  board  to  indemnity  under 
the  treaty  in  question.  But  although  the  committee  are  disposed  to 
admit  the  original  rights  of  the  estate  of  James  Williams  to  partici- 
pate in  the  fund  provided  by  the  treaty  they  are  not  prepared  to  indem- 
nify the  claimant  at  the  expense  of  the  nation.  The  memorialist  excuses 
the  omission  to  apply  for  a  reconsideration  by  stating  the  belief  of  the 
representatives  of  the  estate  that  the  claim  would  be  considered  in  a 
final  adjudication  together  with  the  claim  of  the  Baltimore  Insurance 
Company.  The  excuse  is  reasonable  and  the  statement  most  probably 
true.  But  the  claims  were  presented  in  separate  memorials  by  differ- 
ent parties  in  interest,  were  never  consolidated  on  the  record  of  the 
commissioners,  and  were  only  considered  together  by  a  time-saving 
rule  of  the  board  when  both  cases  were  properly  before  it.  The  com- 
mittee can  not,  therefore,  consider  the  United  States  liable  for  an  omis- 
sion on  the  part  of  the  commissioners  occasioned  by  a  want  of  strict 
attention  by  the  party  in  interest,  which  was  usual  with  other  claim- 
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ants,  however,  he  may  have  been  disappointed  in  his  reasonable 
expectations. 

This  objection  as  well  as  the  force  of  it  seems  to  have  been  antici- 
pated by  the  memorialist  and  he  represents  in  his  memorial  that  there 
is  a  balance  of  the  stipulated  indemnity  remaining  unclaimed  in  the 
Treasury  to  which  he  asserts  a  superior  claim,  and  the  committee  find 
on  inquiry  that  there  are  dividends  awarded  by  the  commission  and 
unclaimed  by  those  entitled  to  them  to  the  amount  of  18,867.03. 

The  commissioners,  however,  have  not  thought  proper  to  recommend 
a  change  at  present  in  the  disposition  of  this  fund.  It  is  already  appro- 
.  priated  and  belongs  to  those  to  whom  it  has  been  awarded  by  the  com- 
missioners, and  the  committee  do  not  consider  the  delay  in  applying 
for  it  as  an  abandonment  of  right.  It  is  certainly  true,  as  stated  in 
behalf  of  the  memorialist,  that,  "in  reference  to  the  sum  appropriated 
by  the  treaty  of  Florida  to  the  payment  of  the  debts  of  Spain,  the 
United  States  is  a  trustee."  But  this  the  committee  conceive  only 
renders  the  delay  the  less  inconsistent  with  the  rights  of  those  entitled 
to  the  subject  of  the  trust,  it  being  a  rule  of  equity,  founded  on  rea- 
sons equally  applicable  in  political  and  private  relations,  that  no  lim- 
itations run  in  favor  of  the  trustee  against  the  claim  of  those  entitled 
to  the  beneficiary  interest. 

The  committee  would  suggest  that  an  act  of  limitations  to  operate 
on  this  surplus  fund,  imposing  reasonable  conditions  on  the  claimants, 
may  be  worthy  the  consideration  of  Congress,  but  for  the  present  ask 
the  adoption  of  the  following  resolution: 

Hesolved,  That  the  committee  be  discharged  from  the  further  con- 
sideration of  the  subject. 

[See  pp.  3,  5,  186,  Vol.  I.] 

TWENTY-FOURTH  CONGRESS,  FIRST  SESSION. 

Marcli  11,  1836. 

[Senate  Report  No.  236.] 

Mr.  Porter  made  the  following  report: 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs,  to  whom  was  referred  the  peti- 
tion of  Margaret  Meade,  widow  and  executrix  of  Richard  W.  Meade, 
have  had  the  same  under  consideration,  and  report: 

This  case  has  been  frequently  before  committees  of  the  House  of 
Representatives,  by  whom  the  prayer  of  the  petition  has  been  favor- 
ably considered  and  bills  presented  for  her  relief.  The  reports,  accom- 
panying these  bills,  state  all  the  material  facts  on  which  the  claim  rests; 
and  the  committee  have  taken,  as  evidence  of  these  facts,  the  documents 
accompanying  a  report  made  by  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations 
in  the  House  of  Representatives,  on  the  14th  January,  1834;  both  are 
hereunto  annexed. 

The  application  for  relief  in  this  instance  grows  out  of  a  rejection, 
by  the  commissioners  under  the  Florida  treaty  of  a  claim  of  the  hus- 
band of  the  petitioner  against  Spain.  By  the  stipulations  of  that  treaty 
the  United  States  undertook  to  pay  to  certain  of  its  citizens  demands 
which  they  held  upon  the  Spanish  Government. 

The  article  of  the  treaty  on  which  Meade  presented  his  case  to  the 
commissioners  is  in  these  words:  "The  renunciation  of  the  United 
States  will  extend  to  all  claims  on  the  Spanish  Government,  statements 
of  which,  soliciting  the  interposition  of  the  Government  of  the  United 
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States,  have  been  presented  to  the  Department  of  State  or  to  the  min 
ister  of  the  United  States,  since  the  date  of  the  convention  of  1802,  an( 
until  the  signature  of  the  treaty." 

Meade's  demand  on  Spain  embraced  not  merely  claims  for  damag  f 
arising  from  torts  committed  by  the  officers  of  that  G-overnment,  ii 
extended,  also,  to  money  due  on  contracts  for  provisions  furnisnea  irj 
him  during  the  war  of  the  Peninsula,  and  it  also  comprehended  a  rign 
to  compensation  for  the  damages  sustained  on  protested  bills  o. 
exchange  given  to  him  in  payment  of  the  debt.  . 

The  committee  are  saved  the  necessity  of  examining  whether  a  clam 
of  the  character  just  stated  is  included  within  the  provisions  of  a  treatj 
which,  by  a  generic  term,  provides  for  all  claims.  Soon  attertm 
organization  of  the  board  a  doubt  appears  to  have  arisen  m  the  mmdi 
of  the  commissioners  whether  money  due  by  the  Government  of  opaii 
on  contract,  fell  within  the  renunciation  made  by  the  United  States 
and  they  requested  information  from  the  Executive  whether  cases  oi 
this  kind  had  been  intentionally  excluded.  To  this  inquiry  an  answei 
was  returned  by  the  then  Secretary  of  State,  "that  as  there  was  nc 
limitation  in  the  words  of  the  renunciation  with  regard  to  the  nature 
of  the  transactions  in  which  the  claim  originated,  whether  by  contraci 
or  by  tort,  so  none  was  intended."  The  commissioners  acted  on  this 
interpretation,  or  rather  explanation,  and  Meade's  claim  was  receivec 
for  adjudication. 

They,  however,  refused  to  confirm  it.  It  is  not  the  intention  of  the 
committee,  for  it  is  not  necessary,  to  pass  in  review  that  rejection,  noi 
to  examine  whether  the  conclusions  reached  by  the  board,  or  the  rea- 
sons on  which  those  conclusions  were  founded  so  far  as  they  now  car 
be  ascertained,  are  such  as  the  committee  could  adopt.  The  principal 
evidence  offered  in  support  of  the  claim  was  the  decree  of  a  special 
tribunal  created  by  the  King  of  Spain  to  examine  and  liquidate  the 
demands  of  Meade  against  that  monarchy.  The  commissioners  were 
of  opinion  that  their  decision  was  neither  conclusive  or  prima  facie 
evidence  of  the  debt  it  professed  to  recognize  and  establish.  Admitting 
this  opinion  to  be  sound,  still  the  committee  feel  that,  on  coming  to  a 
conclusion  on  the  case  now  under  consideration  the  Senate  are  noi 
necessarily  limited  to  the  truth  which  may  reach  them  through  evi- 
dence which  is  legal  according  to  the  rules  of  this  or  that  system  oi 
jurisprudence.  That  the  board  might  properly  establish  the  opposite 
principle  need  not  be  gainsaid.  Such  a  standard  may  have  been  cor- 
rect wnile  conflicting  claimants  disputed  for  a  fund  "which  was  to  be 
divided  among  them;  but  on  an  appeal  to  the  justice  of  the  republic, 
moral  evidence  is  all  that  is  necessary.     It  is  of  far  less  importance 

howthe  conviction  isattained,  than  thatreparation  should  notspeedilv— 
instantly — follow  a  knowledge  of  the  wrong. 

The  case  is  one  of  a  very  peculiar  character,  and  though  its  justice  is 
manifest  a  fatality  seems  to  have  attended  every  effort  of  the  claimant 
and  defeated  his  attempts  to  obtain  satisfaction  for  the  injuries  he  has 
sustained.  Nor  can  the  disappointment  be  attributed  to  a  want  oi 
great  industry  and  exertion  on  his  part— it  would  rather  appear  thai 
the  failure  to  successfully  enforce  his  rights  proceeded  in  some  measure 
from  the  vast  pains  he  took  "to  secure  them. 

The  obligations  of  Spain  arose  in  the  first  instance,  from  extensive 
supplies  of  provisions  furnished  by  him  to  its  Government  durino-  the 
war  between  the  Emperor  Napoleon  and  that  country.  Before  the 
conclusion  of  hostilities  we  find  him  engaged  in  an  active  controversv 
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with  its  fiscal  officers,  in  consequence  of  their  failure  to  comply  with 
the  engagements  they  had  contracted  to  him.  Payment  was  refused, 
not  pn  the  ground  that  the  money  was  not  due;  that  was  admitted — 
the  inability  of  the  treasury  to  meet  the  demands  on  it  was  put  forward 
as  the  cause  why  the  debt  was  not  discharged. 

After  the  treaty  of  peace,  and  the  general  pacification  of  Europe 
which  followed  it,  Meade  lost  no  time  in  his  pursuit  to  obtain  justice 
at  the  hands  of  Spain.  His  importunity  appears  to  have  been  unceas- 
ing, and  we  presume  it  became  at  last  painful  to  those  to  whom  it  was 
addressed;  for  the  compendious  measure  of  imprisoning  the  complain- 
ant was  resorted  to  as  a  means  of  silencing  his  remonstrance.  From 
this  imprisonment  he  was  released  on  the  interposition  of  the  United 
States,  the  Government  of  Spain  expressly  acknowledging  on  setting 
himi  at  liberty  the  injustice  of  the  measure  it  had  resorted  to.  With 
the  return  of  freedom  his  exertions  to  obtain  payment  for  his  claim 
recommenced,  and  the  treaty  which  ended  by  the  cession  of  Florida 
being  then  pending,  he  endeavored  to  secure  the  assistance  of  his  own 
country  to  obtain  from  the  Spanish  Government  a  recognition  of  the 
debt.  His  application  to  the  Executive  here  was  accompanied  by  a 
detailed  statement  of  his  case,  and  its  equity  being  apparent,  the  efforts 
of  our  minister  in  Spain  were  given  in  aid  of  the  solicitations  of  the 
memoralist.  These  measures  were  so  far  successful  that,  previous  to 
the  signature  of  the  treaty  at  Washington,  a  commission  was  appointed 
to  liquidate  the  several  claims  he  set  up.  The  evidence,  however,  in 
support  of  them  was  scattered  among  the  public  archives  in  different 
provinces  of  Spain  and  was  with  difficulty  procured.  A  necessary 
delay  occurred  in  the  examination  and  adjudication,  and  it  was  not 
until  some  months  after  the  execution  of  the  treaty  at  Washington,  but 
before  its  ratification,  that  a  decree  was  rendered  fixing  the  amount 
due  to  him. 

While  the  propriety  of  ratifying  this  treaty  was  under  discussion  in 
the  Cortes  of  Spain,  Meade  appeared  before  them,  and  demanded  that 
his  debt  should  be  expressly  recognized  as  one  of  those  for  which  pay- 
ment was  contemplated  by  that  instrument.  The  terms  of  it  being  suffi- 
ciently comprehensive  to  include  his  case,  this  may  appear  an  act  of 
supererogation,  but  much  allowance  is  to  be  made  for  the  deep  anxiety 
of  a  man  whose  all  was  at  stake,  and  on  whom  previous  occurrences  could 
not  have  failed  to  impress  the  danger  which  attends  an  individual  when 
a  nation  becomes  his  debtor.  His  application  was,  however,  taken  into 
consideration,  and  measures  were  pursued  to  obtain  from  the  executive 
government  in  Spain  their  understanding  of  the  treaty.  A  committee 
was  also  appointed  to  ascertain  from  the  American  minister,  then  at  Mad- 
rid, his  sense  of  it.  The  Spanish  secretary  of  state,  in  reply,  expressly 
declared  that  the  debt  due  to  R.  W.  Meade  was  included  in  the  treaty, 
and  that  the  nature  and  amount  of  said  debt  were  well  known  to  the 
Government  of  the  United  States,  as  the  same  had  been  officially  com- 
municated to  the  American  minister  at  Madrid;  and  the  committee  re- 
ported that,  in  a  conversation  with  that  gentleman,  they  had  received 
assurances  of  the  same  import.  It  is  further  in  evidence  that,  on  the 
knowledge  thus  obtained  by  the  Cortes,  the  ratification  of  the  treaty  was 
advised. 

Having  thus  exhausted  every  means  within  his  power  to  obtain  pay- 
ment in  Spain,  and  failing  in  the  attempt,  having  secured  a  solemn  and 
authentic  recognition  of  his  debt,  he  returned  to  the  United  States,  and 
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presented  his  case  before  the  board  established  at  Washington  for  the 
adjudication  of  those  claims  which  were  embraced  by  the  treaty.  He 
was  there  met  by  the  objection  which  has  been  already  noticed:  that  the 
judgment  being  rendered  after  the  signature  of  the  treaty  at  Washington , 
it  could  not  be  considered  as  evidence  of  the  debt  due  by  Spain,  and  he 
was  required  to  produce  the  original  documents  on  which  that  judgment 
was  pronounced.  The  difficulty  of  complying  with  this  request  was  man- 
ifest, for  the  documents  were  in  possession  of  the  commission  in  Spain, 
by  which  the  decree  was  given,  and  the  delay,  which  was  inevitable, 
necessarily  endangered  a  favorable  result  to  his  demand.  He,  however, 
immediately  set  to  work  to  comply  with  the  views  of  the  board,  and  to 
this  end  addressed  the  minister  of  Spain,  in  the  United  States,  praying 
him  that  orders  might  be  given  at  home  to  surrender  to  the  memorialist 
the  original  documents  and  vouchers  on  which  judgment  had  been  given 
in  his  favor.  The  Government  of  that  country  thought  proper  to  con- 
sider the  request  as  a  great  insult  to  their  dignity,  and  replied  to  it  by 
declaring  ' '  that  His  Catholic  Majesty  knew  too  well  what  was  due  to  the 
reputation  of  his  officers,  and  the  integrity  of  his  tribunals,  to  furnish 
the  original  vouchers."  After  further  negotiation  on  the  subject,  our 
minister  at  Spain,  Mr.  Nelson,  was  instructed  to  demand  them,  and  they 
were  finally  promised  to  be  given  up.  This  delay  of  justice,  however, 
produced  all  the  effects  of  a  denial;  for,  before  the  documents  could  be 
procured,  the  commission  at  Washington  closed  its  proceedings,  and  the 
claim  was  rejected.  So  that,  after  twelve  years  of  unceasing  exertion, 
anxiety,  and  suffering,  during  all  which  time  he  had  pursued  his 
rights  with  unheard-of  perseverance,  the  memorialist  found  himself, 
between  the  rules  of  evidence  on  one  side  of  the  Atlantic  and  notions 
of  dignity  on  the  other,  defeated  in  the  assertion  of  a  just  credit,  and 
deprived  of  the  fruits  of  a  life  of  labor  and  self-denial. 

The  committee  feel  that  the  examination  just  gone  into  of  the  causes 
which  compel  the  petitioner  to  come  before  Congress,  notwithstanding 
a  decision  of  the  commissioners  adverse  to  his  claim,  would  be  more 
than  unprofitable  if  the  verity  and  bona  fide  character  of  the  debt  were 
not  clearly  established.  To  that  point,  therefore,  their  particular 
attention  has  been  turned;  and  they  are  constrained  to  say  that  not  a 
doubt  exists  on  their  minds  that  Meade  was  a  creditor  of  Spain  to  a 
large  amount.  The  exact  sum  can  only  be  a  matter  of  controversy; 
that  something  is  due  is  beyond  all  question. 

The  conviction  which  the  committee  entertain  on  this  point  has  been 
produced  by  the  exhibition  of  docimients  showing  extensive  dealings  on 
the  part  of  Spain  with  the  petitioner;  and  frequent  and  solemn  acknowl- 
edgments, by  the  Spanish  authorities,  long  before  the  signing  of  the 
treaty,  up  to  that  time  and  after,  that  Meade  was  the  creditor  of  the  na- 
tion to  a  large  amount.  At  no  period,  indeed,  do  we  learn  that  the  in- 
debtedness of  the  Government  was  ever  called  in  question;  the  contests 
were  as  to  the  time  and  modes  of  payment.  Thus  it  was  proposed,  or 
rather  declared,  that  the  debt  due  to  Meade  should  be  funded  and  make 
a  part  of  the  national  debt,  and  this  proposition  was  only  defeated  by 
vigorous  and  repeated  remonstrances  on  his  part.  At  another  time 
intimations  were  thrown  out  that  he  might  obtain  satisfaction  through 
a  concession  of  lands  in  Florida,  and  this  mode  of  payment  would  have 
been  satisfactory,  but  he  was  deterred  from  receiving  it  by  a  declara- 
tion of  our  Government  that  it  was  not  agreeable  to  it  that  the  prov- 
ince should  be  obtained  from  Spain  covered  by  large  grants.  The 
judgment  of  the  Spanish  commissioners  liquidating  the  claim,  which 
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was  rejected  by  the  board  at  Washington,  when  taken  in  conjunction 
with  the  other  evidence,  makes  out  a  case  absolutely  irresistible,  as  to 
the  existence  of  a  claim  against  Spain.  The  committee  would,  indeed, 
remark  that,  putting  aside  all  extraneous  support,  that  judgment  con- 
tains, within  itself,  the  highest  moral  evidence  of  its  correctness.  The 
case  appears  to  have  been  carefully  examined  by  men  of  high  station 
and  character.  Their  first  report  in  favor  of  the  petitioner  was  ob- 
jected to  by  the  minister  of  finance,  not  as  to  its  substance,  but  in 
relation  to  some  of  the  items  of  account  which  they  had  sanctioned. 
They  reconsidered  it,  and  with  an  independence  which  did  them  honor, 
i-eported  "that,  after  a  minute  and  scrupulous  examination,  they  found 
that  they  cannot  do  less  than  confirm  their  former  opinion."  The 
original  judgment  was  thereupon  coofirmed  by  the  King  himself. 

But,  upon  this  part  of  the  subject,  the  committee  believe  that  as 
high_ authority  as  any  to  which  they  can  refer  is  that  to  be  found  in  an 
opinion  delivered  by  Judge  White,  one  of  the  commissioners  under 
the  Florida  treaty,  in  relation  to  this  claim.  The  impressions  made 
on  his  mind  are  thus  stated  with  great  clearness,  and,  as  the  evidence 
shows,  with  perfect  truth: 

From  these  documents  it  appears  to  me  that  Mr.  Meade  had  some  demands  upon 
the  Spanish  Government  prior  to  the  12th  of  September,  1815.  That  after  that  day 
he  applied  for  payment.  That  payment  was  refused  upon  the  grounds  of  the  royal 
order  of  that  date.  That  he  insisted  he  fell  within  the  exception,  as  he  was  a  citizen 
of  the  United  States.  That  the  question  of  foreigner  or  not  was  deliberately  inquired 
into,  settled,  and  reported  upon  from  the  21st  March  to  9th  September,  1816.  That 
during  this  period  every  officer  through  whose  hands  this  matter  passes  acts  under 
the  conviction  that  the  Spanish  Government  is  indebted  to  Mr.  Meade,  and  that  the 
only  doubt  is  whether  the  debt  shall  be  paid  as  promised  or  incorporated  in  the 
national  debt.  Finally,  it  is  determined  that  his  case  is  within  the  exception,  and 
shall  be  paid  as  promised  when  liquidated. 

It  is  hardly  possible  to  suppose  that  these  proceedings  could  have  taken  place  if 
Mr;  Meade  had  not  a  well-founded  claim  upon  the  Spanish  Government — at  least 
one  which  they  were  disposed  to  consider  well  founded.  If  he  had  no  claim  upon 
the  treasury  he  would  not  have  been  told.  Your  claim  can  not  be  paid  as  promised, 
because  it  must  be  incorporated  in  the  national  debt.  The  short  and  correct  answer 
would  have  been.  You  have  no  claim,  and  therefore  you  will  not  be  paid  anything. 
It  would  be  unreasonable  to  suppose  that  so  many  officers  from  those  in  the  lower 
departments  of  the  treasury  and  finance  up  to  the  King  himself  would  have  been 
engaged  from  March  to  September  in  examining  a  question  the  determination  of 
which  would  have  been  entirely  useless  if  no  well-founded  claim  existed.  I  there- 
fore conclude  that  Mr.  Meade  had  a  claim  upon  the  Spanish  Government,  the  pay- 
ment of  which  had  been  promised ;  but  this  claim  had  not  been  liquidated,  and  there- 
fore the  precise  sum  due  was  not  ascertained,  nor  is  it  known  on  what  account  Spain 
became  indebted  to  him. 

On  a  deliberate  consideration  of  the  obligations  cast  on  this  Gov- 
ernment by  the  facts  just  stated,  the  committee  think  the  petitioner  is 
entitled  to  relief. 

The  whole  case  is  full  with  matter  for  observation,  and  many  ques- 
tions of  public  law  grow  out  of  the  peculiar  position  in  which  the 
original  claimant  was  placed;  questions,  the  committee,  in  the  view 
taken  by  them,  do  not  deem  it  necessary  to  examine.  There  is  one, 
however,  which  stands  out  so  conspicuously  from  the  rest,  that  it  can 
not  be  passed  over.  It  is  that  which  relates  to  the  right  of  a  nation, 
by  treaty  or  otherwise,  to  modify  or  abridge  the  pecuniary  interests 
which  its  native  citizens,  living  and  domiciled  in  another  country,  may 
have  acquired  by  contract  with  the  subjects  or  sovereign  of  a  foreign 
power.  After  the  most  attentive  consideration  of  this  branch  of  the 
subject  the  committee  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  by  the  law  of 
nations  no  such  power  exists.     It  is  true  that  the  citizen  may  confer 
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the  authority  to  compromise  his  rights,  and  it  may  be  said  hereafter, 
as  it  has  been  already  said,  that  Meade,  by  asking  for  the  assistance  of 
the  United  States  to  obtain  payment  from  Spain,  withdrew  himself 
from  the  protection  of  the  principle  just  alluded  to,  and  must  now 
abide  by  whatever  chances  of  compensation  the  Florida  treaty  afforded 
him. 

The  petitioner  contends  that  he  never  conferred  authority  on  our 
Government  to  compromise  or  cede  away  his  debt,  and  that  he  has 
never  assented  to  the  right  claimed  by  the  Executive  of  appropriating 
his  money  to  form  the  price  paid  by  the  United  States  for  Florida 
without  an  express  stipulation  that  his  whole  debt  was  to  be  paid. 
The  committee  have  found  it  unnecessary  to  inquire  into  the  extent  of 
the  authority.  No  express  power  to  compromise  was  given,  and 
whether  it  can  be  inferred  from  a  mere  application  to  assist  the  claim- 
ant in  the  collection  of  his  debt  might  well  be  doubted.  But  be  that 
as  it  may,  the  argument  can  not  be  advanced  against  the  claimants  for 
this  reason: 

While  the  ratification  of  the  treaty  was  pending  before  the  Senate 
of  the  United  States,  Meade  addressed  a  memorial  to  the  President  of 
the  United  States,  in  which  he  prayed  that  his  claim  should  receive 
distinct  recognition,  so  as  hereafter  to  be  specifically  provided  for;  or 
that  the  renunciation  might  be  distinctly  excepted  from  the  ratification 
of  the  Senate,  and  expunged  from  the  treaty;  or  that  his  claim  should 
be  excepted  from  it  by  name,  leaving  him  free  to  prosecute  it  where 
it  was  unquestionably  due,  unembarrassed  with  the  renunciation  of  his 
country. 

This  memorial  was  sent  by  the  President  to  the  Senate,  but  notwith- 
standing the  remonstrance  the  treaty  was  ratified  and  the  claimant's 
debt  included.  It  is  utterly  impossible  to  believe  that  so  flagrant  a 
violation  of  private  right  could  have  been  contemplated  as  to  renounce 
the  citizen's  claim  and  yet  intend  to  give  no  compensation  for  it.  It 
can  not  be  assumed,  and  no  doubt  it  would  be  wide  from  the  truth  to 
indulge  in  the  suspicion.  But  on  this  part  of  the  subject  the  com- 
mittee are  dealing  only  with  the  legal  question,  and  it  appears  to  them 
that  if  the  authority  in  the  United  States  to  make  the  claim  of  Meade 
a  subject  of  negotiation  was  derived  from  him,  it  must  necessarily 
have  ceased  with  the  cessation  of  the  will  of  him  by  whom  it  was  cre- 
ated. They  consider  the  position  indisputable,  that  the  principal  may 
put  an  end  to  the  power  of  the  agent  at  any  time  he  chooses;  and  they 
are  not  aware  that  there  exists  any  difference  in  a  case  where  that 
agent  is  a  body  politic.  They  know,  indeed,  that  it  is  well  settled  by 
authority,  as  it  is  by  reason,  that  the  mandate  can  not  be  revoked 
without  leaving  in  full  force  everything  which  the  agent  may  have 
done  up  to  the  time  of  revocation,  and  that  the  agent  shall  be  indeqj- 
nified  for  any  responsibility  he  may  have  incurred  in  carrying  into 
effect  the  orders  of  his  principal.  But  giving  full  force  to  these  limi- 
tations does  not  in  any  respect  weaken  the  petitioner's  case.  The 
treaty  had  no  binding  force  on  the  United  States  until  it  was  ratified. 
If,  in  consequence  of  Meade's  withdrawal  of  his  debt,  Spain  had  refused 
to  cede  the  Floridas,  the  nation  would  have  been  placed  in  no  worse 
position  than  she  was  before  the  treat}^  was  signed.  And  if  the  argu- 
ment' be,  as  it  is  strongly  suspected  the  truth  is,  that  Spain  would  not 
have  ceded  the  country  unless  Meade's  debt  was  assumed  by  the 
United  States,  the  committee  are  at  a  loss  for  any  answer  to  it,  except 
by  now  paying  the  man,  or  his  representatives,  through  whose  pecu- 
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niary  resources  or  credits  the  treaty  was  executed.  There  seems  no 
other  means  left  to  satisfy  justice  and  vindicate  the  honor  of  the 
Republic. 

The  Comjnittee  on  Foreign  Relations  in  the  House  of  Representatives, 
who  had  this  matter  last  under  consideration,  after  expressing  their 
conviction  that  a  debt  was  due  to  Meade,  and  that  he  was  entitled  to 
relief,  stated  that  they  knew  of  no  way  in  which  this  can  be  effected  but 
by  constituting  a  board,  as  nearly  resembling  that  under  the  Florida 
treaty  as  possible,  authorized  to  examine  and  liquidate  the  claim. 
In  this  opinion  the  committee  concur,  and  report  a  bill  accordingly. 


[Extract  from  the  treaty  of  amity,  aettlement,  and  limits,  between  the  United  States  of  America, 
and  His  Catholic  Majesty,  ratified  by  the  President  on  the  22d  day  of  February,  1821.] 

ARTICLE  IX. 

The  two  high  contracting  parties,  animated  with  the  most  earnest  desire  of  con- 
ciliation, and  with  the  object  of  putting  an  end  to  all  the  differences  which  have 
existed  between  them,  and  of  confirming  the  good  understanding  which  they  wish 
to  be  forever  maintained  between  them,  reciprocally  renounce  all  claims  for  damages 
or  injuries  which  they  themselves,  as  well  as  their  respective  citizens  and  subjects, 
may  have  suffered,  until  the  time  of  signing  this  treaty. 

The  renunciation  of  the  United  States  will  extend — 

To  all  the  injuries  mentioned  in  the  convention  of  the  11th  of  August,  1802. 

2.  To  all  claims  on  account  of  prizes  made  by  the  French  privateers,  and  con- 
demned by  French  consuls,  within  the  territory  and  jurisdiction  of  Spain. 

3.  To  all  claims  of  indemnities  on  account  of  the  suspension  of  the  right  of  deposit 
at  New  Orleans  in  1802. 

4.  To  all  claims  of  citizens  of  the  United  States  upon  the  Government  of  Spain 
arising  from  the  unlawful  seizures  at  sea,  and  in  the  ports  and  territories  of  Spain, 
or  the  Spanish  colonies. 

5.  To  all  claims  of  citizens  of  the  United  States  upon  th^  Spanish  Government, 
statements  of  which,  soliciting  the  interposition  of  the  Government  of  the  United 
States,  have  been  presented  to  the  Department  of  State,  or  to  the  minister  of  the 
United  States  in  Spain,  since  the  date  of  the  convention  of  1802,  and  until  the  signa- 
ture of  this  treaty. 

The  renunciation  of  His  Catholic  Majesty  extends — 

1.  To  all  the  injuries  mentioned  in  the  convention  of  the  11th  August,  1802. 

2.  To  the  sums  which  His  Catholic  Majesty  advanced  for  the  return  of  Captain 
Pike  from  the  Provincias  Internas. 

3.  To  all  injuries  caused  by  the  expedition  of  Miranda,  that  was  fitted  out  and 
equipped  at  New  York. 

4.  To  all  claims  of  Spanish  subjects  upon  the  Government  of  the  United  States 
arising  from  unlawful  seizures  at  sea,  or  within  the  ports  and  territorial  jurisdiction 
of  the  United  States. 

Finally,  to  all  the  claims  of  subjects  of  His  Catholic  Majesty  upon  the  Govern- 
ment of  the  United  States  in  which  the  interposition  of  His  Catholic  Majesty's 
Government  has  been  solicited,  before  the  date  of  this  treaty,  and  since  the  date  of 
the  convention  of  1802,  or  which  may  have  been  made  to  the  Department  of  Foreign 
Affairs  of  His  Majesty,  or  to  his  minister  in  the  United  States. 

And  the  high  contracting  parties  respectively  renounce  all  claims  to  indemnities 
for  any  of  the  recent  events  or  transactions  of  their  respective  commanders  and  officers 
in  the  Floridas. 

The  United  States  will  cause  satisfaction  to  be  made  for  the  injuries,  if  any,  which, 
by  process  of  law,  shall  be  established  to  have  been  suffered  by  the  Spanish  ofiScers, 
and  individual  Spanish  inhabitants,  by  the  late  operations  of  the  American  army 
in  Florida. 


[The  deposition  of  Joseph  Moreno  de  Guerra,  taken  at  Philadelphia  before  Francis  Hopkinson,  and 
by  him  reduced  to  writing,  one  of  the  commissioners  appointed  to  take  affldaylts  by  the  circuit 
court  of  the  United  States  for  the  district  of  Pennsylvania.] 

The  said  Joseph  Moreno  Guerra,  on  his  solemn  oath,  doth  depose  and  say  that  he  is 
a  native  of  the  town  of  Rumbla,  province  of  Cordova,  Andalusia,  in  Spain,  and  is  aged 
about  forty-six  years  and  upward;  that  he  was  duly  elected  from  his  native  prov- 
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ince  a  deputy  to  the  National  Cortes  of  Spain  in  the  year  1820,  for  that  and  the  fol- 
lowing year,  1821;  and  that  the  said  Cortes  assembled  at  Madrid  on  the  7th  d^y  of 
July,  1820;  that  on  or  about  the  beginning  of  October  of  the  same  year  the  Cortes 
discussed  the  question  relating  to  the  treaty  signed  during  the  year  before,  at  the 
city  of  Washington,  between  Spain  and  the  United  States  of  America,  mvolvmg  a  ces- 
sion of  the  two  Florida^.  At  the  same  time  a  special  committee,  to  whom  the  business 
of  that  treaty  had  been  referred,  made  a  report  on  a  memorial  previously  presented  by 
the  agent  of  Richard  W.  Meade,  of  Philadelphia,  in  the  United  States,  claiming  an 
appropriation  for  the  payment  of  a  sum  acknowledged  to  be  due  to  him  by  His  Maj- 
esty the  King  of  Spain.  This  committee  in  their  report  informed  the  Cortes  that  m 
ord:er  to  decide  definitively  upon  the  claim  of  the  memorialist,  it  was  necessary  to 
ascertain  whether  the  amount  of  money  due  to  Richard  W.  Meade,  and  to  those  wHo 
were  represented  by  him,  had  been  included  among  those  claims  which  the  (govern- 
ment of  the  United  States  undertook  to  pay,  and  from  which  it  was  wholly  to  exon- 
erate Spain;  for  if  this  should  not  prove  to  have  been  done,  the  debt  owing  to 
Richard  W.  Meade,  in  particular,  ought  immediately  to  be  paid,  as  it  was  considered 
a  national  debt  arising  either  directly  out  of  contracts  or  from  the  consequences  of 
contracts  made  by  him,  in  aid  of  the  liberty  and  independence  of  Spain  at  the  most 
critical  periods  of  the  revolution;  that  at  the  periods  of  those  contracts,  and  in  the 
full  confidence  that  they  would  be  fulfilled,  the  services  of  said  Meade  had  been  of 
the  most  important  kind;  and  that  the  sum  for  which  payment  was  required  had 
been  liquidated  and  fixed. by  a  special  commission  of  counselors  appointed  for  that 
purpose  by  His  Majesty  the  King,  who  had  subsequently  sanctioned  and  approved 
the  settlement.  In  consequence  of  this  report  of  the  committee,  it  was  proposed  in 
the  Cortes  to  address  an  official  letter  to  the  Secretary  of  State  to  ascertain  whether 
or  not  the  sum  then  claimed  in  the  memorial  above  mentioned  had  been  included 
among  those  which  the  United  States  undertook  to  discharge.  Such  a  letter  was 
accordingly  written  by  the  secretary  of  the  Cortes,  in  the  usual  manner,  and  a  reply 
from  the  Stcretary  of  State  was  received,  stating  distinctly  that  the  debt  due  to 
Richard  W.  Meade  was  expressly  included  in  the  treaty;  that  the  nature  and  amount 
of  said  debt  were  well  known  to  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  as  the  same 
had  been  officially  communicated  to  the  American  minister  residing  at  Madrid,  but 
that  the  same  Oovernment  of  the  United  States  required  the  large  cessions  of  lands 
made  to  the  Duke  of  Alagon,  Count  Puno  en  Rostro,  and  Mr.  Vargas  to  be  canceled, 
considering  the  entire  Moridas  appropriated  to  the  payment  of  the  claims  of  ita  citi- 
zens upon  the  Spanish  Government.  In  order  to  avoid  any  possible  misunderstand- 
ing or  mistake  upon  the  subject,  it  was  proposed  in  the  Cortes  that  a  committee  of 
two  of  its  members  should  be  appointed  to  wait  on  the  minister  from  the  United 
States,  Mr.  Forsyth;  and  accordingly  this  deponent,  with  Mr.  Thomas  Isturiz,  mem- 
ber of  the  city  of  Cadiz,  were  appointed,  did  wait  on  Mr.  Forsyth,  and  obtained  from 
that  gentleman  the  clear  and  distinct  assurance  that  the  debt  due  to  Richard  W. 
Meade  would  certainly  be  paid  to  him  by  the  United  States  if  the  treaty  were  ratified 
by  the  Spanish  Government  and  the  cessions  above  mentioned  totally  annulled. 

And  this  deponent  solemnly  declares  that  these  assurances,  thus  conveyed  to  the 
Cortes,  and  these  assurances  only,  induced  that  body  to  annul  the  grants  of  land  in 
the  Floridas,  two  of  which  had  been  acknowledged  valid  in  the  treaty  itself;  that 
had  not  the  Cortes  been  perfectly  satisfied  by  these  solemn  assurances  that  the 
national  debt  (as  it  was  regarded)  due  to  Richard  W.  Meade  would  be  fully  paid  by 
the  United  States,  it  would  not  have  consented  to  vacate  those  grants  of  land,  as  far 
as  respected  the  United  States,  but  would  have  vacated  them  as  respects  the  indi- 
viduals to  whom  they  bad  been  made,  reserving  them  to  the  Spanish  nation  by  the 
law  of  reversion,  for  the  express  purpose -of  [liquidating,]  by  them,  the  debt  due  to 
the  said  Richard  W.  Meade,  either  by  their  transfer  to  said  Meade,  or  by  sale,  and 
with  the  product  thereof  would  have  paid  the  debt  and  interest.  In  tnis  debt  to 
the  said  Meade,  the  deponent  says  that  the  Cortes  took  a  particular  interest,  as  it 
arose  from  contracts  the  most  of  which  had  been  sanctioned  by  the  former  Cortes 
which  sat  in  Cadiz  during  the  years  1811  and  1812.  The  Cortes  deemed  itself  especially 
bound  to  see  such  engagements  complied  with,  and  the  said  Meade  was  considered 
as  more  than  commonly  meritorious,  having  been  unjustly  persecuted  on  account  of 
the  services  he  had  rendered  the  Spanish  nation.  The  deponent  adds  that  the  Cortes 
founded  their  right  to  vacate,  as  to  the  individual  grantees,  the  cessions  of  lands  in 
Florida  above  referred  to,  and  to  reserve  them  for  the  nation,  to  be  devoted  to  any 
purpose  that  might  be  deemed  just  and  proper,  upon  the  law  called  reversion  and 
incorporation,  well  known  in  the  history  and  legislation  of  Spain  since  the  14th  cen- 
tury— a  law  which  converts  into  national  property  whatever  the  prodigality  of  the 
monarchs  might  confer  on  their  favorites,  as  iiappened  with  those  termed  Bnriquehces, 
and  with  many  others. 
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This  deponent  has  been  absent  from  Spain  during  the  last  nine  months,  having 
left  his  native  country  on  the  2d  day  of  July,  1823;  he  arrived  at  New  York  in  October 
last,  left  the  United  States  of  America  for  Mexico  on  the  14th  day  of  October,  1823, 
and  is  now  on  his  return  to  Spain,  intending  to  embark  from  this  country  for  Gibraltar 
in  the  course  of  a  few  days. 

Jose  Mokeno  de  Guebba. 
Sworn  and  subscribed,  April  23,  1824,  before — 

Feas.  Hopkinson, 

Commissioner. 

I  do  certify  that  the  foregoiug  deposition  was  taken  before  me,  one  of  the  commis 
sioners  appointed  to  take  affidavits  by  the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
district  of  Pennsylvania,  and  by  me  reduced  to  writing,  and  interpreted  and  explained 
to  and  subscribed  by  the  deponent  in  my  presence,  and  that  I  am  not  concerned  as 
counsel  or  attorney  for  the  claimant,  nor  interested  in  the  event  of  the  claim.  Wit- 
ness my  hand  and  seal,  this  23d  day  of  April,  A.  D.  1824,  at  Philadelphia. 

Feas.  Hopkinson. 


Felix  Merino,  on  his  solemn  oath,  doth  depose  and  say  that  he  understands  and 
is  well  acquainted  with  both  the  English  and  Spanish  languages,  and  is  perfectly 
competent  to  translate  and  interpret  from  either  of  these  languages  into  the  other; 
and  that  he  did,  on  the  23d  day  of  April,  A.  D.  1824,  in  the  presence  of  Francis  Hop- 
kinson, esq.,  justly  and  truly  interpret  and  explain,  in  the  Spanish  language,  to 
Joseph  Moreno  de  Guerra,  the  contents  of  the  foregoing  deposition,  previously  to  its 
being  sworn  and  subscribed  by  the  said  Joseph. 

Feux  Merino. 
Sworn  and  subscribed,  April  23,  1824,  before — 

Feas.  Hopkinson, 

Commissioner. 

I  do  certify  that  the  foregoing  deposition  of  Felix  Merino  was  taken  before  me, 
one  of  the  commissioners  appointed  to  take  affidavits  by  the  circuit  court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  district  of  Pennsylvania,  and  by  me  reduced  to  writing,  and 
read  and  subscribed  by  the  deponent  in  my  presence,  and  that  I  am  not  concerned 
as  counsel  for  the  claimant,  nor  interested  in  the  event  of  the  claim.  Witness  my 
hand  and  seal  this  23d  day  of  April,  A.  D.  1824,  at  Philadelphia. 

Feas.  Hopkinson. 


Deae  Sik:  I  return  to  you  Moreno  Guerra' s  deposition,  with  a  statement  of  what 
I  recollect  on  the  subject  of  your  claim.  This  statement,  if  necessary,  will  be  given 
on  oath. 

If  it  is  desirable  that  I  should  give  you  any  further  certificate,  or  attend  the  com- 
missioners, to  give  them  any  verbal  explanations,  I  will  do  either  with  great  pleasure. 
Your  obedient  servant, 

John  Foesyth. 


Georgetown,  December  10,  1824. 
Mr.  Richard  W.  Meade,  of  Philadelphia,  has  submitted  to  my  examination  a 
deposition  of  Joseph  Moreno  Guerra,  dated  at  Philadelphia,  the  23d  of  April,  1824, 
and  taken  before  Francis  Hopkinson,  and  by  him  reduced  to  writing.  On  that  part 
of  this  deposition  which  relates  to  myself,  I  certify  that  I  have  no  recollection  of  any 
conversation  with  Joseph  Moreno  Guerra  and  Thomas  Isturiz,  both  of  whom  were 
(ieputies  of  Cortes  in  1820,  in  relation  to  Mr.  Meade's  claim.  No  persons  ever  pre- 
sented themselves  to  me  as  a  committee  of  the  Spanish  Cortes  during  my  residence 
in  Madrid  as  the  minister  of  the  United  States.  If  I  ever  had  any  conversation  with 
these  deputies  on  the  subject  of  the  Florida  treaty,  I  was  entirely  unconscious  that 
they  spoke  to  me  by  the  authority  of  that  body,  or  that  any  importance  was  attached 
to  the  opinion  I  might  express.  It  is  proper  to  add  that  I  should  have  stated,  on 
such  an  application,  that  I  believed  Mr.  Meade's  claim  was  provided  for  in  the  treaty 
of  cession.  This  opinion  was  expressed  freely  to  all  who  conversed  with  me,  and 
may  have  been,  and  no  doubt  was,  to  Joseph  Moreno  Guerra,  in  the  presence  of 
Isturiz.  The  only  conversation  I  distinctly  recollect  was  held  with  Martinez  de  la 
Eosa,  also  a  deputy  of  the  Cortes  and  of  the  commission  to  whom  was  referred  the 
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treaty  of  1819.  Having  learned  by  accident  that  an  attempt  was  about  to  be  made 
to  make  a  distinction  fevorable  to  Meade  between  his  claim  and  the  claims  of  other 
persons  embraced  in  the  treaty,  I  expressed  my  conviction  to  Mr.  de  laEosa  that  the 
claim  was  just  and  was  provided  for  in  the  treaty,  but  that  it  ought  to  be  left  to 
share  the  same  fate,  as  to  its  payment,  with  the  equally  just  claims  of  other  citizens 
of  the  United  States.  The  Cortes  deliberated  in  secret  session  on  the  subject  of  the 
treaty  of  1819  and  of  Meade's  claim.  The  little  information  I  could  obtain  of  what 
was  done  was  communicated  to  my  own  Government  and  is  on  file  in  the  Depart- 
ment of  State.  From  the  nature  of  the  case,  I  did  not  consider  myself  at  all  answera- 
ble for  the  correctness  of  the  information  procured  and  communicated. 

The  conversation  I  have  stated,  with  Mr.  de  la  Bosa,  was  not  considered  by  me  of 
suflScient  importance  to  be  communicated  to  the  Secretary  of  State,  in  any  of  mylet- 
ters  written  at  Madrid,  nor  has  it  ever  been  stated  in  writing  to  the  Department  smce 
my  return  home. 

I  wish  it  to  be  distinctly  understood  that  I  do  not  question  the  accuracy  of  Moreno 
Guerra's  statement  further  than  relates  to  my  conversation  with  him  and  Isturiz,  as 
a  committee  from  the  Cortes.  The  Cortes  may  have  given  them  such  a  commission, 
and  the  conversation  may  have  been  held  in  consequence  thereof.  If  it  was,  I  have 
no  recollection  of  it,  or  did  not  know  that  they  were  conversing  with  me  officially, 
and  certainly  did  not  say  more  than  that  Mr.  Meade's  claim  was  included  in  the 
treaty  of  1819. 

John  Foksyth. 

DiSTEiCT  OF  Columbia,       1  ,       ., . 
County  of  Washington,  / 

On  the  19th  day  of  May,  1824,  personally  appeared  before  the  subscriber,  a  justice 
of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  county  aforesaid,  the  honorable  John  Forsyth,  who 
acknowledged  the  annexed  statement  to  be  in  his  handwriting,  and  at  the  same  time 
made  oath,  in  due  form  of  law,  that  the  facts  therein  stated  are  true  to  the  best  of  his 
knowledge  and  belief. 

Sworn  before —  Joseph  Forrest. 


[January  14,  1834.] 

Mr.  Archer,  from  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs,  made  the  following  report: 
The  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs,  to  whom  has  been  referred  the  petition  of 
Margaret  Meade,  widow  and  executrix  of  Richard  W.  Meade,  have  had  the  same 
under  consideration,  and  report:  * 

This  case  has  been  before  the  committee  at  several  former  sessions.  In  January, 
1828,  areportwasma.de,  accompanied  by  a  bill,  submitting  the  claim,  for  examina- 
tion and  liquidation,  to  certain  officers  of  the  Government.  The  committee  have 
given  the  case  a  careful  revisal  at  the  present  session,  and  have  arrived  at  the  same 
conclusion,  that  it  is  due  to  justice  that  this  course  should  be  adopted.  They  there- 
fore offer  the  former  report  and  bill,  with  an  additional  clause  to  the  latter,  defining 
more  specifically  the  character  of  the  evidence  to  which  the  examination  shall  be 
required  to  conform. 


[January  8,  1828.] 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs,  to  whom  were  referred  the  petition  of  Bichard 
W.  Meade  and  the  memorials  in  his  behalf,  of  numerous  citizens,  have  had  the  same 
under  their  consideration,  and  beg  leave  to  report: 

That  the  petitioner,  Bichard  W.  Meade,  had  claims  upon  the  Government  of  Spain, 
principally  for  contracts,  for  losses  upon  exchange,  for  depreciation  of  Spanish  Gov- 
ernment paper,  for  damages,  and  for  interest,  a  general  statement  of  which  had  been 
presented  to  the  Government  of  the  United  States  and  to  the  American  minister  in 
Spain  prior  to  the  signature  of  the  treaty  of  February  22,  1819.  By  the  provisions 
of  that  treaty  the  United  States  renounced  all  claims  of  citizens  of  the  United  States 
upon  the  Spanish  Government  statements  of  which  soliciting  the  interposition  of 
the  Government  of  the  United  States  had  been  presented  to  the  Department  of  State 
or  to  the  minister  of  the  United  States  in  Spain  since  the  date  of  the  convention  of 
1802,  and  until  the  signature  of  the  treaty.  The  claims  thus  renounced,  as  against 
Spain,  were  assumed  by  the  United  States.  It  was  stipulated  by  the  treaty  that  the 
United  States  should  appropriate  five  millions  of  dollars  for  their  payment;  and  pro- 
vision was  made  in  the  treaty  for  the  creation  of  a  board  of  commissioners  "to 
ascertain  the  full  amount  and  validity  of  the  claims"  assumed  by  the  United  States, 
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and  renounced  as  against  Spain,  which  board  was  to  meet  at  Washington,  and, 
within  three  years,  was  to  "decide  upon  the  amount  and  validity  of  all  the  claims" 
included  in  the  renunciations  of  the  treaty. 

A  statement  of  the  claims  of  Mr.  Meade  having  been  presented  to  the  Department 
of  State  and  to  the  American  minister  in  Spain,  soliciting  the  interference  of  the 
American  Government,  his  claims  were  thereby  included  among  those  for  which 
provision  was  made  by  the  Florida  treaty.     (See  papers  marked  C,  annexed. ) 

Subsequent  to  the  signature  of  the  treaty,  but  before  its  ratification,  Mr.  Meade 
procured  an  examination,  settlement,  and  liquidation  of  his  claim  by  the  Spanish 
Governmeni  and  an  order  for  its  payment  from  the  royal  treasury.  (See  papers 
marked  D,  annexed. ) 

The  board  of  commissioners  under  the  Florida  treaty  was  organized  in  June,  1821, 
and  to  this  board  on  the  6th  of  January,  1822,  Mr.  Meade  addressed  his  memorial 
(see  Document  E,  annexed),  submitting  the  following  questions,  to  the  decision  of 
the  board: 

1.  "Whether  his  claims  be  not  clearly  comprehended  in  the  list  of  renunciations 
declared  on  the  part  of  the  United  States  in  the  ninth  article  of  the  treaty? 

2.  "Whether,  being  so  comj^rehended,  your  memorialist  be  not  clearly  entitled  to 
a  substantive  and  full  satisfaction  of  his  claim,  whatever  may  be  the  pro  rata  allow- 
ance to  the  general  mass  of  the  claimants,  out  of  the  specific  fund  pravided  by  the 
said  treaty." 

The  commissioners  at  first  entertained  the  opinion  that  claims  for  contracts  were 
not_ embraced  in  the  renunciations  of  the  treaty.  But»regarding  the  po.s8ibility  that 
their  construction  of  it  to  this  effect  might  be  contrary  to  the  intent  of  the  parties 
negotiating  it,  they  addressed  a  letter,  dated  March  5, 1822,  to  the  Secretary  of  State 
(see  Document  F,  annexed),  requesting  (in  substance)  information  from  the  Execu- 
tive on  that  head.  By  a  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  State,  of  the  9th  of  the  same 
month  (see  Document  G,  annexed),  the  commissioners  were  informed,  by  direction 
of  the  President,  that. claims  for  contracts  with  the  Spanish  Government  were  not 
intended  to  be  excluded  from  the  provisions  of  the  treaty,  but  were  to  be  examined 
and  liquidated  in  common  with  all  other  claims  falling  within,  the  terms  of  the 
renrmciations. 

Mr.  Meade's  claims  were  covered  by  the  principles  set  forth  in  this  statement.  In 
consequence,  on  the  27th  of  June,  1822,  the  commissioners  received  his  memorial  as 
one  reciting  a  claim  which  was  considered  to  be  included  within  the  provisions  of 
the  treaty,  but  they  refused  to  accept  the  Spanish  certificate  of  liquidation  as.evidence 
of  the  amount  and  validity  of  the  claim. 

Mr.  Meade  having  inferred,  from  the  reply  of  the  Secretary  of  State  tc»the  com- 
missioners, that  such  might  probably  be  the  decision  of  the  commissioners,  had 
already  written  a  letter  to  Mr.  Anduaga,  the  Spanish  minister,  dated  4th  April,  1822 
(see  Document  H,  annexed) ,  acquainting  him  with  that  fact,  and  invoking  his  aid  to 
procure  the  original  vouchers  of  his  claim  from  the  offices  in  Spain,  where  they  were 
deposited.  To  this  letter  no  reply  was  given  by  the  Spanish  minister,  imconsequence 
of  the  delay  required  to  write  hence  to  his  Government,  for  instructions.  On  the 
10th  day  of  October  following,  Mr.  Meade  renewed  his  instances  to  the  same  effect 
in  another  letter  to  the  Spanish  minister.  By  a  reply  of  Mr.  Anduaga  (see  Document 
I,  annexed)  of  the  16th  of  October,  1822,  that  minister  made  known  to  Mr.  Meade 
that  his  Government  would  consider  the  rejection  of  the  Spanish  certificate  of  liqui- 
dation as  a  "serious  insult,"  and  intimated  that  his  Catholic  Majesty  knew  "too 
well  what  is  due  to  his  own  dignity,  to  the  reputation  of  his  ministers,  and  to  the 
integrity  of  his  tribunals, ' '  to  furnish  the  original  vouchers  used  by  any  foreign  board. 

It  may  here  be  observed  that  by  the  terms  of  the  treaty  the  board  of  American 
commissioners  were  to  decide  all  questions  relative  to  the  amount  and  validity  of  the 
claims,  and  Spain  was  bound  to  furnish  all  the  documents  and  elucidations  necessary 
to  their  investigation. 

Having  received  this  letter  from  the  Spanish  minister,  Mr.  Meade  addressed  another 
memorial  to  the  board  (see  Document  K,  annexed),  of  what  date  does  not  appear, 
urging  a  reconsideration  of  their  decision,  but,  if  that  could  not  be  had,  soliciting 
the  commissioners,  in  virtue  of  the  eleventh  article  of  the  treaty,  to  make  an  official 
demand  on  the  Spanish  Government  of  the  original  vouchers  in  the  case. 

In  the  month  of  April,  1823,  an  opinion  was  pubUcly  read  by  the  Hon.  H.  L. 
White  (one  of  the  board)  confirming  the  rejection  of  the  certificate  of  liquidation 
and  consenting  to  the  demand  of  the  papers  from  Spain.  ( See  Document  L,  annexed. ) 
On  the  18th  of  April,  accordingly,  the  commissioners  forwarded  to  the  Secretary  of 
State  a  list,  furnished  by  Mr.  Meade,  of  the  requisite  documents,  in  order  that  a 
demand  might  be  officially  made  for  them  on  the  Spaniaii  Govermneiit.  (See 
Document  M,  annexed. ) 
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About  the  same  time  (viz,  April  15,  1823)  Mr.  de  Eivaa  y  Salmon,  the  successor  of 
Mr.  Anduaga,  presented  a  vigorous  remonstrance  and  formal  protest  to  the  Secretary 
of  State,  confirming  Mr.  Anduaga' a  letter  of  the  16th  October  preceding,  and  stating 
that  the  rejection  of  the  certificate  of  liquidation  was  a  sUghtupon  the  most  respect- 
able authorities  and  upon  the  King  of  Spain  himself.  (See  Document  N,  annexed.) 
The  documents  required  by  Mr.  Meade  were  demanded  by  the  American  Govern- 
ment through  Mr.  Nelson,  the  American  minister,  then  about  to  sail  for  Spain.  Mr. 
Nelson,  on  arriving  at  Cadiz,  found  it  blockaded  by  a  French  squadron,  and  was 
unable  to  enter  it.  After  the  surrender  of  Cadiz  he  returned  to  that  port,  and  thence 
proceeded  to  Madrid,  arriving  there  a  few  months  only  before  the  commissioners  at 
Washington  closed  their  sessions.  Mr.  Nelson  addressed  himself  to  the  Spanish 
Government  for  the  documents  required,  and  the  Spanish  Government  professed  its 
perfect  willingness  to  furnish  them.  In  consequence,  however,  of  the  great  quantity 
of  the  documents,  and  of  the  confusion  into  which  the  public  offices  had  been  thrown 
by  the  removal  of  the  Government  to  Seville  and  Cadiz,  Mr.  Nelson  was  given  to 
understand  that  some  delay  would  attend  their  being  furnished.  A  few  days  before 
the  expiration  of  the  American  commission  under  the  Florida  treaty,  intelligence  to 
the  foregoing  effect  was  received  from  Spain,  and  on  the  29th  of  May,  1824  (ten  days 
before  the  close  of  the  commission),  Mr.  Meade's  claim  was  rejected,  for  want  of 
sufiicient  evidence  to  establish  its  validity.     (See  Document  O,  annexed.) 

Such  is  a  condensed  view  of  the  facts  of  the  case  down  to  the  period  of  the  close  of 
the  commission  under  the  Florida  treaty.  It  is  admitted  that  Mr.  Meade  had  a 
large  amount  of  claims  against  Spain  at  the  time  the  treaty  was  signed.  That  these 
claims  were,  in  common  with  those  of  other  American  citizens,  intended  by  the 
parties  to  the  treaty  to  be  included  within  its  provisions,  is  the  avowed  understand- 
ing of  the  American  Executive,  who  negotiated  it.  That  Mr.  Meade's  claims  were 
received  for  examination  and  liquidation  appears  on  the  record  of  the  commission, 
and  there  appears  to  be  no  ground  to  doubt  that,  if  the  original  vouchers  had  been 
furnished  by  Spain,  the  claims  would,  in  part  at  least,  have  been  allowed,  and  that 
their  total  rejection  was  owing  to  the  failure  of  Spain  to  furnish  these  papers. 

The  important  question  then  arises.  What  is  the  nature  of  the  obligation  which 
Spain  assumed  by  the  treaty,  to  furnish  the  papers  demanded,  and  by  whose  fault 
did  the  failure  to  produce  those  demanded  in  this  case  take  place? 

The  obligation  of  Spain  was  unlimited.  The  board  of  commissioners  were  created 
the  sole  tribunal  to  receive,  examine,  and  decide  upon  the  amount  and  validity  of  all 
the  claims  included  within  the  provisions  of  the  treaty.  They  were  further  author- 
ized ' '  to  hear,  and  examine  on  oath,  every  question  relative  to  the  said  claims,  and 
to  receive  all  suitable  authentic  testimony  concerning  the  same;"  and  it  was  stipu- 
lated that  ' '  the  Spanish  Government  should  furnish  all  such  documents  and  elucida- 
tions as  may  be  in  their  possession  for  the  adjustment  of  the  said  claims  according  to 
the  principles  of  justice,  the  laws  of  nations,  and  the  stipulations  of  the  treaty 
between  the  two  parties  of  the  27th  October,  1795,  'the  said  documents  to  be  speci- 
fied when  demanded  at  the  instance  of  the  said  commissioners.'  " 

It  is  evident  that  the  American  board  of  commissioners  were  hereby  constituted 
the  sole  judges  of  the  evidence  necessary  to  establish  the  amount  and  validity  of  the 
claims,  and,  consequently,  the  sole  judges  of  the  documents  and  elucidations  neces- 
sary to  support  them.  Nor  is  there  any  limitation  on  the  obligation  of  Spain  to 
furnish  these  documents  and  elucidations.  She  was  bound  to  furnish  all  in  her  pos- 
session necessary  to  the  adjustment  of  the  claims.  The  particular  mode  in  which 
they  were  to  be  demanded  is  not  distinctly  pointed  out  in  the  treaty.  That  instru- 
ment provides  that  they  were  to  ''be  specified  when  demanded  at  the  instance  of  the 
commissioners;"  but  it  is  not  stated  that  they  could  be  demanded  in  no  other  way. 

Mr.  Meade,  in  April,  1822,  and  immediately  after  being  apprised  that  the  certifi- 
cate of  liquidation  would  probably  not  be  admitted  in  evidence,  applied  to  the  Span- 
ish minister  in  this  country,  requesting  his  good  offices  in  procuring  the  original 
vouchers.  The  Spanish  minister  appears  to  have  communicated  to  his  Government 
the  application  of  Mr.  Meade,  and  in  October,  1822,  returned  an  answer  that  his 
Government  considered  the  rejection  of  the  certificate  of  settlement  as  "a  serious 
insult,"  and  would  not  allow  the  decision  of  its  tribunals  to  be  reversed  by  "a  for- 
eign commission."  No  intimation  is  dropped  that  the  mode  in  which  the  papers 
were  demanded  was  informal  or  insufficient.  Here,  then,  was  a  refusal  of  the  Span- 
ish Government  to  furnish  papers  demanded  through  her  minister,  not  on  the 
ground  that  the  demand  was  informal,  but  that  it  was  an  insult  on  Spain  for  the 
American  board  to  express  an  opinion  that  these  vouchers  were  requisite.  This 
demand  must  have  reached  Spain  nearly  two  years  before  the  close  of  the  commis- 
sion, and  before  the  causes  existed  which  afterwards  made  it  difficult  promptly  to 
comply  with  the  demand  of  the  commissioners. 
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Mr.  Meade  having  thus  failed  to  procure  his  vouchers  by  his  own  apphcation, 
applied  through  the  medium  of  the  commissioners  and  the  Executive.  This  appli- 
cation was  made  by  Mr.  Meade  nearly  fourteen  months  before  the  termination  of 
w°°^™^^^^°'^'  ^^^'  °'^™g  *o  tl^®  casualties  above  related,  was  presented  at  a  consid- 
erably later  period  to  the  Spanish  Government — at  a  period,  however,  when,  had  it 
f*®®*}  instantly  complied  with,  it  would  have  been  possible  to  submit  the  vouchers  to 

Iv,    T*^  in  season  to  be  examined  before  the  close  of  their  labors. 

bhould  this  view  of  the  subject  be  correct,  it  will  follow  that  the  responsibility  of 
tailing  to  furnish  the  papers  ultimately  rests  with  Spain,  and  that  good  faith  must 
®y  q"  ■  ^  '■equire  her  to  meet  the  consequences  of  this  failure.  But  the  obligation 
?  T,  E^^"^  ^°  furnish  the  vouchers  arises  from  a  treaty  stipulation  between  the  Span- 
ish (government  and  that  of  the  United  States— stipulations  which  Mr.  Meade,  indi- 
vidually, has  no  right  nor  means  to  enforce  against  Spain;  and  the  United  States,  by 
renouncing  the  claims  of  its  citizens  against  Spain,  contracted  an  obligation  toward 
them  of  securing  to  them  the  enjoyment  of  the  benefits  of  the  treaty.  By  the  provi- 
sions of  the  treaty  Mr.  Meade  was  entitled  to  the  use  of  his  original  papers,  and  the 
United  States  were  bound  to  procure  them  for  him  from  Spain.  Mr.  Meade,  there- 
fore, IS  entitled  in  equity  to  be  placed  by  the  United  States  on  the  same  footing  as  he 
would  have  stood  upon  had  his  demand  for  the  papers  been  promptly  compUed  with. 

The  committee  know  no  way  in  which  this  can  be  effected  but  by  constituting  a 
board,  as  nearly  resembling  that  under  the  Florida  treaty  as  possible,  authorized  to 
examine  and  liquidate  his  claim  by  the  principles  pursued  by  that  board,  and  to 
award  him  the  proportionate  amount  awarded  to  other  claimants,  and  to  this  effect 
they  have  reported  a  bill. 

Mr.  Meade  in  his  memorial  expresses  the  wish  that  his  claim  should  be  submitted 
to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  and  a  desire  that  such  may  be  the  deci- 
sion of  Congress  is  intimated  in  the  memorials  subscribed  by  very  numerous  persons 
on  his  behalf  and  presented  with  his  petition.  To  this  course  the  committee  feel 
strong  objections'.  They  do  not  perceive  the  convenience  of  such  a  reference  in  the 
nature  of  that  tribunal,  the  constitution  of  which  indicates  no  peculiar  aptness  for 
the  examination  of  involved  and  complicated  accounts.  Sucli  a  reference  of  matters 
requiring  legislative  provisions  to  a  court  of  jurisprudence,  it  is  believed,  will  be, 
under  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  a  novel  experiment  of  doubtful  expe- 
diency. It  is  a  still  more  serious  objection  that  it  would  be  submitting  the  claim  of 
Mr.  Meade  to  a  tribunal  totally  different  from  that  to  which  the  interests  of  all  other 
claimants  under  the  Florida  treaty  were  referred. 

Justice  requires  that  Mr.  Meade's  claim  should  be  placed,  as  nearly  as  possible,  on 
the  same  footing  with  theirs,  and  this  object  will  be  attained  by  the  provisions  of 
the  bill  reported  by  the  cunmittee. 

It  is  scarcely  necessary  to  add  that,  should  it  appear  that  the  failure  of  Spain  to 
furnish  the  papers  has  brought  upon  the  United  States  the  burden  of  liquidating  and 
discharging  Mr.  Meade's  claim,  the  American  Government  will  have  its  recourse  to 
that  of  Spain,  and  be  entitled  by  the  law  of  nations  to  full  indemnity. 


(A.) 


To  the  lionorahle  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of  America 

in  Congress  assembled: 

The  memorial  of  Richard  W.  Meade  respectfully  shows — 

That,  at  the  last  session  of  Congress,  the  claim  of  your  memorialist  received  for  a 
time  the  notice  of  your  honorable  bodies.  The  House  of  Eepresentatives  discussed 
the  same  at  large,  and  adopted  by  a  considerable  majority  of  votes  a  resolution  providing 
a  mode  for  its  adjustment  and  liquidation.  The  Senate,  however,  rejected  this  resolu- 
tion, owing  solely,  as  your  memorialist  understands,  to  its  introduction  at  too  late  a 
period  when  subjects  of  more  general  concern  required  an  exclusive  attention. 

Your  memorialist  humbly  requests  that  renewed  consideration  may  be  given  to  his 
appeal  to  the  justice  of  his  country,  and  that  such  measures  in  that  behalf  may  be 
pursued  as  the  wisdom  of  your  honorable  bodies  shall  suggest. 

Impressed  with  a  conviction  that  he  has  never  asked  from  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  anything  which  the  immutable  principles  of  right  did  not  entitle  him 
to  receive,  your  memoriahst  will  shrink  in  the  establishment  of  his  demand  from  no 
ordeal  by  which  it  may  be  deemed  expedient  and  proper  to  test  its  character  and 
merits.  He  has  made  every  effort  in  his  power  to  impart  a  full  and  clear  compre- 
hension of  its  origin  and  of  its  evidence.  But  he  is  sensible  that  in  its  progress  a  repul- 
sive mass  of  documents  has  of  necessity  been  accumulated,  and  that  important  quea- 
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tiona  of  jurisprudence  have  been  brought  into  debate,  both  of  which  a  numerous 
Congress,  anxiously  superintending  the  vast  interests  of  his  country,  may  be  unwill- 
ing or  too  much  occupied  to  touch. 

Confident,  then,  in  the  justice  of  his  cause,  and  solicitous  to  avoid  drawing  toward 
his  private  affairs  much  of  the  attention  which  your  honorable  bodies  would  other- 
wise give  to  the  public  weal,  your  memorialist  respectfully  entreats  that  he  may  m 
due  form  be  authorized  to  prove  the  claim  against  the  United  States  in  the  Supreme 
Court,  subject  to  all  the  known  rules  respecting  evidence,  and  bound  to  establish 
every  principle  of  law  necessary  to  his  success. 

In  making  this  petition  your  memorialist  trusts  he  will  not  be  construed  want- 
ing in  deference  to  the  wisdom  and  virtue  of  Congress;  he  will  cheerfully  acquiesce 
in  any  other  disposition  of  the  case  which  to  them  may  seem  better,_  his  chief 
object  being  voluntarily  to  express  a  consent  that  what  he  asserts  and  believes  to  be 
his  right  shall  undergo  the  strictest  judicial  trial. 
And  your  memorialist  will  ever,  etc. 


R.  W.  Meade. 


December  3,  1827. 


(B.) 


[B.  Memorial  subscribed  by  a  very  large  number  of  citizens  in  support  of  ;\Ir. 
Meade's  application. 

Note.— Several  copies  of  his  memorial,  each  containing  a  large  number  of  signatures, 
were  presented  to  the  House.] 

MEMORIAL. 

To  the  honorable  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of  America 

in  Congress  assembled: 

The  memorial  of  the  undersigned,  citizens  of  the  State  of  Pennsylvania,  respect- 
fully showeth — 

That,  apprised  by  the  published  proceedings  of  your  honorable  bodies  that  the 
attention  of  the  National  Legislature  had  at  the  last  session  been  given  to  the  claim 
of  Richard  W.  Meade,  to  be  repaid  a  sum  of  money  which,  by  the  operation  of  the 
Florida  treaty,  was  withheld  from  him  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  United  States, 
they  beg,  with  great  deference,  to  be  permitted  briefly  to  convey  the  impressions 
entertained  by  them  upon  that  interesting  subject,  to  uphold,  by  their  united  testi- 
mony, a  worthy  citizen,  and  to  offer  their  petition  that  a  mode  of  treating  his  appli- 
cation may  be  adopted,  equally  compatible,  as  they  think,  with  the  prudence  and 
honor  of  the  nation. 

The  claimant  is  the  son  of  George  Meade,  and  both  were  natives  of  the  city  of 
Philadelphia. '  The  father,  during  his  life,  was  distinguished  among  us  as  a  merchant 
of  undoubted  integrity  and  a  citizen  of  irreproachable  character.  The  son,  although 
for  a  long  time  absent,  engaged  in  commercial  pursuits  and  employed  in  the  service 
of  his  country,  never  ceased  to  possess  our  esteem;  and  now,'after  his  return  home, 
with  a  numerous  family,  under  circumstances  in  which  the  whole  American  people 
took  a  lively  interest,  and  after  his  continued  residence  here  for  several  years,  we 
frankly  own  that  we  feel  a  deep  solicitude  as  to  the  personal  prosperity  and  welfare 
of  one  who,  in  every  public  and  private  relation,  has  maintained  his  title  to  our  con- 
fidence and  respect.  In  this  avowal  we  trust  that  your  honorable  bodies  will  perceive 
an  adequate  and  laudable  motive  for  the  present  intrusion  upon  your  notice. 

The  appeal  made  by  Richard  W.  Meade  is  to  the  justice,  not  to  the  generosity  of 
the  American  nation,  and  is  founded  upon  the  following  clear  case: 

He  was  the  creditor  of  the  Spanish  Government  on  various  accounts,  but  princi- 
pally for  supplies  furnished  to  aid  patriots  in  establishing  and  defending  a  system 
of  constitutional  freedom;  and  after  a  series  of  delays  and  disappointments,  arising 
from  the  frequent  changes  of  political  ascendency  in  the  Peninsula,  he  held  in  his 
possession  in  May,  1820,  the  most  solemn  written  settlement  and  recognition  of  the 
debt  known  to  the  jurisprudence  of  that  monarchy.  From  the  binding  operation 
of  this  engagement  the  United  States,  by  the  fifth  clause  of  the  ninth  article  of  the 
treaty  called  the  Florida  treaty,  ratified  in  Senate,  in  February,  1821,  explicitly 
and  unequivocally  exonerated  Spain,  appropriating  in  so  doing  that  amount  of  Mr. 
Meade's  private  estate  as  part  of  the  price  given  for  the  Floridas,  and  assuming  con- 
formably to  an  express  provision  of  our  Constitution,  as  well  as  the  immutable  prin- 
ciples of  upright  dealing,  fully  to  compensate  the  individual  whose  property  had 
thus  been  taken,  without  his  consent,  for  public  uses.  Spain  has  ever  since  declared 
herself  no  longer  liable,  and  refers  Mr.  Meade  to  the  good  faith  of  his  own  country 
as  the  party  who,  by  compact,  released  her  and  thereby  undertook  to  satisfy  him. 
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With  no  disposition  to  embarrass  our  Government,  or  to  become  burdensome  to 
its  Treasury,  more  than  was  absolutely  necessary  for  the  assertion  of  his  unquestion- 
able rights,  Mr.  Meade  sought  to  obtain  reimbursement  from  the  fund  of  five  millions 
set  apart  by  the  Florida  treaty  to  be  distributed  among  the  enumerated  classes  of 
American  claimants  on  Spain.  The  commissioners,  to  whom  that  distribution  was 
confided,  formally  and  officially  recognized  the  validity  of  his  demand;  its  conclu- 
siveness as  respects  the  original  debtor,  Spain;  its  being  embraced  (intentionally, 
according  to  the  language  of  Mr.  Adams,  then  Secretary  of  State)  within  the  renun- 
ciations of  the  treaty ;  and  the  prompt  and  unceasing  exertions  of  Mr.  Meade  to  obtain 
from  the  Spanish  authorities  and  tribunals  every  species  of  explanatory  evidence 
which  the  most  astute  judges  could  exact.  But  after  postponing  their  decision  until 
within  a  week  of  the  period  when  their  board  was  dissolved,  they  rejected  the  claim 
altogether,  owing  avowedly  to  the  failure  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States  (on 
whom  the  duty  had  devolved  by  the  treaty,  and  who  had,  through  their  minister 
plenipotentiary,  Mr.  Hugh  Nelson,  attempted  to  perform  it)  to  procure  from  Spain 
the  documents  and  papers  proved  to  be  in  her  archives,  and,  as  was  thought,  neces- 
sary to  develop  and  establish  the  items  of  the  aggregate  stated  in  the  solemn  state- 
ment and  recognition  already  adverted  to. 

Mr.  Meade  has  thus  been  deprived  of  his  recourse  to  Spain;  the  United  States 
have  enjoyed  all  the  advantage  of  using  his  moneys  in  the  purchase  of  an  extensive 
and  valuable  territory;  he  has  been  denied  any  portion  of  the  five-million  fund;  and 
yet  that  he  ever,  directly  or  indirectly,  waived,  abandoned,  or  neglected  the  rights 
of  which  he  is  thus  stripped  by  the  conventional  arrangements  and  uncontrollable 
proceedings  of  two  Governments  has  not,  for  one  instant,  been  pretended  by  any  of 
those  to  whom  he  has  applied  for  liquidation  or  relief. 

The  undersigned  believe  such  to  be  the  case  submitted  by  Mr.  Meade  to  the  con- 
sideration of  your  honorable  bodies;  and  were  it  just  to  expect  from  a  numerous 
legislature,  superintending  and  guiding  the  vast  concerns  of  this  republic,  so  exclu- 
sive a  devotion  to  the  voluminous  documents  of  an  individual  interest  as  would  ena- 
ble each  member  thoroughly  to  master  them,  the  result  would  be  as  certain  as  are 
the  wisdom  and  virtue  of  an  American  Congress.  Difficult,  however,  as  it  is,  in  any 
instance,  for  an  assemblage  of  statesmen  to  adopt  the  investigating  habits  and  to 
discharge  the  functions  of  a  judicial  tribunal,  it  becomes  almost  impossible  in  refer- 
ence to  a  claim  circumstanced  like  that  of  Mr.  Meade.  Its  details  are  said  to  involve 
legal  questions,  complicated  in  character,  and  difficult  of  solution;  for  its  satisfactory- 
scrutiny,  powers  to  issue  commissions  to  obtain  evidence  from  abroad  may  be  found 
necessary;  and  the  due  protection  of  private  right,  as  well  as  a  dignified  assertion  of 
the  public  impartiality,  would  seem,  where  so  much  is  at  stake,  to  point  to  some 
other  sphere  of  final  adjustment.  It  is  not,  as  are  the  ordinary  applications  to  Con- 
gress, a  request  for  equitable  relief,  or  for  such  remuneration  as  legislative  generosity 
alone  can  bestow,  but  is  a  direct,  unconditional  demand  of  justice,  like  those  which 
are  daily  left  to  be  sifted  and  settled  before  the  courts  of  law.  Mr.  Meade  desires 
nothing  from  uncertainty;  he  invokes  no  aid  from  liberal  conjecture;  he  does  not 
ask  a  reasonable  allowance  nor  a  latitude  of  construction;  but  he  engages  to  main- 
tain his  case  by  proving  every  fact  and  establishing  every  principle,  under  all  the 
forms  and  subject  to  all  the  tests  which,  in  the  severest  tribunals  of  the  country,  are 
employed  to  recover  or  to  defend  the  possession  of  property. 

The  Government  of  the  United  States  can  not  but  feel  an  entire  confidence  in  the 
wisdom  and  probity  of  their  judiciary.  Mr.  Meade,  an  individual,  might  perhaps 
be  excused  if  he  shrank  from  encountering  so  formidable  an  opponent  before  judges 
who  have  certainly  manifested  no  want  of  sagacity  in  discerning  or  of  resolution  in 
maintaining  the  public  interests.  But  he  avoids  no  ordeal,  confident  that  his  cause 
is  just,  and  persuaded  that  it  only  needs  to  be  completely  investigated  in  order  to 
be  completely  successful. 

Your  memorialists  respectfully  suggest  that  a  reference  of  the  claim  of  Mr.  Meade 
to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  to  be  there  decided  as  other  controversies 
are  decided,  to  be  fully  developed  by  testimony  which  such  a  tribunal  is  peculiarly 
fitted  to  collect  and  which  can  not  be  ex  parte,  to  be  patiently  examined  by  minds 
to  whom  laborious  reflection  and  honest  judgment  are  habitual,  would  relieve  your 
honorable  bodies  from  the  discharge  of  a  troublesome  and  delicate  duty,  satisfy  a 
claimant  who  wants  justice  only,  and  (what  is  an  equally  legitimate  object)  give  to 
the  citizens  of  America  an  assurance  that  their  representatives  are  prepared  always 
practically  to  recognize  the  sacred  character  of  private  rights. 

That  such  may  be  the  direction  given  by  Congress  to  the  application  of  their 
respected  fellow-citizeuj  Richard  W.  Meade,  under  such  regulations  as  its  wisdom 
may  prescribe,  with  a  view  to  make  definitive  and  effectual  the  judgment  of  the 
Supreme  Court,  is,  therefore,  the  earnest  petition  of  the  undersigned. 
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(C.) 

Philadelphia,  January  17,  1819. 
Sik:  By  a  letter  from  Madrid,  of  November  17,  Mr.  Meade  had  just  received  the 
opinion  given  by  you  on  the  course  best  to  be  proceeded  on  for  the  protection  of  his 
claims  by  our  Government.  Ho  had  merely  time  to  make  out  the  statement,  which 
I  now  inclose  to  you,  to  be  delivered  to  Mr.  Adams,  with  a  few  lines  addressed  to 
him  by  me  in  case  you  should  think  proper  to  present  them. 

I  should  esteem  it  a  particular  favor  if  you  would  express  to  me  or  Mr.  Henry 
Toland,  jr. ,  the  opinion  that  Mr.  Adams  may  give  you  upon  it,  and  to  say  if  any  steps 
should  be  taken  by  Mr.  Meade  further  than  handing  to  the  Department  of  State  the 
detail  of  his  claims,  as  mentioned  in  my  letter  to  Mr.  Adams. 

Mr.  Meade,  I  presume,  hurried  himself  in  this  statement,  having  been  assured  that 
the  Marquis  D' Yrugo  had  asserted  that  orders  had  been  sent  to  the  Chevalier  De  Onis 
to  conclude  the  treaty  with  the  United  States  on  their  own  terms. 
I  remain,  sir,  etc., 

M.  Meade. 
John  Sekgbant,  Esq. 


Philadelphia,  January  17,  1819. 
Sir:  I  have  the  honor  to  hand  you,  inclosed,  a  statement  of  the  grounds  of  my 
husband's  claims  on  the  Spanish  Government,  which  will  be  followed  by  a  specific 
statement  of  the  amount  due  him  from  said  Government,  showing  the  amount  due 
on  libramientos  now  in  his  possession,  on  contracts  and  on  damages,  on  bills  received 
from  said  Government,  as  well  as  his  reclamation  on  the  score  of  the  unjust  impris- 
onment suffered  by  him  for  two  years. 

The  time  allowed  him  to  avail  himself  of  the  opportunity  by  which  I  received  this 
statement  was  too  short  to  enable  him  to  make  out  a  detail  of  his  claims,  but  think- 
ing it  important  that  some  statement  should  be  immediately  forwarded  to  you  he 
hastily  made  out  the  inclosed,  trusting  that  in  the  event  of  a  speedy  conclusion  of  a 
treaty  between  our  country  and  Spain  this  document  would  serve  as  a  guide  for  that 
protection  which  his  Government  may  think  proper  to  grant  him. 
I  have  the  honor  to  be,  sir,  etc., 

M.  Meade. 
Hon.  John  Quincy  Adams, 

Secretary  of  State  of  the  United  States. 


Washington,  January  20,  1819. 
[Claim  oi  Richard  W.  Meade.] 

I  have  the  honor  to  inclose  to  you  a  letter  and  some  papers  transmitted  by  Jlr. 
Meade,  to  place  his  claims  upon  Spain  under  the  protection  of  the  Government  in 
case  a  treaty  should  be  made  with  that  power.  You  will  also  find  inclosed  a  letter 
from  Mrs.  Meade,  which  I  send  chiefly  on  accout  of  the  concluding  paragraph,  and 
will  thank  you,  after  reading  it,  to  cause  it  to  be  returned  to  me. 

With  the  greatest  respect,  I  have  the  honor  to  be,  your  most  obedient  servant, 

John  Sergeant. 
Hon.  John  Quincy  Adams, 

Secretary  of  State. 


The  claims  of  Richard  W.  Meade  on  the  Spanish  Government  are  comprised  under 
the  three  following  heads: 

First.  Sales  of  goods  to  the  Government  under  contracts,  loans  of  specie,  and  pro- 
visions— the  latter  lent  at  the  earnest  solicitation  of  the  then  Government  of  Spain, 
and  in  periods  of  their  greatest  distress;  for  the  provisions,  prices  were  afterwards 
agreed  on,  and  a  guaranty  given  to  Mr.  Meade  for  the  payment,  but  which  has  never 
been  complied  with;  and  Mr.  Meade  has  not  been  able  to  recover  the  amount 
acknowledged  due  him,  though  he  procured  regular  condemnation  through  the  com- 
petent tribimals  of  the  country,  and  execution  against  the  individual  who  became 
guaranty,  and  who  is  a  Spanish  merchant.  Mr.  Meade  has  been  prevented  from 
carrying  the  execution  into  effect  by  a  royal  order  issued  by  the  minister  of  finance 
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in  consequence  of  this  individual  having  several  contracts  pending  actually  with  this 
Government.  Against  the  injustice  and  illegality  of  this  order,  the  tribunal  of  com- 
merce of  Cadiz  have  made  three  very  strong  representations,  pointing  out  the  dan- 
gerous consequences  to  the  credit  and  honor  of  the  nation,  if  the  sentence  of  the 
tribunals  of  justice,  granted  in  favor  of  a  foreign  merchant,  can  be  set  aside  by  a 
ministerial  order,  though  under  the  sanction  of  the  King,  merely  because  the  indi- 
vidual against  whom  judgment  was  given  had  entered  into  other  contracts  with  the 
Government.  The  last  of  these  representations  is,  however,  yet  undecided;  Mr. 
Meade  only  waits  the  present  minister  of  finance's  answer  in  order  to  lay  this  case 
before  Mr.  Erving,  the  minister  of  the  United  States  at  Madrid,  with  all  the  docu- 
ments, who  has  promised  him  to  lay  the  same  before  the  minister  of  state.  This  par- 
ticular case  is  one  of  high  importance,  and  it  Is  intended  to  point  out  in  the  complaint, 
which  is  to  be  made  to  the  King  through  Mr.  Yrujo,  the  present  secretary  of  state, 
the  persecution  of  Mr.  Meade  and  the  enormous  difference  in  the  administration  of 
justice  in  Spain  when  an  American  citizen  is  defendant  and  when  a  plaintiff.  In  the 
case  of  Mr.  Meade's  imprisonment,  which  lasted  above  two  years,  and  which  finally 
has  been  declared  illegal  by  the  King,  Mr.  Meade  was  put  into  prison  because  he 
refused  paying  a  second  time  a  sum  of  money  which  the  King  actually  held  and  holds  in 
his  own  possession;  and  in  the  present  case,  when  Mr.  Meade  is  plaintiff,  and  calls  for 
the  payment  of  above  $50,000,  for  which  he  has  obtained  a  regular  judgment  through 
all  the  different  tribunals  to  which  appeals  are  allowed  or  can  be  made,  and  in  case 
where  the  Government  holds  property  of  the  debtors,  they  refuse  to  allow  Mr.  Meade 
to  execute  his  judgment  against  the  debtor,  or  to  suspend  the  payments  which  they 
are  making  to  him  weekly,  in  order  to  satisfy  the  judgment;  and  thus  Mr.  Meade  is 
kept  out  of  his  money,  and  can  not  get  it  either  from  the  Government,  who  received 
the  provisions  from  Mr.  Meade,  nor  from  the  man  who  guaranteed  the  transaction. 

The  other  libramientos  are  for  specific  sums  and  admit  of  no  dispute.  The  only 
excuse  for  not  paying  them  is  the  present  state  of  the  finance  and  the  great  want  of 
money.  The  claims,  however,  of  foreigners  in  general  have  been  acknowledged  by 
the  King  since  his  coming  to  the  throne.  Those  of  the  Spaniards  are,  with  few  excep- 
tions, all  declared  as  appertaining  to  the  mass  of  public  debt  for  which  provision  is 
hereafter  to  be  made,  but  which  are  considered  as  waste  paper  at  present.  By  a  spe- 
cial decree  of  His  Majesty,  dated  on  the  9th  September,  1816,  a  copy  of  which  is 
annexed,  Mr.  Meade's  demands  on  the  Government  have  been  fully  recognized  as  just 
and  legitimate,  and  the  order  directs  that  they  should  be  paid  agreeably  to  the  orig- 
inal stipulations,  but  which  have  never  been  complied  with.  Whatever  part  of  these 
libramientos  Mr.  Meade  has  received  since  1813,  and  particularly  since  the  arrival  of 
the  King  Ferdinand  in  Spain,  in  1814,  has  been  with  a  loss  on  the  original  capital  of 
about  one-third,  besides  the  sacrifice  of  all  the  interests  for  a  number  of  years,  which 
has  made  the  total  loss  amount  to  one-half  of  the  capital.  Mr.  Meade  remains,  how- 
ever, with  a  considerable  sum  of  the  libramientos,  for  which  he  has  not  been  able  to 
recover  one  shilling  since  his  imprisonment,  in  May,  1816,  though  acknowledged  and 
repeated  orders  given  for  their  payment. 

Second.  A  demand  on  the  Spanish  Government  for  damages  and  actual  losses 
sustained  by  Mr.  Meade  on  a  bill  of  exchange,  drawn  to  Mr.  Meade's  order  by  the 
minister  of  finance,  by  the  order  of  the  regency,  dated  in  1812,  on  the  viceroy  of 
Mexico,  payable  at  Vera  Cruz,  for  $300,000,  the  specie  of  which  was  allowed  to  be 
exported  by  special  contract  to  London.  The  bill  was  protested,  and  $50,000  only 
were  paid  in  Mexico  on  account,  {md  that  in  tobacco.  The  actual  loss  which  accrued 
to  Mr.  Meade  on  this  transaction  amounts  to  considerably  more  than  $100,000.  He 
had  an  English  vessel  detained  at  Vera  Cruz  twelve  months,  waiting  for  the  specie 
of  the  Cortes,  who  then  governed  Spain,  who  commanded  that  Mr.  Meade  should 
be  heard  in  justice  respecting  his  claim  for  damages,  viz,  that  the  affair  should  be 
regularly  tried,  and  the  damages  assessed  by  a  competent  tribunal.  In  1815  Mr. 
Meade  obtained  also  an  order  from  his  present  Majesty,  directing  the  supreme  coun- 
cil of  finance  to  hear  the  demands  of  Mr.  Meade,  and  to  decide  on  the  question; 
but  Mr.  Meade  has  never  been  able  to  obtain  any  decision  or  satisfaction  from  the 
council,  though  the  fiscal  admits  the  justice  of  Mr.  Meade's  claim  for  damages,  and 
Mr.  Meade  possesses  the  most  ample  testimonies  to  fully  establish  the  same. 

Third  and  lastly.  The  claim  which  Mr.  Meade  has  for  his  illegal  imprisonment, 
the  damages  he  sustained  thereby,  as  well  as  the  total  ruin  of  his  mercantile  estab- 
lishment at  Cadiz  and  the  enormous  expenses  he  was  put  to  to  defend  himself. 

The  foregoing  comprises  all  Mr.  Meade's  personal  claims;  and,  according  to  his 
estimate,  may  amount  altogether  to  between  $300,000  and  $400,000. 


32 


MABGAEET    MEADE. 


Department  of  State, 
Washington,  January  SO,  1819. 
Madam:  I  have  the  honor,  by  the  direction  of  the  Secretary,  to  acknowledge  the 
receipt  of  your  letter  to  him  of  the  17th,  through  the  hands  of  Mr.  Sergeant,  with 
two  papers  in  relation  to  the  claims  of  Mr.  Meade  upon  the  Government  of  Spain, 
both  of  which  are  deposited  in  this  office. 
•  I  am,  madam,  with  very  great  respect,  your  obedient,  very  humble  servant, 

Daniel  Bbent,  Chief  Clerk. 
Mrs.  Maegaeet  Meade. 


[Message  from  the  President  of  the  United  States,  transmitting  a  report  of  the  Secretary  of  State  on 
the  subject  of  claims  of  citizens  of  the  United  States  for  Spanish  spoliations  upon  their  property 
and  commerce.] 

To  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Repeesentatives: 

I  transmit  to  the  House  of  Representatives  a  report  from  the  Secretary  of  State, 
with  the  document,  prepared  in  pursuance  of  a  resolution  of  the  House  of  Represent- 
atives of  the  14th  ultimo,  on  the  subject  of  claims  of  citizens  of  the  United  States  for 
Spanish  spoliations  upon  their  property  and  commerce. 

James  Moneoe. 

Washington,  mh  May,  18S0. 


Department  of  State,  12th-  May,  1830. 

The  Secretary  of  State,  to  whom  has  been  referred  the  resolution  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  14th  ultimo,  respecting  the  communication  of  any  information 
received  by  the  Department  of  State,  or  other  Executive  Department,  of  the  amount  of 
claims  of  the  citizens  of  the  United  States  for  Spanish  spoliations  upon  their  property 
and  commerce,  or  those  for  which  the  Spanish  Government  are  held  responsible,  has 
the  honor  of  reporting  to  the  President  a  list  of  the  claims  concerning  which  docu- 
ments have  been  transmitted  to  his  Department,  together  with  the  statement  of 
their  amounts,  so  far  as  they  can  be  collected  from  them. 

John  Quincy  Adams. 

The  President  of  the  United  States. 


lAst  of  claims  for  Spanish  spoliations. 


Claims  of- 


Amount  ex- 
clusive of 
interest. 


David  Beverldge 

James  Barry 

Peter  Bretagne 

John  Craig  and  others. 

William  Cook 

Joseph  Forrest 

William  Galligher 

David  Green,  etc 

Gregory  &  Scobia 

Lewis  Groning 

George  Hunter 

Richard  Hughes 

HoUis  &  McBlair 

John  HoUlns 

Hale 

John  Juhel  &  Co 

John  Lowry 

Jedediah  Leeds 

Llnchcomb 

Peter  Lohra 

Richard  W.  Meade 

Thomas  Mendenhall . . 

John  F.  Merieult 

Nioklin  &  Griffith 

James  Bruce  Nichol. . . 

Robert  Oliver 

John  Perry 


$20,244.00 
214, 702. 00 


63,  .500. 00 
3,000.00 


1,600.00 
8,487.00 
H,  217. 34 
25,000.00 
4.'),  000. 00 


400,000.00 
463. 00 


Of  Philadelphia. 
Of  Washington  City. 

Of  Philadelphia. 

Of  Charleston. 

Of  Washington  City. 

For  100  hogsheads  flaxseed. 

Of  Massachusetts. 

Or  Michael  Kelly,  of  Charleston. 

Of  Philadelphia. 

Of  Boston. 

Of  Baltimore. 

Do. 
Cash  seized  or  detained. 
Of  New  York. 
Of  Alexandria. 
Of  Charleston. 
Of  Dorchester  Couutv,  Md. 
Of  Philadelphia. 

Do. 
Of  Wilmington,  Del. 
Of  New  Orleans. 
Of  Philadelphia. 
Of  Alexandria,  D.  C. 
Of  Baltimore. 
Two  cargoes  of  flour  at  Natchez. 
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List  of  claims  for  Spanish  spoliatiom — Continued. 


Claims  of— 


Joseph  Dunlap  and  others  . . 

Francis  Pearson 

Abraham  Piesch 

James  Perkins  and  others. . . 

WiUiam  D.  Robinson 

Ross  &  Simpson's  assignees  . 

John  Henry  Rogers 

John  and  Samuel  Wells 

Joseph  B.  Windsor 

James  Yard 

Robert  Young 

Moses  Young 

Stephen  Kingston 


Do. 


Amount  ex- 
clusive of 
interest. 


S564, 327, 00 
82,858.29 


1, 222. 31 

'w.m'.oo 

3, 150. 00 


A  cargo  of  flour  at  Campeachy. 

Of  Philadelphia. 
Of  Boston. 

Of  Philadelphia. 
Of  Boston. 

Do. 
Of  New  York. 
Of  Philadelphia. 
Of  Alexandria. 
Of  Washington  City. 
Of  Philadelphia;  additional  for  the  insurance 

office  of  North  America. 
Of  Philadelphia;  additional  on  his  own  account. 


[Copy  of  an  official  letter  addressed  by  his  excellency  Don  Jose  Canga  Arguelles,  minister  of  finance 
at  Madrid,  to  Richard  W.  Meade,  citizen  of  the  United  States  of  America.— Translation,] 

A  statenaent  in  due  form  of  your  claims  against  tliis  Government,  and  tiie  damages 
you  have  sustained  in  consequence  tliereof,  was  transmitted  to  this  department  of 
finance  by  the  minister  of  state,  accompanied  by  a  royal  order  dated  the  26th.  of 
January  of  last  year,  which  statement  had  been  received  from  and  supported  by  the 
minister  of  the  United  States  resident  at  this  court.  His  Majesty  named  a  special 
junta  of  counselors  to  take  cognizance  of  the  liquidation  of  all  the  credits  which  you 
might  present  or  be  able  to  substantiate,  and  of  the  claims  which  you  should  make. 

The  junta  gave  in  their  award  and  consulted  His  Majesty  on  the  subject,  who 
having  been  pleased  to  approve  thereof  and  adopt  the  same,  the  said  junta  has 
extended  in  legal  form  a  certificate  of  the  entire  credit  due  to  you  by  the  nation,  the 
sum  of  which  amounts  to  r.  vn.  9,823,072.11  ms.,  or  §491,153.62,  in  the  terms  and 
for  the  reasons  therein  specified,  which  document,  with  His  Majesty's  approbation 
thereunto  annexed  and  certified  by  me,  I  herewith  transmit  to  you  by  his  royal 
order  for  your  security,  and  for  whatever  other  purpose  or  object  that  may  be  con- 
ducive to  your  interest. 

God  preserve  you  many  years.  Given  at  the  royal  palace  in  Madrid  the  21st  of 
May,  1820. 

Canga  Arguelles. 

Senor  Don  Ricardo  Meade. 

N.OTE. — The  sum  received  in  the  above  order  contains  the  total  amount  of  the  claims 
for  Mr.  Meade's  own  account,  as  well  as  agent  for  others.  The  personal  claims  for 
Mr.  Meade  amount  only  to  r.  vn.  7,477,595,  equal  to  $373,879.75. 

[Don  Evaristo  Perez  de  Castro,  secretary  of  state,  to  Mr.  Torsyth. — Translation.] 

Madrid,  JlOih  June,  18S0. 

Sir:  I  have  the  satisfaction  of  informing  you  that  the  Spanish  Government,  always 
upright  and  honorable  in  its  decisions,  has  determined  to  acknowledge,  with  the 
sanction  of  His  Majesty,  Don  Richard  Meade,  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  its 
creditor  for  r.  vn.  9,823,072.11  ms.,  for  which  a  competent  security  in  writing  has  been 
given  him.  As  your  Government,  sir,  has  taken  part  in  the  fortune  of  this  indi- 
vidual, I  hope  you  will  be  pleased  to  communicate  this  favorable  determination  to  the 
President  of  the  said  States,  inasmuch  as  the  respect  which  he  deserves  has  had 
much  influence  in  it,  and  also  the  hope  that  Spanish  subjects  may,  by  a  just  reciproc- 
ity, find  equal  protection  and  consideration  in  the  United  States. 

With  so  agreeable  a  motive,  I  present  myself  anew  to  your  disposal,  and  pray  God 
that  you  may  live  many  years. 

EvAHiSTo  Perez  de  Castro. 

Department  of  State,  llih  January,  18SZ. 
The  foregoing  letter  is  faithfully  translated  from  an  authentic  transcript  in  this 
office. 

Daniel  Brent,  Cliief  Clerk. 

S.  Doc.  231,  pt.  1 3 
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SECOND   MEMORIAL. 

[To  the  commissioners  appointed  under  tlie  eleventli  article  ol  tlie  treaty  i\ith  Spain,  ratified  in  Feb- 
ruary, 1821,  togetlier  witli  sundry  documents  explanatory  of  the  claim,  etc.] 

The  memorial  of  Eichard  \Y.  Meade  respectfully  shows  that  your  memorialist  is  a 
native  citizen  of  the  United  States,  and  as  such  sojourned  at  Cadiz,  in  Spain,  from 
some  time  in  the  year  1804  till  the  year  1818.     That  during  the  time  of  such  his 
sojournment  and  residence  at  Cadiz,  the  Spanish  Government  became  indebted  to 
him  in  very  large  sums  of  money  on  account  of  very  extensive  supplies  of  provisions, 
monej's,  and  goods  of  various  kinds,  furnished  by  him  under  contracts  with  the  Gov- 
ernment of  Spain,  or  with  their  agents,  on  puljlic  account,  principally  during  the 
captivity  of  their  King  in  France,  and  the  struggle  maintained  by  the  Spanish  nation 
under  the  Government  of  the  Cortes,  in  the  name  of  their  captive  King,  against  the 
invasion  and  domination  of  the  French,  and  besides  what  was  so  due  to  him  on  his 
personal  and  individual  account,  they  were  largely  indebted  to  him  as  agent  for 
American  citizens,  on  account  of  cargoes  sold  to  the  Spanish  Government,  or  sold  on 
public  account;  that,  in  the  midst  of  his  attempts  to  have  these  various  claims 
adjusted  and  settled,  after  the  restoration  of  the  King,  a  system  of  the  most  corrupt 
and^unprincipled  intrigue  was  set  in  motion  against  him  by  certain  officers  and 
agents  of  the  Spanish  Government,  for  the  purpose  of  extorting  from  him  the  most 
unjust  compromises  and  concessions  of  his  rights,  by  means  of  which  intrigues,  and 
the  most  wily  and  fraudulent  shifts,  devices,  and  pretexts  he  was  thrown  into  prison 
and  there  detained  in  close  confinement  for  the  space  of  two  years,  or  thereabout,  to 
wit,  from  some  time  in  May,  1816,  till  May,  1818;  and  when  at  length,  after  repeated 
arid  frequent  and  pressing  applications  to  the  Spanish  Government,  he  was  released 
by  a  royal  order,  it  was  under  the  most  explicit  acknowledgment,  on  the  part  of  the 
Spanish  Government,  that  his  imprisonment  had  been  altogether  illegal  and  iniqui- 
tous.    Your  memorialist  lost  no  time,  after  his  enlargement,  in  preferring  his  various 
claims  upon  the  Spanish  Government,  in  which  he  included  a  claim  of  compensation 
for  his  unjust  imprisonment,  and,  after  various  lirocrastinations  on  the  part  of  that 
government,  he  applied,  by  petition,  to  the  Spanish  Government  some  time  in  Decem- 
ber, 1818,  to  have  a  commission  or  junta  appointed  to  audit  and  settle  his  claims; 
that  some  time  in  the  course  of  that  winter  such  a  commission  was  appointed  pur- 
suant to  his  request,  who,  after  the  most  careful  and  minute  examination  into .  the 
grounds  of  all  his  claims,  made  a  report  on  the  30th  September,  1819,  allowing  his 
various  claims,  amounting  in  the  aggregate  to  the  sum  of  §491,153.33,  which  was  in 
sums  admitted  as  a  debt  of  the  most  meritorious  character,  due  from  the  Spanish 
Government  to  your  memorialist.     The  report,  after  having  been  recommitted  to  the 
junta  by  the  minister  of  finance,  accompanied  by  sundry  remarks  of  his  own,  was 
deliberately  reconsidered  and  confirmed  on  the  loth  November,  1819,  and  was  then 
submitted  by  the  minister  of  finance  to  the  revision  of  the  treasurer-general  and  to 
the  comptroller-general  of  accounts,  by  whom  it  was  approved,  and  was  then  finally 
ratified  by  the  King.     A  formal  certificate  of  the  report  thus  ratified  and  confirmed", 
importing  an  ascertained  and  absolute  debt  due  from  the  Spanish  Government  to  your 
memorialist,  to  the  amount  aforesaid,  to  be  paid  with  interest  out  of  the  funds  of  the 
royal  finance  depart;nent,  signed  by  all  the  members  of  the  junta,  and  approved  bv 
the  minister  of  finance,  by  the  order  and  in  the  name  of  the  King,  with  the  roval  seal 
affixed,  was  then  made  out  and  transmitted  to  your  memorialist  in  May,  1820,  by 
Mr.  Arguelles,  the  new  minister  of  finance.     Your  memorialist  would  ask  the  atten- 
tion of  the  commissioners  to  the  fact  that,  in  the  interval  between  the  report  of  the 
junta,  on  the  30th  September,  1819,  and  its  final  ratification  on  May,  1820,  the  new 
revolution  in  the  Government  of  Spain  had  been  effected,  by  which  the  functions  of 
the  Cortes  had  been  restored,  and  the  powers  and  prerogatives  of  the  King  consider- 
ably modified  and  limited,  so  that  his  debt  has  been  conclusively  ascertained  and 
acknowledged  by  competent  and  concurring  authorities  under  both  administrations. 
Your  petitioner,  therefore,  presumes  it  will  be  unnecessary  to  enter  into  anv 
detailed  explanations  of  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  articles  by  which  the  debt  was 
created,  or  of  the  circumstances  upon  which  certain  damages,  included  in  the  sum 
total,  were  awarded  to  him,  deeming  it  sufficient  to  refer  to  the  documentary  evi- 
dence of  the  said  debt,  as  manifested  by  the  said  certificate  and  proceedings  of  the 
Spanish  authorities,  in  which  the  various  heads  of  his  claims,  as  allowed,  are  reca- 
pitulated, which  document,  verified  and  established  by  all  the  highest  sanctions  and 
solemnities  known  to  the  Spanish  laws,  he  here  produces,  annexed  to  this  memorial 
as  forming  a  part  thereof,  and  to  that  he  prays  that  particular  reference  may  be  had 
for  a  fuller  and  better  understanding  of  what  is  herein  alleged  concerning  the  same 
The  only  part  of  the  claims  admitted  by  that  document,  concerning  Avhich  it  is 
deemed  material  for  your  memorialist  to  be  more  particular,  is  that  which  has  been 
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allowed  him  in  his  capacity  of  agent.  With  respect  to  that  portion  of  the  said  debt, 
he  states  that  the  sum  of  $75,179.27  is  for  a  cargo  of  tobacco,  shipped  on  board  the 
American  brig  Bayard,  John  Diebier,  master,  owned  by  the  following  persons,  viz: 
James  Thornburn,  George  Eaincock,  Johnson  and  Walker,  Jacob  Kline,  AVarren 
Ashley,  Joseph  Hays,  and  Solomon  Marks,  jr. ,  besides  the  claim  of  the  captain,  John 
Dinon,  for  his  charges  as  captain  and  supercargo  for  the  commissions  and  advances; 
your  memorialist  being  also  interested  in  that  sum  to  the  amount  (not  yet  ascer- 
tained) of  his  commissions  and  advances;  also  that  the  sum  of  $42,094.18  was  a  bill 
or  order  of  the  treasurer-general  of  Spain  against  the  treasurer  of  the  customs  of 
Cadiz  for  cash  and  interest  thereon,  due  for  flour  delivered  by  James  Wardrop  & 
Co.,  of  Cadiz,  which,  by  a  regular  execution  of  the  competent  tribunals  of  Spain,  was 
declared  to  belong  to  John  and  James  Gamble  and  Robert  Pollard,  which  bill  or 
order  was  duly  accepted,  but  not  paid.  In  that  sum  is  also  interested  Mr.  James 
Brown,  of  Eichmond,  as  principal  and  partner  in  the  house  of  James  Wardrop  & 
Co.,  in  case  there  should  be  any  surplus  left  after  paying  the  demands  of  Messrs. 
Gamble  and  Pollard,  and  the  commissions  and  expenses  of  this  memorialist,  not  yet 
ascertained.  And  your  memorialist  further  shows  that  the  said  claims  have  not,  in 
the  whole  or  in  part,  been  paid  or  satisfied  to  the  said  respective  claimants,  nor  hath 
he  or  the  other  persons  concerned  ever  received  any  sum  of  money  or  other  equiva- 
lent or  indemnification  therefor;  that  all  of  them,  with  interest  from  the  day  of 
liquidation — to  wit,  the  30th  September,  1819 — are  now  justly  due,  and  that,  in  case 
they  are  allowed  by  the  said  commissioners,  they  will  belong,  so  far  as  regards  the 
said  individual  claims  of  the  memorialist,  solely  and  absolutely  to  himself;  and,  so 
far  as  regards  the  claims  which  have  been  ascertained  to  him  in  his  representative 
character  of  agent,  as  aforesaid,  the  same  will  belong,  and  do  belong,  to  the  persons, 
respectively,  before  named,  or  th'eir  assignees,  and  not,  to  his  knowledge,  to  any 
other  person;  and  that  the  same  did  so  belong  when  the  said  claims  respectively  arose. 

That  your  memorialist  is  now,  and  always  has  been  from  his  birth,  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States ;  and  at  the  time  the  said  claims  respectively  arose,  and  for  a  long  time 
before  and  after,  he  was  domiciliated  at  Cadiz,  in  Spain,  and  is  now  domiciliated  at 
Philadelphia;  that  all  the  other  persons  hereinbefore  named  as  interested  in  certain 
parts  and  portions  of  the  said  debt  were,  as  this  memorialist  is  credibly  informed  and 
verily  believes,  at  the  time  the  said  claims  respectively  arose,  and  still  are,  citizens 
of  the  United  States,  and  were  then,  and  still-  are,  domiciliated  in  the  State  of  Vir- 
ginia, except  the  said  Solomon  Blarks,  who,  this  memorialist  has  understood,  is  now 
in  some  part  of  Europe  unknown,  having  assigned  his  interest  in  said  claim  to  his 
creditors  in  Norfolk  or  elsewhere,  who  are  unknown  to  this  memorialist;  that  after 
the  date  of  the  convention  between  Spain  and  the  United  States,  in  the  year  1802, 
since  which  date  all  the  said  claims  have  originated,  and  before  the  signature  of  the 
said  treaty  of  the  22d  February,  1819,  to  wit,  on  or  about  the  18th  January,  1819,  the 
memorialist  presented  to  the  minister  of  the  United  States  in  Spain  a  statement  of 
the  same,  soliciting  the  interposition  of  the  United  States;  and  a  statement  of  the 
said  personal  and  individual  claims  of  the  memorialist  in  his  own  right  upon  the  said 
Spanish  Government,  soliciting  the  interposition  of  the  Government  of  the  United 
States,  was  also  presented  to  the  Department  of  State  of  the  United  States,  after  the 
date  of  the  convention  of  1802  and  before  the  signature  of  the  said  treaty,  to  wit,  on 
or  about  the  20th  day  of  January,  1819;  that  before  the  said  signature  the  Govern- 
ment of  the  United  States,  bjr  their  minister  in  Spain,  officially  solicited  and  pro- 
moted an  adjustment,  liquidation,  and  settlement  of  the  said  claims  by  the  Spanish 
Government;  which  Government,  proceeding  according  to  ita  own  approved  forms, 
did,  accordingly,  adjust,  liquidate,  and  settle  the  same,  and  acknowledged  itself,  on 
the  19th  day  of  May,  1820,  to  owe  to  the  memorialist,  on  account  of  the  debt  due  to 
him  in  his  own  right,  the  sum  of  $373,879.88,  including  therein  a  sum  of  $75,000  for 
his  wrongful  imprisonment  and  the  damages  arising  therefrom,  and,  on  account  of 
the  debts  due  to  him  as  a  representative  or  agent  aforesaid,  the  sum  of  1117,273.45; 
and  extended,  executed,  and  delivered  to  the  memorialist  by  royal  order  a  certificate 
under  the  hand  of  the  commissioners  and  the  minister  of  finance  and  the  royal  seal, 
acknowledging  the  said  debts  accordingly. 

That  your  memorialist,  having  been  informed  by  the  Hon.  John  Q.  Adams,  the 
Secretary  of  State  and  one  of  the  negotiators  of  the  said  treaty,  at  a  time  subsequent 
to  the  conclusion  of  the  same  and  before  the  final  ratification  thereof  by  the  Senate 
of  the  United  States  on  the  22d  day  of  February,  1821,  that  he  was  of  opinion  that 
the  memorialist's  claims  were  embraced  within  the  treaty,  is  advised  that  this  cir- 
cumstance connected  with  the  release  and  renunciation  to  the  Spanish  Government 
contained  in  the  treaty  gives  him  a  just  and  valid  claim  to  entire  payment  and  .satis- 
faction of  the  same,  with  interest,  by  the  United  States,  according  to  the  tenor  of  the 
obligation  and  acknowledgment  of  the  Spanish  Government,  and  before  the  final 
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ratification  of  the  said  treaty  by  the  Senate  of  the  United  States;  so  the  memorialist 
respectfully  stated  and  submitted  to  the  President  of  the  United  States  to  make  such 
official  disposition  of  the  same  as  he  might  deem  expedient.  But  the  memorialist 
has  at  no  time  personally  abandoned  his  said  claims,  or  any  of  them,  against  the 
said  Government  of  Spain,  and  the  same  now  continue  in  their  original  vigor  against 
the  Spanish  Government,  and  so,  he  submits,  will  continue  until  actual  payment, 
except  so  far  as  they  may  have  been  legally  impaired  by  the  public  renunciation  and 
discharge  in  the  said  treaty  contained. 

That,  conceiving  himself  entitled  to  apply  to  his  original  debtor  for  payment  ot 
these  demands  or  for  direction  to  the  source  from  which  payment  might  be  obtained, 
the  memorialist,  on  the  14th  day  of  May  last,  made  such  application  through  his 
agent  in  Madrid  to  the  minister  of  state  of  the  Spanish  Government,  and  on  the  16th 
June  last  was  officially  advised  by  the  said  minister  of  state  that  the  said  claims  were 
embraced  by  the  ninth  article  of  the  treaty,  to  which  the  memorialist  was  referred. 

That  between  two  great  nations,  one  of  whom  is  unquestionably  liable  to  the  menio- 
rialist  for  the  full  amount  of  the  said  claims,  and  in  opposition  to  either  of  whom  he 
has  nothing  to  sustain  him  but  the  principles  of  justice  and  the  obligation  of  national 
honor,  the  memorialist  trusts  that  his  reference  to  either  will  never  be  considered  by 
the  other  as  an  abandonment  of  any  of  his  rights.  Whatever  he  may  do  m  the  way 
of  soliciting  payment  or  in  preferring  a  claim  to  it,  he  submits  is  the  result  of  a  neces- 
sity which,  as  an  individual,  he  has  no  means  to  evade  or  avert;  a.nd  he  tlieretore 
respectfully  states  that  all  which  he  now  does  or  shall  hereafter  do  m  this  behalt  is 
and  will  continue  to  be  done  under  an  explicit  reservation  of  all  his  rights  up  to  the 
time  when  he  shall  enter  into  the  full  enjoyment  of  them. 

Being  instructed  by  the  Government  of  Spain  that  his  claims  are  withm  the  pro- 
visions of  the  said  treaty,  having  received  no  decision  or  instruction  of  the  American 
Government  that  they  are  not  so,  and  conceiving,  if  the  said  claims  are  so  embraced, 
that  the  just  interpretation  of  the  said  treaty  and  of  the  obligation  so  assumed  m 
consequence  thereof  by  the  United  States,  will  give  the  memorialist  the  full  and 
entire  payment  of  his  demands,  he  accordingly  submits  the  claims  to  the  board  of 
commissioners  constituted  under  the  said  treaty,  and  prays  to  have  an  opportunity 
of  offering  any  further  evidence  that  may  be  required  in  support  thereof. 

Your  memorialist,  by  way  of  explaining  more  at  large  the  grounds  upon  which  he 
protests  against  being  concluded,  eith'er  by  the  treaty  or  by  any  claim  which  he  rnay 
set  up  under  the  treaty,  from  asserting  and  pursuing  his  original  claims  or  of  adopting 
either  alternative  in  the  assertion  and  pursuit  of  them  as  against  the  Government  of 
Spain  or  that  of  the  United  States,  prays  that  particular  reference  may  be  had  to  his 
memorial  dated  on  the  8th  February,  1821,  addressed  to  the  President  of  the  United 
States  before  the  final  ratification  of  the  treaty,  and  by  th  ■  President  of  the  United 
States  laid  before  the  Senate  at  the  same  time  that  the  treaty  was  presented  for  rati- 
fication; also  to  his  second  memorial,  after  the  ratification  of  the  treaty,  addressed 
to  both  Houses  of  Congress  during  the  last  session.  From  the  facts  and  the  reasons 
advanced  in  those  two  memorials,  and  from  such  other  facts  and  reasons  as  he  reserves 
to  himself  the  right  of  bringing  forward  hereafter,  he  hopes  to  have  established  the 
following  conclusions  beyond  doubt  or  controversy: 

1.  That  the  Government  of  the  United  States  had  no  power  or  authority  whatever 
to  cancel  or  release  the  debt  due  from  Spain  to  your  memorialist,  in  any  other  manner, 
or  upon  any  other  terms,  but  the  payment  of  the  debt  as  guaranty  of  Spain;  in  other 
words,  that  the  treaty-making  power  is,  per  se,  utterly  incompetent  to  exert  its  juris- 
diction over  the  rights  of  a  creditor  claiming  a  mere  pecuniary  debt,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  debt  due  from  Spain  to  your  memorialist,  differing  so  widely  and 
fundamentally  in  all  the  incidents,  qualities,  and  relations,  which  may  rightfully 
have  subjected  every  other  of  the  renounced  claims  to  the  action  of  the  treaty-making 
power. 

2.  That  in  default  of  an  original  and  inherent  jurisdiction  of  the  treaty-making 
power  to  cancel  or  release  the  debt,  no  authority  whatsoever  has  in  fact  been  supplied 
by  the  agency  or  consent  of  the  creditor,  who,  in  point  of  fact,  has  never  committed 
his  claim  to  the  management  or  discretion  of  the  Government  any  further  than  to 
invoke  the  interposition  of  the  good  offices  of  the  American  Government  in  aid  of 
the  claims  and  petitions  of  the  individual  creditor;  which  claims  and  petitions  in  all 
insta,nces,  went  the  length  of  demanding  full  and  complete  satisfaction,  without  beino- 
at  all  intermixed  with  the  public  negotiations  and  discussions  between  the  two  Gov" 
ernments,  so  that  the  entire  agency  of  the  American  functionaries,  as  auxiliary  to  the 
individual  demands  and  resources  of  the  creditor,  was  merely  gratuitous  and  in  the 
ordinary  routine  of  diplomatic  comity. 

3.  That  the  claim  is  nevertheless  comjjrehended  in  the  fifth  renunciation  declared 
on  the  part  of  the  United  States,  in  virtue  of  which,  connected  with  the  express 
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stipulation  of  the  eleventh  article,  the  United  States  are  absolutely  and  uncondition- 
ally bound,  in  consideration  of  a  valuable  equivalent  received  of  Spain,  to  exonerate 
her  from  the  debt,  and  by  that  means  have  interposed  a  bar  to  remedies,  otherwise 
clear  and  indisputable,  by  which  the  creditor  might  have  secured  his  debt  from  the 
original  debtor. 

4.  That  by  the  force  and  effect  of  these  stipulations,  the  public  faith  of  the  United 
States  is  solemnly  pledged,  equally  to  Spain  as  the  debtor  and  to  your  memorialist 
as  the  creditor,  to  discharge  the  debt  without  defalcation  or  delay,  and  without 
reference  to  the  stipulated  and  limited  fund  provided  by  the  treaty. 

With  the  clear  and  unfaltering  intent  of  adhering  to  these  principles  in  the  present, 
as  well  as  in  all  future  assertions  of  his  claim,  whether  it  be  advanced  against  the 
Government  of  Spain  or  against  that  of  the  United  States,  your  memorialist  praj^s 
that  you  will  proceed  to  investigate  the  circumstances  of  his  claim,  in  order  that  it 
may  be  officially  decided  and  promulgated  what  provision  is  intended  for  your 
memorialist  by  the  treaty;  that  is  to  say: 

First.  Whether  his  claim  be  not  clearly  comprehended  in  the  list  of  renunciations 
declared  on  the  part  of  the  United  States  in  the  ninth  article  of  the  said  treaty. 

Secondly.  Whether,  being  so  comprehended,  your  memorialist  be  not  clearly  enti- 
tled to  a  substantive  and  full  satisfaction  of  his  claim,  whatever  may  be  the  pro  rata 
allowance  to  the  general  mass  of  claimants  out  of  the  specific  fund  by  the  said  treaty. 

All  which  is  respectfully  submitted. 

R.  W.  Meade. 

Washington,  6th  January,  18SS. 


Washington,  March  IS,  1821. 

Sir:  I  have  attentively  examined  the  papers  illustrative  of  your  demand  upon  the 
Government  of  the  United  States  founded  upon  your  acknowledged  claim  on  that  of 
Spain,  and  arising  out  of  the  recent  treaty  concluded  between  them;  and  although, 
from  the  variety  and  pressure  of  my  engagements,  incident  to  my  departure  from 
this  place,  I  have  not  time  to  prepare  and  present  to  you  an  argumentative  opinion 
upon  the  whole  case,  I  will  take  leave  to  say  that,  in  the  instance  of  wrongs,  includ- 
ing violence,  committed  by  one  nation,  or  under  its  authority,  upon  the  citizens  of 
another,  the  latter  has  a  right,  in  the  preservation  of  its  sovereignty  and  honor,  to 
settle  the  grievance  so  as  to  exclude  the  rights  of  its  citizens  who  have  been  aggrieved, 
even  if  the  measure  of  redress  falls  short  of  the  measure  of  injury;  that  such  a  settle- 
ment, however,  ought  not  to  be  made  but  on  weighty  and  urgent  reasons;  and  that 
one  nation  ought  never  to  avail  itself  of  the  claim  to  redress  for  violent  injuries  com- 
mitted by  another  upon  its  citizens,  to  acquire  territorial  or  other  advantages  enuring 
to  the  benefit  of  the  public  at  large. 

In  regard  to  contracts  or  commercial  operations  between  the  citizens  of  one  country 
and  a  foreign  power,  which  withholds  from  them  justice,  there  is  no  absolute  right 
of  interposition  on  the  part  of  that  country,  since  those  citizens  have  voluntarily  put 
their  trust  in  the  foreign  power.  The  country  may  interpose  at  the  instance  of  its 
citizens,  but  the  extent  of  that  interposition  must  depend  upon  the  request  of  its 
citizens.  The  country  then  becomes  a  sort  of  agent,  of  a  high  and  dignified  char- 
acter, to  ask  justice  for  its  injured  citizens.  It  must  not  abuse  this  agency,  which  is 
submitted  to  the  laws  which  regulate  all  delegated  power.  In  your  case,  you  asked 
the  assistance  of  your  country's  minister  to  have  your  claim  settled.  You  obtained 
it.  You  proceeded  in  their  liquidation;  and  you  completed  the  adjustment  of  them 
with  Spain.  After  you  had  obtained  the  bond  of  Spain  for  the  payment  of  the  debt 
which  it  acknowledged  to  be  due  you,  your  country  acquits  Spain  of  this  bond  by 
a  provision  in  the  recent  treaty  to  which  you  gave  no  express  assent,  nor,  as  I  think, 
any  implied  assent.  Now,  if  a  country  is  not  bound  to  go  to  war  to  support  the 
rights  of  its  citizens;  if  it  is  not  even  compelled  to  interpose  its  good  offices  in  cases 
where  those  citizens  have,  with  their  eyes  open,  confided  in  a  foreign  State  by  con- 
tracting or  voluntarily  dealing  with  it;  neither  has  it  a  right,  especially  in  the  latter 
case,  to  extinguish  the  just  rights  of  its  citizens,  arising  out  of  such  contract  or  vol- 
untary trading.  The  treaty  extinction  of  them  is  probably  binding  on  them;  but  if 
it  is,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  rule  of  equity  furnished  by  ourConstitution,  and  which 
provides  that  private  property  shall  not  be  taken  for  public  purposes  without  just 
compensation,  applies,  and  entitles  the  injured  citizen  to  consider  his  own  country 
as  substituted  to  the  foreign  State. 

As  to  you,  the  treaty  must  be  considered  as  taking  its  date  from  the  Spanish  ratifi- 
cation or  the  last  American  ratification.  Prior  to  the  former  event  it  was  at  an  end. 
There  had  been  a  compact  intended,  but  both  parties  and  each  were  released  from  it. 
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A  new  compact  was  proposed,  the  same  in  terms  as  the  old  one,  by  the  act  of  the 
Spanish  ratification.  It  was  finally  consummated  by  that  of  America.  Taken  in 
either  view,  the  treaty  came  upon  you  while  you  were  in  the  regular  prosecution  of 
your  demand  before  the  Spanish  Government.  It  arrested  your  progress.  It  abated 
your  suit  after  3'ou  had  got  a  verdict  and  judgment.  Having  taken  from  you  the 
means  of  obtaining  satisfaction  by  your  own  execution,  it  seems  to  me  that  it  is  now 
incumbent  upon  your  own  country,  which  has  thus  thought  proper,  from  public  con- 
siderations, to  check  your  career,  to  render  you  an  equivalent,  an  entire  satisfaction. 

H.  Clay. 
E.  W.  Meade,  Esq. 


Philadelphia,  .hihj  1,  1821. 
Sik:  The  following  questions,  with  all  the  papers  relating  to  the  subject,  are  respect- 
fully submitted  by  me  to  you  for  your  opinion. 

Respectfully,  yours,  etc.,  R.  W.  JIeade. 

Horace  Binney,  Esq.,  Philadelphia. 

1.  Whether  the  Government  of  the  United  States  has  a  right  to  cancel  or  compro- 
mise the  claim  of  a  citizen  of  the  said  States  on  a  foreign  government,  arising  out  of 
civil  contracts  or  engagements,  without  fully  indemnifying  that  citizen  for  the  amount 
of  his  claim  as  acknowledged  by  that  foreign  government? 

2.  Whether,  by  soliciting  the  protection  of  my  Government  in  the  manner  and  form 
in  which  I  did,  Mr.  Adams  was  authorized  to  enter  into  a  compromise  by  which  I  should 
only  receive  one-third  of  its  amount  or  any  other  indefinite  or  undetermined  sum  in 
lieu  of  that  claim? 

3.  Whether  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  granting  by  treaty  a  positive 
and  specific  discharge  to  a  foreign  government  for  a  private  debt  of  that  government 
to  one  of  its  citizens,  and  particularly  when  made  fully  aware  of  the  nature  and 
amount  of  said  debt  prior  to  the  ratification  and  exchange  of  the  treaty,  is  not  bound 
by  the  law  of  nations  and  by  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  to  make  full  com- 
pensation to  that  individual? 

4.  Whether  a  liquidation  and  recognition  of  a-debt  between  a  foreign  government 
and  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  made  or  obtained  at  the  request  of  the  Govern- 
ment of  the  United  States  itself  through  its  accredited  minister  plenipotentiary  at  the 
court  of  that  country  and  ofiicially  made  known  by  the  foreign  government  to  said 
minister  or  his  successor,  is  valid  or  not? 

5.  Where  there  is  an  express  acknowledgment  by  a  foreign  government  of  a  spe- 
cific sum  due  by  it  to  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  and  a  certificate  given  to  that 
individual  by  the  minister  of  finance  by  express  order  of  the  king  and  his  royal  seal 
affixed  thereto,  are  any  further  Hquidation  or  examination  necessary  to  establish  the 
fact  of  the  sum  due,  particularly  when  that  certificate  contains  no  provision  of  pay- 
ment connected  with  any  other  nation  or  power  or  subject  to  any  contingency,  but 
expressly  declares  the  sum  to  be  due  and  payable  out  of  the  finances  of  the  govern- 
ment acknowledging  the  debt? 

6.  Whether  the  liquidation  was  valid,  which  was  called  for  by  the  American  min- 
ister in  Madrid  many  months  prior  to  the  signature  of  the  treaty  in  Washington  and 
at  a  time  when  there  existed  no  hope  or  expectation  of  speedily  concluding  any  treatv, 
as  stated  by  Mr.  Adams  in  his  letter  of  September  18  to  Mr.  Meade,  though  imperi- 
ous circumstances,  arising  out  of  the  nature  of  the  business  itself,  depending  on  a 
multitude  of  contracts  in  different  provinces  of  Spain,  and  the  necessity  of  examinino- 
the  archives  of  the  whole  country,  for  many  years  subject  to  foreign  invasion  vari"^ 
ous  changes  in  the  government,  and  during  a  period  of  revolution,  delayed  the  award 
being  given  m  till  the  30th  of  September,  1819,  seven  months  after  the  signature  of 
the  treaty  at  Washington?  It  is  to  be  observed  at  the  same  time  that  it  was  about 
one  month  prior  to  the  date  of  the  award  that  the  American  minister  plenipotentiarv 
had  solemnly  notified  Spam  that  the  six  months  allowed  for  the  exchange  of  the  rat- 
ifications having  expired,  that  the  treaty  was  null  and  void,  so  that  in  fact  no  such 
treaty  could  be  said  to  exist  when  the  award  was  given  in 

It  is  also  to  be  observed  that  subsequent  to  that  period  a  new  minister  was  sent  to 
Washington  to  treat;  that  new  and  important  matters  were  introduced  into  the  neo-o- 
tiations;  that  those  negotiations  were  again  suspended,  owing  to  the  new  revolutfon 
which  reestablished  in  Spam  the  constitution  of  1812,  by  an  article  of  which  the  whole 
treaty  beoanie  null,  even  though  it  had  not  been  so  declared  prior  thereto.  P.v 
that  article  the  King  had  no  power  or  authority  to  cede  the  Floridas,  as  it  was  not  till 
the  5th  of  October,  1820,  that  the  Cortes  granted  the  King  that  authority,  which  was 
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more  than  twelve  montha  after  the  date  of  the  award  given  in  by  the  special  com- 
mission appointed  to  settle  my  claim,  and  five  months  after  that  the  King  himself 
had  approved  of  that  award. 

E.  W.  Meade. 

MR.    BINNEy's    opinion. 

The  qviestiona  which  Mr.  Meade  has  proposed  to  me  for  consideration  may  be 
embraced  by  the  following  inquiries,  under  which,  I  think,  all  points  in  his  case  that 
are  in  any  degree  disputable  may  be  examined.' 

1.  Have  the  United  States  in  point  of  fact  released  the  Government  of  Spain  from 
the  claims  of  Mr.  Meade? 

2.  If  such  release  has  been  given,  is  it  effectual  to  exonerate  Spain — that  is,  does  it 
bind  Mr.  Meade  and  extinguish  the  debt  as  effectually  as  a  release  given  by  himself? 

3.  Whether  the  release  be  or  be  not  such  as  to  extinguish  the  debt,  yet,  if  in  fact 
given,  are  not  the  United  States  bound  to  pay  Mr.  Meade  the  full  amount  released? 

4.  Are  the  settlement  by  Mr.  Meade  with  Spain  and  her  recognition  of  the 
amount  due  evidence  against  the  United  States? 

1.  The  answer  to  the  first  question  is  to  be  sought  in  the  terms  of  the  treaty  and 
in  the  circumstances  of  the  claim.  There  is  no  doubt  that  external  evidence  is 
necessary^  to  bring  Mr.  Meade's  case  within  the  description  of  the  treaty;  but  I  am 
not  of  opinion  that,  except  in  cases  differently  situated  from  the  present,  the  private 
declarations  of  the  negotiators,  in  regard  to  their  views  in  the  introduction  of  a  cer- 
tain clause,  are  matter  of  lawful  resort  in  such  an  inquiry.  In  examining  this  ques- 
tion I  shall  therefore  lay  aside  all  private  communications  from  the  late  minister  of 
Spain,  or  any  other  person,  to  the  effect  before  mentioned,  and  confine  myself  to 
what,  it  will  be  conceded  by  everybody,  are  legitimate  sources  of  information. 

After  the  articles  of  cession  by  Spain,  which  extend  from  the  second  to  the  eighth, 
inclusive,  both  nations,  by  the  ninth  article,  "renounce  all  claims  for  damages  or 
injuries  which  they  themselves,  as  well  as  their  respective  citizens  and  subjects,  may 
have  suffered  until  the  signing  of  the  treaty."  The  terms  damages  or  injuries  are 
lar^e  enough  to  comprehend  every  species  of  wrong  which  a  nation  can  inflict,  or  an 
individual  suffer,  and  will  include  the  damage  or  injury  suffered  by  a  creditor  whose 
lawful  demands  are  disregarded,  as  well  as  that  which  is  suffered  from  an  act  of  vio-. 
lence  on  the  high  seas.  This,  however,  might  be  thought  too  extensive  an  interpre- 
tation of  the  words,  if  found  alone  and  undefined  in  a  public  treaty,  whose  objects 
are  in  general  public  wrongs  and  concerns,  and  not  such  as  are  of  a  private  kind. 
But  the  words  do  not  stand  alone,  nor  without  such  a  context  as  will  give  the 
materials  of  a  reasonably  certain  definition.  Each  party,  after  this  general  renun- 
ciation, proceeds  to  enumerate  four  of  the  particulars  in  certainty  to  which  it  shall 
be  held  to  extend;  and  then  the  United  States  conclude,  on  their  part,  the  renuncia- 
tion, by  the  sweeping  abandonment  of  "all  claims  of  citizens  of  the  United  States 
upon  the  Spanish  Government,  statements  of  which,  soliciting  the  interposition  of 
the  Government  of  the  United  States,  have  been  presented  to  the  Department  of 
State,  or  to  the  minister  of  the  United  States  in  Spain,  since  the  date  of  the  conven- 
tion of  1802,  and  until  the  signature  of  this  treaty."  This  clause  is  as  clear  as  it  is 
comprehensive.  It  follows  a  statement  of  four  kinds  of  claims,  all  distinguished  as 
to  their  origin  and  specific  character;  and  it  then  introduces  a  class,  whose  origin  and 
specific  character  become  immaterial  by  the  substitution  of  a  general  characteristic, 
which  may  belong  to  a  claim  of  any  kind,  "all  claims,  statements  of  which,  solicit- 
ing the  interposition  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  have  been  presented  to 
the  Department  of  State,"  and  so  on.  If  there  is  no  reason  for  refusing  the  sense 
which  this  clause  of  the  treaty  naturally  presents,  it  becomes  an  inquiry  of  fact 
merely  whether  the  claim  of  Mr.  Meade  has  the  general  attributes  that  are  called 
for. 

Mr.  Meade  is  a  native  citizen  of  the  United  States,  though  for  many  years  before 
the  date  of  the  treaty  resident  in  Spain.  His  claim  is  upon  the  Spanish  Govern- 
ment; upon  the  nation  in  its  political  capacity.  It  has  arisen  altogether  since  the 
convention  of  1802;  and  if  a  statement  of  it  has  been  exhibited  in  the  manner, 
within  the  periods,  and  to  the  effect  pointed  out  in  the  treaty,  then  it  is  compre- 
hended within  the  clause,  and  the  United  States  have  ' '  exonerated  Spain  from  all 
demands  on  account  of  it,  considering  it  entirely  canceled." 

The  statement  required  is  in  order,  if  presented  to  the  Department  of  State,  or  to 
the  minister  of  the  United  States  in  Spam. 

The  official  letter  of  the  Spanish  minister  of  finance,  Don  Jose  Canga  Arguefles,  to 
Mr.  Meade,  dated  at  Madrid,  the  21st  of  INIay,  1820,  contains  the  following  para- 
graph: "A  statement  in  due  form  of  your  claims  upon  this  Government,  and  the 
damages  you  have  sustained  in  consequence  thereof,  was  transmitted  to  this  depart- 
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ment  of  finance  by  the  minister  of  state,  accompanieil  Ijy  a  royal  order  dated  tlie 
26th  of  January  of  last  year,  1819,  which  statement  had  been  received  from  and 
supported  by  the  minister  of  the  United  States  resident  at  this  court."  This  certifi- 
cate is  nearly  in  the  language  of  the  treaty;  and,  from  being  posterior  in  date,  may 
be  regarded  more  as  the  exposition  of  Spain  to  include  the  demand  of  i\Ir.  Meade 
than  as  evidence  of  the  fact  it  certifies.  But  among  the  papers  exhibited  to  me  is  a 
letter  to  Mr.  Meade  from  Mr.  Erving,  the  American  minister  in  Spain,  dated  the  18th 
of  Jaimary,  1819,  in  which  he  says  that  "  he  has  this  morning  sent  to  the  minister  of 
state,  with  a  suitable  note,  Mr.  Meade's  two  memorials."  The  memorials  contained 
a  statement  of  Mr.  Meade's  claims,  as  well  such  as  depended  upon  contract  as  those 
which  arose  from  his  imprisonment;  his  individual  claims,  as  well  as  those  which 
regarded  certain  concerns  under  his  agency;  and  the  fact  of  Mr.  Erving' s  official 
interposition  in  their  behalf  seems  entirely  to  justify  the  inference  that  it  was  ma<le 
upon  the  solicitation  of  the  claimant.  With  what  formality  these  statements  must 
have  been  presented,  in  what  terms,  or  to  what  extent  the  interposition  must  have 
been  invited,  the  treaty  does  not  prescribe;  and  if  form  is  to  be  disregarded,  it  doe.i 
not  appear  in  any  way  objectionalDle  to  consider,  as  within  the  fair  meaning  of  the 
treaty,  the  statements  of  a  memorial  presented  to  the  American  minister,  to  be  by 
him  transmitted  to  the  minister  of  state,  and  vindicated  in  such  manner  as  he  should 
deem  expedient.  Of  an  act  so  purely  official  as  Mr.  Erving' s,  it  can  not  be  presumed 
that  he  did  not  retain  the  evidence  in  the  archives  of  the  legation;  though,  as 
between  Spain  and  the  United  States,  it  must  be  immaterial  whether  he  did  or  not. 
As  little  can  it  be  presumed  that  he  had  not  a  preoedented  authority  from  his  own 
Government  for  all  he  did.  But  whether  these  presumptions  be  just  or  otherwise, 
as  between  the  parties  to  this  treaty,  the  fact  of  interposition  by  the  Government  in 
behalf  of  claims  which  its  own  minister  thus  presented  before  the  date  of  the  treaty 
would  seem  to  be  very,  high,  if  not  conclusive,  evidence  of  all  that  the  clause  under 
consideration  requires. 

But  a  statement  was  also  presented  to  the  Department  of  State  at  Washington. 

On  the  6th  of  June,  1818,  Mr.  Meade  addressed  a  letter  from  Cadiz  to  Mr.  Adams, 
the  Secretary  of  State,  informing  him  that,  from  some  suggestions,  he  had  reason  to 
look  for  the  satisfaction  of  his  claims  upon  Spain  through  a  cession  of  lands  in 
Florida;  but  that  he  declined  either  making  or  listening  to  a  formal  proposal  on  the 
subject  until  he  should  learn  the  pleasure  of  the  President;  and  he  then  proceeds  to 
say  that  if  the  answer  should  be  unsatisfactory,  or  he  should  find  the  suggested 
arrangement  impracticable,  he  would  leave  the  kingdom,  "and  place  a  full  reliance 
on  his  own  Government  for  supporting  his  just  demands,  whenever  an  arrangement 
should  take  place  between  the  two  countries;  being  confident  that,  whenever  that 
event  should  take  place,  provision  would  be  made  for  the  claims  of  our  citizens." 

The  answer  of  Mr.  Adams,  dated  at  Boston  18th  September,  1818,  informs  Mr. 
Meade  that,  "  in  the  negotiation  pending  between  the  tJnited  States  and  Spain,  it 
was  the  intention  of  the  President  that  provision  should  be  made  for  the  eventual 
adjustment  and  satisfaction  of  the  just  claims  of  many  citizens  of  the  United  States, 
among  which  every  attention  that  might  be  proper  would  be  shown  to  his."  The 
letter  then  proceeds  to  state  that  this  satisfaction  was  expected  through  the  cession 
of  the  Floridas,  which  expectation  would  be  disappointed  by  the  grant  of  all  the 
vacant  lands  to  individuals;  and,  therefore,  "in  case  of  the  conclusion  of  a  treaty 
including  this  cession,  all  grants,  after  a  certain  date  to  be  asreed  upon,  would  be 
annulled." 

Oil  the  17th  January,  1819,  Mrs.  Meade  addressed  to  the  Secretarv  of  State  the  fol- 
lowing letter:  "  I  have  the  honor  to  hand  you,  inclosed,  a  statement  of  the  grounds 
of  niy  husband's  claims  on  the  Spanish  Government,  which  will  be  followed  by  a 
specific  statement  of  the  amount  due  him  from  said  Government,  showing  the 
amount  due  on  libramientos  now  in  his  possession,  on  contracts,  and  on  damaCTes  on 
bills  received  from  said  Government,  as  well  as  his  reclamation  on  the  score  of  the 
unjust  imprisonment  suffered  by  him  for  two  years.  The  time  allowed  him  to  avail 
himself  of  the  opportunity  by  which  I  received  this  statement  M'as  too  short  to 
enable  him  to  make  a  detail  of  his  claims,  but,  thinking  it  important  that  some 
statement  should  be  immediately  forwarded  to  vou,  he  hastily  made  out  the  inclosed 
trusting  in  the  event  of  a  speedy  conclusion  of  a  treat v  between  this  couiitrv  and 
Spam,  that  this  document  would  serve  as  a  guide  for  that  protection  which  his'Gov- 
ernment  may  think  proper  to  give  him."  Bv  the  letter  of  Mr.  Brent  the  chief 
clerk  m  the  Department  of  State,  under  date  of  January  20,  1819,  the  papers  con- 
stituting this  statement  which  regarded  Mr.  Meade's  individual  claims  /ere  then 
deposited  m  that  oflBce. 

^.^  j¥  *i®^*K  was  signed  on  the  22d  February,  1819;  as  these  statements  were  pre- 
sented to  the  Deparument  of  State  and  to  the  American  minister  in  Spain  before  that 
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date;  as  they  were  presented  with  the  sole  view  of  obtaining  the  interposition  of  the 
United  States,  that  being  the  avowed  object  of  Mr.  Meade  in  his  letter  of  the  6th 
June,  1818;  the  inducement  held  out  in  Mr.  Adams's  letter  of  18th  September,  1818; 
the  particular  motive  of  presenting  the  statement  referred  to  in  Mr.  Meade's  letter 
of  the  17th  January,  1819;  and  no  doubt,  also,  the  design  of  the  simultaneou.s  refer- 
ence to  Mr.  Erving,  the  American  minister  in  Spain;  as  these  statements  exhibited 
the  claims  of  an  American  citizen  upon  the  Government  of  Spain,  with  all  the  speci- 
fication which  was  essential  to  their  identity,  or  which  the  treaty,  by  any  fair  inter- 
pretation, can  be  held  to  require,  I  am  of  opinion  that,  as  between  Spain  and  tlie 
United  States — and  it  is  only  in  this  relation  that  I  am  at  present  examining  the 
case — ^the  claim  of  Mr.  Meade  is  within  the  fifth  clause  of  the  ninth  article  of  the 
treaty. 

Is,  however,  the  natural  sense  of  the  treaty  to  be  refused  for  a  construction  more 
artificial  and  limited?  Is  it  necessary  that,  in  addition  to  the  characteristics  men- 
tioned in  the  clause,  the  case  embraced  by  it  shall  present  some  other  distinctive 
feature,  as,  for  instance,  that  it  should  be  a  case  of  tort  instead  of  contract,  and  tort 
of  a  public  character?  I  confess  I  do  not  see  how  such  an  interpretation  can  be  justi- 
fied. The  words  are,  all  claims  having  the  indicia  pointed  out  in  the  clause.  The 
natural  and  obvious  interpretation  comprehends  contract  as  well  as  tort,  and  torts  of 
every  kind;  and  there  is  nothing  to  call  for  an  interpretation  different  from  the 
obvious  and  natural  one.  On  the  contrary,  after  mentioning  various  claims  by  their 
specific  character,  without  reference  to  any  statement,  or  presentment  to  the  Depart- 
ment of  State  or  elsewhere,  if  the  treaty  then  ceases,  as  it  certainly  does,  to  designate 
specifically,  and  brings  in  all  claims  which  have  been  stated  for  the  purpose  of  engag- 
ing the  interposition  of  Government,  I  apprehend  it  to  call  emphatically  for  the 
natural  interpretation,  and  to  embrace  all  claims  without  regard  to  their  character. 

There  is  a  very  direct  application  to  this  case  in  some  of  the  elementary  rules  of 
interpretation.  ' '  The  first  general  maxim  of  interpretation  is,  that  it  is  not  per- 
mitted to  interpret  what  has  no  need  of  interpretation.-  Whpn  an  act  is  conceived 
in  clear  and  precise  terms,  when  the  sense  is  manifest  and  leads  to  nothing  absurd, 
there  can  be  no  reason  to  refuse  the  sense  which  the  treaty  naturally  presents.  To 
go  elsewhere  in  search  of  conjectures,  in  order  to  restrain  or  extinguish  it,  is  to 
endeavor  to  elude  it.  If  this  dangerous  method  be  once  admitted,  there  will  be  no 
act  which  it  will  not  render  useless.  Let  the  brightest  light  shine  on  all  the  parts  of 
the  piece;  let  it  be  expressed  in  terms  the  most  clear  and  determinate;  all  this  shall 
be  of  no  use,  if  it  be  allowed  to  search  for  foreign  reasons,  in  order  to  maintain  what 
can  not  be  found  in  the  sense  it  naturally  presente."    (Vattel,  B.  2,  chap.  17,  sec.  263.) 

"We  ought,  also,  to  give  to  a  disposition  the  full  extent  properly  implied  in  the 
terms,  if  it  appears  that  the  author  has  had  in  view  everything  properly  compre- 
hended in  them."     (Vattel,  B.  2,  chap.  17,  sec.  270.) 

"The  contracting  powers  are  obliged  to  express  themselves  in  such  a  manner  as 
they  may  mutually  understand  each  other. "  Hence,  it  is  "  necessary  that  they  should 
employ  the  words  in  their  proper  signification,  in  the  sense  which  custom  has  given 
them,  and  that  they  should  affix  to  the  terms  they  use,  and  to  all  their  expressions, 
the  received  signification."  "From  all  these  incontestable  truths  results  this  rule: 
In  the  interpretation  of  treaties,  pacts,  and  promises  we  ought  not  to  deviate  from 
the  common  use  of  the  language,  at  least,  if  we  have  not  very  strong  reasons  for  it." 
(Vattel,  B.  2,  chap.  17,  sec.  271.) 

The  knowledge  that  such  statements  as  I  have  mentioned  had  been  presented  to 
the  Department  of  State  and  to  the  minister  in  Spain  the  United  States  undoubtedly 
possessed.  It  is  a  matter  of  legal  inference  that  they  knew  every  claim  of  every 
kind  which  had  been  so  presented,  and  consequently  that  they  not  only  "had  in 
view  everything  properly  comprehended  in  the  clause,"  but  had  power  so  to  qualify 
it  as  to  embrace  some  cases  and  exclude  others  that  were  within  the  general  descrip- 
tion. The  absence  of  such  qualification  seems  to  be  conclusive  against  a  qualified 
construction. 

The  reason  of  the  clause,  moreover,  powerfully  sustains  the  natural  interpretation. 
I  speak  in  reference  to  the  public  aspect  of  the  arrangement.  All  cases  of  claim  upon 
either  Government  which  the  other  had  been  solicited  to  vindicate  were  sources  of 
national  controversy,  whatever  was  their  origin;  and,  publicly  speaking,  it  wps  a 
just  and  wise  precaution  to  embrace  them  by  a  treaty,  which  was,  in  no  very  forced 
.sense,  a  treaty  of  peace  between  Spain  and  the  United  States.  These  claims  might 
become  the  means  of  new  perplexity  to  the  nations.  They  remained  in  the  national 
bureau,  ever  ready  to  light  up  the  flame  of  discord;  and  it  was  a  dictate  of  the  high- 
est wisdom,  on  both  sides,  to  provide  for  their  extinguishment.  The  clause  does  not 
comprehend  all  claims  upon  the  Spanish  Government,  but '  all  claims  which  this 
nation  had  been  solicited  to  protect  or  promote  by  her  interposition.     Such  claims 
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had,  therefore,  a  pubUc  aspect,  and  were  much  more  within  the  purview  of  a  treaty 
than  merely  private  claims  ever  can  be.  ^-  ^  j  xi,-    ^      ^ 

It  is  not  material,  I  conceive,  to  show  that  the  ministers  who  negotiated  this  treaty 
framed  the  clause  in  question,  with  either  an  exclusive  or  a  particular  view  to  the 
claim  of  Mr.  Meade;  but  there  is  no  little  reason  for  inferring  a  pointed  attention  to 
the  clause  from  certain  occurrences  in  the  progress  of  the  negotiation;  and  every 
circumstance  which  shows  attention  to  have  been  awakened,  affords  an  argument 
for  comprehending  within  the  clause  all  that  its  natural  sense  will  comprehend,  and 
perhaps,  also,  a  reason  for  supposing  that  the  case  of  Mr.  Meade,  well  known  to 
both  the  ministers,  could  not  have  been  overlooked. 

By  the  documents  which  accompany  the  President's  message  of  the  7th  December, 
1819  it  appears  that  the  clause  in  question  was  introduced  by  the  Spanish  minister, 
Mr  bnis,  in  his  project  of  a  treaty,  delivered  to  the  Secretary  of  State  on  the  9th  of 
February,  1819,  with  this  difference,  that  the  clause  in  Mr.  Onis's  "project  does 
not  require  that  statements  of  the  claims  should  have  been  presented,  but  merely 
that  the  claims  should  have  been  made,  and  the  interposition  of  the  United  btates 
solicited.  The  counter  project  of  Mr.  Adams,  communicated  to  Mr.  Onis  on  the 
13th  of  the  same  month,  omits  a  renunciation  of  the  claims  m  question  by  the 
United  States,  while  it  literally  copies  the  renunciation  by  Spam  introduced  into  the 
reciprocal  clause  of  Mr.  Onis's  "project."  By  the  paper  which  the  Secretary  of 
State  received  from  the  minister  of  finance  on  the  16th  of  February,  and  which  con- 
tains the  result  of  his  mediation  between  the  negotiators  of  the  treaty,  it  appears 
that  Mr.  Onis  required  an  alteration  in  a  part  of  the  ninth  article  of  Mr.  Adams's 
counter  project,  but  made  no  objection  to  its  wholly  omitting  the  clause  in  question; 
and,  nevertheless,  without  any  further  written  correspondence,  which  the  Presi- 
dents message  makes  known,  the  clause  is  found  in  the  treaty,  constituting  a  new 
paragraph  in  the  ninth  article  of  Mr.  Adams's  counter  project. 

It  is  extremely  difficult  to  suppose,  and  indeed  quite  incredible,  that  either  the 
abandonment  of  the  clause  by  Mr.  Onis,  or  its  ultimate  adoption  by  Mr.  Adams, 
could  have  passed  without  consideration.  It  was  not  an  agreed  clause  from  the 
beginning,  and  which  both  parties  might  in  some  measure  have  neglected,  as  being 
the  occasion  of  no  contest;  but  it  was  a  clause  proposed  by  ilr.  Onis,  rejected  by 
Mr.  Adams,  yielded  by  the  one  and  ultimately  given  back  by  the  other,  and,  there- 
fore, necessarily  requiring  explanation,  exciting  discussion,  and  bringing  both  parties 
to  a  precise  knowledge  of  each  other's  views.  If  in  no  part  of  this  proceeding  the 
particular  case  of  Mr.  Meade  was  adverted  to,  it  is  what  at  least  was  not  likely  to 
happen;  and  if  it  was  intended  by  the  American  minister  not  to  embrace  it,  the 
treaty  presents  an  instance  of  unguarded  language  with  which  it  is  not  easy  to  recon- 
cile the  occurrences  just  mentioned. 

There  is  a  question  in  regard  to  this  clause,  the  answer  to  which  may  have  a 
material  bearing  on  the  argument.  To  what  cases  does  the  clause  apply?  for  cer- 
tainly it  applies  to  some  one.  If  the  pending  inquiry  before  the  commissioners 
brings  forward  no  claim  by  an  American  citizen  upon  the  Spanish  Government  for 
a  public  wrong,  a  statement  of  which  was  presented  according  to  the  treaty,  and 
which,  at  the  same  time,  is  not  embraced  by  any  of  the  preceding  clauses  of  descrip- 
tion, then  it  will  follow  conclusively  that  the  clause  does  not  refer  to  cases  of  public 
wrong;  and  if  there  shall  be  found  no  case  of  contract  or  private  wrong,  except  Mr. 
Meade's,  or  such  as  are  of  the  same  character,  then  it  will  follow,  in  the  one  event 
conclusively,  and  in  the  other  nearly  so,  that  his  case  was  in  the  contemplation  of 
the  negotiators.  I  have  no  means,  however,  for  ascertaining  what  will  be  the  result 
of  the  inquiry. 

My  opinion,  then,  is  founded  no  doubt  upon  a  view  of  the  papers  appertaining  to 
Mr.  Meade's  case  only,  and  without  the  knowledge  of  any  other  cases  which  the 
Department  of  State  may  disclose,  that  his  claim  upon  the"  Spanish  Government  is 
embraced  by  the  treaty;  and  if  it  is,  then  the  terms  of  renunciation  in  the  ninth 
article,  and  the  terms  of  exoneration  in  the  eleventh,  leave  no  question  that  the 
United  States  have,  in  point  of  fact,  absolutely  and  unconditionallv  released  Spain 
from  the  payment  of  it. 

2.  If  such  release  has  been  given,  is  it  effectual  to  exonerate  Spain?  That  is,  does 
it  bind  Mr.  Meade,  and  extinguish  the  debt  as  effectually  as  a  release  given  by 
himself? 

This  question  depends  upon  the  right  of  the  United  States  to  give  the  release. 

The  claim  of  Mr.  Meade  was  not  inseparably  mixed,  nor,  perhaps,  in  any  degree 
with  national  injury.  It  does  not  exhibit  a  violation  of  public  law,' where"  the  pri- 
vate and  national  wrong  are  one;  and  where  the  private,  which  is  the  less,  is  for  all 
national  purposes,  merged  in  the  public,  which  is  the  greater  wrong;  but  it  presents 
as  to  part,  the  case  of  a  disregard  of  contract;  and  as  to  the  residue'  an  unjust "exer- 
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cise  of  Spanish  power  within  the  territory  of  Spain.  From  the  great  extent  and 
incontestable  justice  of  the  claim,  and  from  the  utter  inability  of  the  claimant  to 
contend  with  his  debtor  and  oppressor,  it  was  a  most  fit  case  for  the  interference  of 
the  United  States  through  its  good  offices  with  Spain;  but  it  was  nearly  as  fit  an 
occasion  for  the  good  offices  of  any  other  power.  It  was  a  case  in  which  the  claims 
of  justice  and  the  rights  of  humanity  were  disregarded  in  the  person  of  a  resident  in 
Spain,  within  her  exclusive  jurisdiction.  The  wrong  was  personal,  and  was  inflicted 
on  personal  grounds.  There  was  no  principle  of  national  law  involved;  no  question 
of  a  national  bearing  connected  with  the  subject;  no  odious  distinction,  to  use  the 
language  of  Vattel,  made  to  the  prejudice  of  our  citizens,  or  of  foreigners  in  general; 
but  an  abuse  of  territorial  power,  from  which,  or  from  abuses  of  a  similar  kind,  per- 
haps hundreds  of  Spanish  subjects  were  suffering  at  the  same  time.  The  United 
States,  therefore,  were  not  interested  in  this  wrong,  if  the  term  may  be  used,  as  pro- 
prietors, nor  even  as  the  guardians  of  American  citizens  in  all  pt^rts  of  the  world. 
Neither  the  debt  due  to  Mr.  Meade  nor  the  indemnity  for  his  imprisonment  was  a 
public  possession,  nor  did  they  belong  to  him  by  national  or  public  law.  They 
were  privately  and  exclusively  his  own,  and  he  was  denied  their  enjoyment  through 
the  misapplication  of  territorial  power,  Avhich  it  was  difficult  for  any  foreign  nation 
to  question,  since  it  involved  no  denial  of  any  principle  of  the  law  of  nations.  Good 
offices  were  due  to  him,  in  this  most  unequal  contest,  from  the  nation  to  which  he 
owed  a  permanent  allegiance;  but  good  offices  alone  were  due,  and  these,  as  their 
nature  irnplies,  were  to  be  offered  by  way  of  persuasion  in  his  behalf,  and  not  under 
an  assertion  of  national  authority  or  the  allegation  of  national  wrong. 

In  regard,  then,  to  these  private  rights  of  Mr.  Meade  the  United  States  stood  in  the 
game  position  as  in  regard  to  the  private  rights  of  any  other  of  its  citizens  residing 
in  a  foreign  country.     Had  they  power  to  release,  discharge,  or  give  them  away? 

In  this  part  of  the  case  many  questions  of  exceedingly  complicated  character  and 
very  difficult  of  solution  might  be  discussed.  Does  the  right  of  annulling  a  private 
claim,  or  of  transferring  the  property  of  one  individual  to  another,  or  to  a  foreign 
nation,  exist  in  the  Federal  Government?  If  this  Government  may  take  private 
property  for  public  use,  making  just  compensation,  can  she  take  it  from  one  and  give 
its  exclusive  use  to  another?  If  Congress  can  so  dispose  of  it  by  a  law,  in  which  all 
the  representatives  of  the  people  concur,  is  the  same  true  of  the  treaty-making 
power?  Is  the  power  to  be  exercised  in  a  case  of  expediency  or  of  urgent  necessity 
only,  and  is  the  necessity  to  be  shown  or  is  the  fact  of  the  disposition  conclusive 
evidence  of  the  necessity  ?  Can  the  eminent  domain  be  exercised  over  debts,  and 
particularly  over  that  claim  to  compensation  or  indemnity  which  arises  out  of  a 
private  tort?  These  and  many  other  inquiries  would  find  their  place  in  an  extended 
examination  of  the  present  case,  but  I  conceive  it  unnecessary  to  advert  to  them 
for  the  following  reasons:  The  claims  of  Mr.  Meade  were  without  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  United  Sta,tes  and  existed  at  the  date  of  the  treaty  within  the;  particular 
jurisdiction  of  Spain.  He  personally  resided  in  Spain  at  that  time  and  for  many 
years  before.  He  and  the  personal  rights  in  question  were  legally  and,  I  appre- 
hend, exclusively  subject  to  the  dominion  of  Spain.  The  law  of  the  domicile  gave 
those  rights,  regulated  them,  and  was  alone  competent  to  annul  them;  and  this 
domicile  was  Spanish,  not  American.  Under  no  interpretation  of  the  transcendental 
propriety  is  it  the  power  of  a  nation  to  cede  or  transfer  what  is  not  subject  to  her 
law;  and  although  the  allegiance  of  Mr.  Meade  to  his  own  Government  may  have 
imposed  certain  obligations  upon  him  I  am  not  aware  that  the  duty  of  submitting 
his  extraterritorial  property  to  their  disposition  is  one  of  them.  The  eminent 
domain  is  a  legal  fiction  by  which  all  the  property  within  the  domains  or  jurisdiction 
of  a  sovereign  are,  in  case  of  national  exigency,  considered  his  own,  and  the  whole 
property  of  the  nation  as  a  common  stock.  He  is  then  regarded  as  the  fountain  and 
source  of  all  and  as  having  a  transcendent  property  in  those  things  which  the  con- 
stitution and  laws  of  the  realm  ordinarily  appropriate  to  others.  But  this  is  trans- 
cendent within  his  realm  and  jurisdiction  only.  What  is  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
another  sovereign  is  subject  to  his  eminent  domain,  is  part  of  the  common  stock  of 
his  subjects  or  citizens,  and  is  subject  to  the  exercise  of  this  right  by  him,  but  by 
no  other  sovereign. 

This  seems  a  necessary  inference  from  the  language  of  Vattel:  "Everything  in 
the  political  society  ought  to  tend  to  the  good  of  the  community,  and  if  even  the 
citizen's  person  is  subject  to  this  rule  his  fortune  can  not  be  excepted.  The  State 
can  not  subsist  or  constantly  administer  public  affairs  in  the  most  advantageous 
manner  if  it  has  not  the  power  of  disposing,  on  occasion,  of  all  kinds  of  goods  sub- 
ject to  its  authority.  It  may  even  be  presumed  that  when  a  nation  takes  possession 
of  a  country  the  property  of  certain  things  is  allowed  to  individuals  only  with  this 
reserve.     The  right  which  belonged  to  the  society  or  to  the  sovereign  of  disposing,  in 
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case  of  necessity  and  for  the  public  good,  of  all  the  wealth  contained  in  the  State,  is 
called  the  eminent  domain."  (Vattel,  book  1,  chap.  20,  sec.  244.)  If  the  United 
States  had  not  the  right  to  release  this  claim  by  virtue  of  the  eminent  domain,  they 
did  not  possess  it,  I  apprehend,  by  virtue  of  any  clause  in  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States,  because  none  of  its  provisions  reach  the  case  of  extraterritorial  prop- 
erty nor  carry  the  powers  of  the  Federal  Government  beyond  the  limits  which 
public  law  has  prescribed  for  all  nations. 

But  if  they  had  it  not  in  virtue  of  these  principles,  did  they  jjossess  it  in  conse- 
quence of  the  reference  made  to  them  by  Mr.  Meade  for  their  national  interposition 
in  his  behalf  ? 

This  is  a  question  which  turns  upon  the  nature  and  terms  of  that  reference.  If 
the  United  States  have  secured  to  Mr.  Meade  full  satisfaction  of  his  claims,  or  are 
wiUing  to  pav  him  their  amount,  the  question  is  no  longer  of  any  importance,  but  if 
they  have  compromised  it  for  less  the  authority  is  a  pomt  of  great  interest,  which  I 
will  proceed  to  consider. 

Can  the  United  States  say  that  this  surrender  was  made  under  an  authority 
delegated  by  the  pi-oprietor? 

Authority  derived  from  the  proprietor  will  undoubtedly  juf^tify  all  acts  which 
conform  to  it,  and  the  inquiry  therefore  is,  What  authority  did  Mr.  Meade  impart  to 
the  United  States? 

If  the  authority  imparted  by  a  citizen  to  his  Government  is  not  subject  to  some 
peculiar  rule  of  interpretation  the  present  question  can  not  be  attended  by  much 
difficulty.  If  it  is  to  be  interpreted  as  in  the  case  of  individuals,  there  can  be  no 
ground,  I  conceive,  for  saying  that  Mr.  Meade  gave  authority  to  the  United  States 
to  compromise  his  claim,  to  surrender  it,  or  to  do  anything  but  sustain  and  enforce 
it.  The  case  nowhere  exhibits  the  features  of  a  delegation  of  power.  The  United 
States  were  solicited  to  interpose  for  the  purpose  of  vindicating  these  claims  by  her 
sovereign  power,  and  I  am  unable  to  find  a  word  in  any  part  of  the  correspondence 
from  which  an  authoritj'  in  the  United  States  to  the  effect  or  purpose  of  compromise 
is  discoverable. 

Mr.  Meade's  letter  of  the  6th  of  June,  1818,  says  that  he  shall  place  "a  full  reliance 
on  his  own  Government  for  supporting  his  just  demands  whenever  an  arrangement 
shall  take  place."  Mr.  Adams,  in  his  reply  of  the  18th  of  September,  1818,  says: 
"It  is  the  intention  of  the  President  that  provision  shall  be  made  for  the  eventual 
adjustment  and  satisfaction  of  the  just  claims  of  many  citizens  of  the  United  States, 
among  which  every  attention  which  may  be  proper  will  be  shown  to  yours;"  and 
Mrs.  Meade,  in  transmitting  the  statement  in  her  letter  of  the  17th  of  Januarj',  1819, 
says  that  "she  trusts  it  will  serve  as  a  guide  for  that  protection  which  the  Govern- 
ment may  think  proper  to  grant. ' ' 

It  is  impossible,  I  think,  to  find  in  any  part  of  this  correspondence  even  an  expec- 
tation of  release  or  compromise,  still  less  an  authority  for  it;  and  if  the  power  is  not 
found  in  the  correspondence,  it  is  not  to  be  found  in  any  ratification  of  the  compro- 
mise Since  the  date  of  the  treaty. 

But  it  may  be  urged  that  there  is  something  peculiar  in  the  case  of  subject  and 
sovereign,  of  the- individual  and  his  Government,  which  takes  it  out  of  ordinary  rules, 
and  that,  when  national  assistance  is  asked,  discretion  to  the  extent  of  compromise 
is  given. 

I^m  not  aware  of  any  authority  for  this  as  a  maxim  of  political  law.  The  case  of 
interference  by  a  Government  to  support  the  private  rights  of  a  citizen  against  a  for- 
eign nation  has  probably  not  occurred  so  often  as  to  create  any  rule  upon  the  subject. 
Private  rights  have  generally  been  so  amalgamated  with  public,  on  all  occasions  of 
public  negotiation,  that  the  practice  of  settling  down  upon  a  compromise  in  such 
cases.may  be  supposed  to  create  a  rule  for  all.  But  in  such  cases  the  sovereio-n  acts 
by  virtue  of  his  original  interest  in  the  subject  of  negotiation.  In  others  he  mav  be 
and  in  the  present  case  he  is  assumed  to  be,  a  representative,  mediator,  or  any  other 
name  befitting  his  dignity,  but  always  indicating  a  derivative  authority.  If  it  be 
admitted  that  without  the  assent  of  the  subject  he  can  not  interpose  at  all  it  follows 
that  he  can  interpose  only  according  to  the  assent.  There  is  no  rule  for  the  case  oi 
assent  but  that  of  right  reason  applied  to  the  acts  and  declarations  of  the  party  If 
the  result  of  such  application  shall  support  the  compromise  by  showino-  a  o-rant  of 
discretionary  authority,  then,  no  doubt,  the  difficulty  is  removed,  but  not  otherwise 
It_ IS  suggested  that  right  reason  does  not  support  it,  because  if  an  individual  appeals 
to  his  Government  for  their  interposition  he  voluntarily  makes  his  claim  a  subiect  of 
negotiation,  and  of  those  compromises  in  which  all  national  adjustments  of  indi- 
vidual claims  consist.  If  this  result  is  independent  of  the  terms  in  which  the  appeal 
is  made,  the  proposition  I  think  can  not  be  supported.  An  individual  mav  solicit- 
his  Government  to  aid  him  in  obtaining  pavment  in  full,  the  foreio-n  nation  being 
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willing  to  pay  only  a  part.  I  know  not  how  such  an  appeal  carries,  by  implication, 
an  authority  to  compromise  for  a  part.  He  may  ask  the  aid  of  Government  to  obtain 
full  satisfaction,  entire  indemnity,  and  in  such  language  as  to  exclude  all  compro- 
mise. It  seems  a  hard  proposition  to  assert  that  his  appeal  is  to  be  so  far  regarded 
as  to  authorize  his  Government  to  act,  but  in  all  that  regards  the  object,  and  end, 
and  scope  of  acting,  it  is  to  be  disregarded.  Nay,  some  of  the  consequences  of  the 
position  are  still  more  striking.  Nations  negotiate  and  compromise,  and  absolutely 
surrender  claims  and  rights  without  any  visible  compensation  or  return  except  the 
mere  cessation  of  controversy,  and  it  may  as  accurately  be  said  that  all  national 
adjustments  end  in  such  surrenders  as  that  they  end  in  compromises.  Neither  is 
true  in  fact,  but  both  are  equally  true  for  the  purpose  of  the  argument.  Can  it  be 
contended  that  an  appeal  by  a  citizen  to  his  Government,  so  makes  it  the  master  of 
his  fate  as  to  authorize  an  entire  surrender,  abandonment,  and  extinguishment  of 
his  claim?  Why  does  the  nation  interfere  at  all?  She  has  no  right,  except  as  the 
subject  requests  it;  this  is  admitted  by  the  very  terms  of  the  proposition.  All 
the  power  proceeds  from  the  appeal  or  request;  the  extent  of  the  power  should  then 
depend. on  the  terms  of  the  request.  It  becomes  a  case  of  delegated  power,  and  has 
the  extent  only  to  which  it  has  been  delegated.  If  it  necessarily  follows  that  when 
national  interference  is  once  asked  the  nation  is  at  liberty  to  disregard  all  restric- 
tions which  the  petitioning  party  thinks  proper  to  impose,  this  is  contrary  to  all 
received  notions  on  the  subject  of  delegated  power,  and  is  in  itself  a  solecism;  for 
how  can  the  authoritv  flow  from  the  request  and  yet  be  independent  of  it?  The 
Government  may  no  doubt  refuse  to  act  without  the  most  ample  authority.  On  this 
subject  she  may  dictate  her  own  conditions  of  interference.  But  if  she  can  not  nego- 
tiate without  the  consent  of  the  individual,  and  he  will  give  but  a  limited  authority, 
I  confess  I  do  not  see  how  such  an  authority  can,  against  his  will,  become  unhmited. 

Besides,  the  proposition  that  all  national  adjustments  of  individual  claims  consist 
of  compromises  is  not,  I  apprehend,  to  be  received,  even  in  regard  to  claims  arising 
from  public  or  national  wrong;  still  less  is  it  true  of  such  a  claim  as  Mr.  Meade's, 
which  has  few  or  no  precedents  to  govern  it.  There  is  a  very  different  statement  of 
the  rule  in  the  answer  of  Mr.  Fitzherbert,  the  British  minister  to  Count  Florida 
Blanca,  in  regard  to  the  injuries  done  to  British  subjects  at  Nootka  by  persons  act- 
ing under  the  authority  of  Spain.  "The  practice  of  nations,"  says  he,  "has  limited 
such  rights  of  reparation  to  three  articles,  viz,  the  restitution  of  the  vessels,  a  full 
indemnification  for  the  losses  sustained  by  the  parties  injured,  and,  finally,  satisfac- 
tion to  the  sovereign  for  the  injury  offered  to  his  flag."  (Ann.  Reg.,  1790,  p.  298. ) 
And  in  that  case  Spain,  liy  convention,  stipulated  to  make  a  full  compensation, 
according  to  the  requisition  of  Great  Britain.  Cases  of  this  description  are  doubt- 
less sometimes  compromised  by  virtue  of  the  sovereign's  inherent  authority  as  a 
party  to  the  wrong  which  his  subjects  have  suffered  by  a  violation  of  pubhc  law, 
but  they  furnish  no  rule  for  a  case  in  which  the  authority  of  the  sovereign  springs 
from  the  appeal  of  his  subject. 

In  my  opinion,  then,  the  United  States  had  no  right  to  release  the  claims  of  Mr. 
Meade,  either  in  consequence  of  his  appeal  to  their  protection  or  of  the  principles  of 
the  Federal  Constitution,  or  of  the  rules  of  public  law;  and,  consequently,  that  the 
release  is  ineffectual  to  exonerate  Spain.  It  does  not  bind  Mr.  Meade;  it  does  not 
extinguish  the  debt,  and  until  actual  payment  the  moral  and  legal  obligations  of 
Spain  continue  of  the  same  force  and  efiect  as  if  the  treaty  had  not  been  signed. 

But  it  is  necessary  to  view  this  case  under  another  aspect,  one  certainly  which  pre- 
sents by  far  the  most  difficult  question  of  all,  and  that  is: 

3.  If  the  release  has  in  fact  been  given,  whether  it  effectually  extinguish  the  debt 
or  not,  are  not  the  United  States  bound  to  pay  Mr.  Meade  the  amount  released? 

It  has  already  been  stated  that  the  case  of  Mr.  Meade  is  not  one  which,  by  involv- 
ing a  national  wrong,  made  the  United  States  a  party  and  gave  her  authority  to  make 
it  the  subject  of  negotiation  and  compromise.  This  may  be  the  law  in  regard  to 
public  or  national  wrongs,  among  which  are  to  be  placed  the  claims  enumerated  in 
the  first  four  clauses  of  the  ninth  article,  but  private  property  and  a  claim  to  redress 
for  a  private  wrong  are  not  subjects  of  national  negotiation  and  compromise.  If  a 
nation  surrenders  or  compromises  these  she  must  do  it  either  by  virtue  of  her  own 
sovereign  power  or  by  authority  derived  from  the  individual  proprietor,  and  if  no 
authority  to  compromise  has  been  given  by  Mr.  Meade,  as  I  have  endeavored  to 
show,  then  the  surrender  is  to  be  supported  only  by  the  sovereign  power  before 
spoken  of. 

The  case  of  sovereign  power  lawfully  applied  to  the  transfer  of  private  property  or 
to  the  extinguishment  of  such  a  private  claim  as  Mr.  Meade's  is,  without  a  doubt,  a 
case  of  national  obligation  to  pay  an  equivalent  to  the  private  proprietor  or  creditor. 
Whether  we  refer  to  the  doctrine  of  our  own  Constitution  or  to  the  principles  of  pub- 
ic law  the  result  is  the  same. 
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"Private  property  shall  not  be  taken  for  public  use  without  just  compensation." 
This  is  the  language  of  the  fifth  article  of  the  amendments  to  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States.  The  necessity  of  this  article  may  be  questioned,  for  it  says  no  more 
than  is  implied,  as  a  fundamental  restraint  upon  the  public  use  of  priva.te  property, 
in  the  constitution  of  every  civilized  people.  But  it  serves,  at  least,  to  give  a  sanction 
of  an  emphatic  public  assent  to  what  otherwise  might  have  been  exposed  to  discus- 
sion, and  it  is  a  particular  pledge  of  the  national  faith  for  the  indemnity  of  every 
American  citizen  who  may  be  in  the  predicament  referred  to. 

The  language  of  the  most  approved  writers  upon  pulic  law,  m  their  remarks  upon 
the  exercise  of  the  eminent  domain,  is  to  the  same  effect. 

Grotius  is  clear  to  this  point.  "  But  we  must  also  observe  this,  that  a  king  may, 
two  ways,  deprive  his  subjects  of  their  rights,  either  by  way  of  punishment,  or  by 
virtue  of  his  eminent  domain.  But,  if  he  do  it  the  last  way,  it  must  be  for  some 
public  advantage,  and  then  the  subject  ought  to  receive,  if  possible,  a  just  compensa- 
tion for  the  loss  he  suffers,  out  of  the  common  stock."  (Grot.^^Var  and  Peace,  SSS, 
B.  2,  ch.  14,  sec.  7. )  j       i_         •  i. 

The  same  writer  elsewhere  remarks:  "This,  also,  is  often  disputed;  what  right 
kings  have  to  dispose  of  the  goods  of  private  men  to  procure  a  peace,  who  have  no 
other  power  over  the  goods  of  their  subjects  than  as  they  are  kings.  I  have  already 
said  that  the  State  has  an  eminent  right  of  ^jroperty  over  the  goods  of  the  subjects, 
so  that  the  State,  or  those  that  represent  it,  may  make  use  of  them,  and  even  destroy 
and  alienate  them,  not  only  upon  an  extreme  necessity,  which  allows  to  private  per- 
sons a  sort  of  right  over  men's  goods,  but  for  the  public  benefit,  which  ought  to  be 
preferred  to  any  man's  private  interest,  according  to  the  intention  reasonably  pre- 
sumed of  those  who  first  entered  into  civil  society.  To  which  we  must  add,  that  the 
State  is  obliged  to  repair  the  damages  sustained  by  any  subject  on  that  account,  out 
of  the  public  stock;  so  that  he,  himself,  who  has  sustained  the  loss,  contribute,  if  it 
be  necessary,  according  to  his  quota,  to  the  discharge  of  that  public  debt. "  (lb. ,  697, 
B.  3,  ch.  20,  sec.  7. ) 

The  language  of  Puff endorf  is  as  follows:  "  What  power  the  commonwealth  hath 
to  execute  the  goods  (condonare  bona)  of  the  private  subjectupon  a  pacification,  must 
be  discovered  from  the  nature  of  the  transcendental  propriety,  upon  the  force  of 
which  the  goods  and  fortunes  of  private  men,  whatever  title  purchased  or  possessed 
by,  may  be  given  up  whenever  the  necessities  of  the  State  and  public  interest  require 
it;  but  with  this  consideration,  that  the  State  is  obliged  to  make  good  such  losses  to 
the  subject  out  of  the  public  revenues,  either  immediately,  or,  at  least,  as  soon  as  it 
may  be  able.  But  whether  a  particular  subject's  goods  ought  to  be  excused  or  taken 
from  him,  must,  in  a  monarchy,  be  determined  by  the  prince;  and  the  whole  body 
of  the  subjects,  upon  his  command,  is  obli^hed  to  make  satisfaction  to  the  person 
that  has  sustained  losses  upon  the  public  account  beyond  his  just  proportion." 
(Puffend.,  B.  8,  ch.  8,  sec.  3,  4th  ed.     Dr.  Kennett's  translation.) 

He  says,  in  another  part  of  the  same  book:  ' '  But,  however,  without  dispute,  they 
that  have  lost  or  sacrificed  their  fortunes  to  the  public  safety  in  such  extremities, 
ought  to  have  a  restitution  or  satisfaction  made  to  them,  as  far  as  possible,  by  the 
whole  community."  (Book  8,  ch.  5,  sec.  7,  on  the  trascendental  propriety,  its  origin, 
and  necessity. ) 

Vattel  says:  "If  the  nation  disposes  of  the  possessions  of  an  individual,  the  aliena- 
tion will  be  valid  for  the  same  reason,  but  justice  demands  that  this  indi\'idual  be 
recompensed  out  of  the  public  money."     (Book  1,  ch.  22,  sec.  244.) 

And,  again:  "The  necessity  of  making  a  peace  authorizes  the  sovereign  to  dispose 
of  things  even  belonging  to  private  persons,  and  the  eminent  domain  gives  him 
this  right.  But  these  cessions  being  made  for  the  common  advantage,  the  State  is  to 
indemnify  the  citizens  who  are  sufferers  by  them."     (Book  4,  ch.  2,  sec.  12.) 

This  language,  originally  and  always  that  of  reason,  has  now  iDecome  the  language 
of  authority,  to  which  no  nation  is  superior,  the  consciences  all  being  bound  by  what 
is  so  universally  just,  and  their  conformity  being  required  by  the  uniform  practice  of 
the  civilized  world. 

If  the  United  States  have  extinguished  Mr.  Meade's  claims  upon  Spain  by  virtue 
of  their  own  sovereign  power,  call  it  the  exercise  of  eminent  domain, "  or  the 
takmg  of  private  property  for  public  use,  or  by  any  other  name,  the  conclusion  is 
not  to  be  resisted  that  they  owe  him  a  just  satisfaction,  that  they  are  bound  to  repair 
his  damages,  to  make  good  his  losses,  to  make  him  restitution,  to  indemnify  him  or 
make  him  whole.  It  would  be  in  violation  of  the  spirit  as  well  as  the  letter  of  the 
rule  to  impose  upon  him  anything  less  than  indemnity  and  satisfaction;  to  require 
him  to  participate  with  others  in  the  division  of  an  inadequate  sum,  and  to  apply  to 
his  case  a  scale  that  may  be  well  enough  graduated  for  claims  which,  under  all  cir- 
cumstances, are  subject  to  national  control,  but  is  a  wholly  unfit  measure  of  claims 
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surrendered  by  virtue  of  eminent  domain,  and  by  that  surrender  become  a  public 
debt. 

But  is  the  obliffation  different  in  a  case  like  the  present,  where  the  national  author- 
ity has  not  been  lawfully  applied  to  the  extinguishment  of  the  debt,  but  has  appro- 
priated it  by  a  sort  of  violence  to  its  own  use? 

This  is  a  question  which  is  not  readily  solved  by  the  application  of  the  ordinary 
rules  of  law;  they  are  indeed  wholly  inapplicable  to  it.  The  case  of  a  release  by  an 
miauthorized  stranger  produces  no  difficulty  in  the  ordinary  affairs  of  men.  It  is  a 
nullity.  It  impairs  neither  the  right  nor  the  action  of  the  creditor,  and  it  is  not  a 
bar  nor  a  pretext  for  opposition  to  his  attainment  of  satisfaction  from  the  debtor. 
But  a  national  release  to  a  public  debtor  of  a  debt  due  to  a  subject  or  citizen  of  the 
releasing  power  presents  a  very  different  case. 

A  public  debtor  is  at  no  time  subject  to  private  suit  and  execution.  The  security 
of  the  creditor  is  in  the  sense  of  national  honor  and  faith,  which  is  presumed  to 
become  more  acute  in  the  political  body  as  the  sense  of  legal  liability  is  taken  away. 
But  if,  in  the  accommodation  of  public  differences,  the  claim  of  the  private  creditor 
has  been  made  an  item  in  the  adjustment,  and  an  equivalent  has  been  passed  by  the 
debtor  to  the  nation,  of  which  the  creditor  by  his  birth  and  allegiance  was  a  mem- 
ber, what  is  the  strength  of  that  bond  of  national  faith  and  honor  by  which  the 
original  debtor  is  held?  It  has  been  canceled  by  the  nation  to  which  the  creditor 
belongs.  It  has,  in  fact,  been  assumed  by  that  nation  upon  herself,  and  the  obliga- 
tions of  national  faith  and  honor  having  now  been  discharged  by  the  debtor  to  the 
satisfaction  of  a  national  meditator,  the  debt  has  practically  no  security.  It  remains 
a  justice,  but  it  remains  without  remedy,  perfect  or  imperfect. 

This,  it  appears  to  me,  is  the  situation  in  which  Mr.  Meade  is  placed  by  the  late 
treaty  with  Spain.  Whether  the  United  States  had  or  had  not  a  right  to  release  it, 
they  have  in  fact  released  it.  They  have  received  from  Spain,  in  the  transfers  of  the 
Floridas,  a  consideration  for  the  release.  They  hold  the  representative  of  the  debt 
in  their  hand.  They  have,  in  effect,  covenanted  with  Spain  to  indemnify  and  save 
her  harmless  from  the  claim  of  Mr.  Meade;  they  have,  as  it  were,  taken  the  property 
out  of  his  hands  and  delivered  it  to  another,  with  a  covenant  of  general  warranty. 
His  title  to  it  remains;  but  if  it  is  anything  more  than  an  empty  name  it  is  because 
the  faith  of  Spain  is  a  better  security  for  having  been  discharged  with  the  consent 
and  by  the  agency  of  the  American  nation.  Upon  what  principle  can  the  United 
States  contend  that  they  are  not  liable  to  make  satisfaction?  Can  they  say  they  have 
exceeded  their  power?  This  is  language  which  a  court  of  law  would  not  permit  an 
individual  to  hold  and  which  it  is  difficult  to  believe  that  the  nation  herself  will  hold 
to  the  injury  of  a  third  person,  particularly  while  they  retain  the  fruit  of  the  release 
in  their  own  hands.  Can  they  say  they  have  not  received  a  full  satisfaction  from 
Spain?  This  can  not  be  an  answer  when,  for  the  satisfaction  received,  this  nation 
has  given  a  final  discharge,  which  imports  the  receipt  of  full  satisfaction.  But  can  it 
be  a  just  answer  when  they  have  received  what  in  point  of  value  can  not  be  meas- 
ured and  what  certainly  can  not  be  shown  to  be  less  than  a  full  satisfaction? 

It  is  perhaps  said  the  promise  cif  the  United  States  has  been  limited;  that  is,  to 
to  make  satisfaction  not  exceeding  a  certain  sum.  To  this  I  answer  that  the  dis- 
charge of  Spain  has  been  unlimited,  without  reservation  of  any  part  of  the  claim, 
present  or  eventual.  It  may  also  be  said  the  qualification  annexed  to  the  promise  to 
Spain  is  annexed  to  the  obligation  v/hich  arises  to  the  individual,  and  that  if  he 
claims  under  the  treaty  he  must  take  what  the  treaty  gives  him.  But  to  this,  also,  I 
answer  that  the  question  is  not  what  the  United  States  have  expressly  promised  to 
do  nor  what  the  treaty  gives,  if  in  truth  it  does  give  him  less  than  his  whole  demand, 
but  what  is  the  obligation  of  the  United  States  in  consequence  of  their  unqualified 
release  of  his  claims.  Have  they  not  effectually  tied  his  hands  forever?  Have  they 
not  invited  Spain  to  close  her  doors  against  him?  And  was  the  effect  of  the  compact 
to  depend  upon  hia  assent,  or  has  it  not  been  consummated  without  his  knowledge 
and  against  his  will?  If  it  has,  then  I  can  not  perceive  how  the  limited  satisfaction 
provided  by  the  treaty,  if  in  truth  it  be  a  limited  and  imperfect  one,  is  to  bind  Mr. 
Meade  any  more  than  a  merely  nominal  satisfaction  would  do. 

It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  that  whatever  may  be  the  language  which  Mr.  Meade 
is  justified  in  using  to  Spain  in  regard  to  this  discharge,  the  United  States  can  not 
say  that  it  has  not  been  lawfully  made,  or  that  the  discharge  is  not  to  be  attended  by 
all  the  incidents  of  a  legal  exercise  of  power,  and  particularly  by  the  duty  of  making 
full  compensation.  And  it  appears  to  me,  further,  to  be  worthy  of  adoption,  as  a 
distinct  principle,  that  when  a  nation  shall  interpose,  as  the  United  States  have  done, 
to  discharge  a  foreign  nation  from  the  unquestionable  private  claim  of  one  of  her 
citizens,  however  such  discharge  may  be  found  wanting  in  legal  efficacy  when  tested 
by  the  rules  of  law,  either  public  or  private,  yet  the  insurmountable  barrier  which 
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this  act  places  between  the  individual  and  the  enjoyment  of  his  original  rights  gives 
him  a  derivative  claim  upon  his  own  Government  of  equal  vigor  and  extent. 

The  exisencv  of  such  principles  will  appear  more  distinctly  by  adverting  to  the 
course  which  Spain  has  taken  since  the  last  ratification  of  the  treaty  by  the  United 
StatPR  On  the  14th  of  May,  1821,  Mr.  Meade  presented  to  the  King  of  Spam  a 
memorial,  in  which  he  averred  the  continuing  obligation  of  that  Government  to  dis- 
charge the  debt;  and  that,  notwithstanding  his  mdifference  as  to  the  quarter  from 
whicl  payment  should  come,  he  would  not  cease  to  demand  it  of  the  Spanish  nation, 
his  debtor,  until  the  United  States  admitted  its  obligation  to  pay  him  He  therefore 
requested  that  Spain  would  pay  the  liquidated  demand  or  furnish  him  such  docu- 
ments as  would  establish  the  obligation  of  the  United  States  to  pay  it  m  f u  L  To 
to  memorial  the  minister  of  state,  on  the  16th  June  following  made  reply  that 
''His  Majesty,  being  convinced  that  the  claim  of  Mr.  Meade  upon  the  pubhc  treasury 
of  Spain  4as  comprihended  in  the  fifth  clause  of  the  nmth  article  of  the  treaty,  as  it 
possessed  the  only  two  quahfications  or  characteristics  required  had  given  the  neces- 
sary instructions  to  his  minister  plenipotentiary  at  Washington  to  support  IMr.  Meade 
in  such  applications  as  he  might  make  to  the  Federal  Government  for  the  purpose  of 
obtaining  the  acknowledgment  and  payment  of  his  claim,  according  to  the  terms  ot 
the  seventh  article."  And  thus,  in  the  first  place,  Mr.  Meade  is  referred  to  the 
United  States,  with  a  mere  promise  of  the  public  countenance  of  Spam  to  his  solici- 
tation of  payment  in  that  quarter.  The  extent  to  which  his  countenance  is  proniised 
is  the  uncertain  extent  of  the  eleventh  article,  and  a  claim  once  conclusively  fixed 
upon  Spain  is  cast  off  from  her  without  being  fixed  elsewhere,  unless  it  may  be  by 
virtue  of  the  principles  I  have  adverted  to.  .         .      ,         , 

My  conclusion  upon  the  third  question  submitted  to  me,  therefore,  is  that  the 
obligation  of  the  United  States  to  pay  results  from  the  actual  release,  whether  or 
not,  according  to  the  principles  of  law,  that  release  extinguishes  the  debt. 

4.  The  remaining  question  is,  whether  the  settlement  by  Mr.  Meade  with  Spain 
and  her  recognition  of  the  amount  due  are  evidence  against  the  United  States. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  Spain  is  conclusively  fixed  for  the  amount  certified  by 
her  minister  of  finance  on  the  21st  May,  1820  and  it  remains  to  be  seen  whether 
the  liquidation  and  final  settlement  have  not  been  so  conducted  as  to  bind  the 
United  States.  In  one  aspect  this  is  a  question  of  evidence  merely;  in  another,  it  is 
a  question  of  a  much  higher  kind. 

The  claims  of  Mr.  Meade  upon  the  Spanish  Government  were  not  subject  to  the 
ordinary  tribunals  of  the  country.  The  sovereign  was  not  liable  to  suit  or  question 
in  those  courts,  nor  in  any  unless  by  him  authorized  or  constituted  with  special 
powers  in  this  behalf.  This  is  the  case  with  all  sovereigns,  with  the  United  States, 
and  the  several  States  of  the  Union.  A  tribunal  specially  appointed  for  such  a  case 
is,  however,  the  proper  tribunal,  as  much  entitled  to  respect  as  a  tribunal  of  more 
permanent  powers;  and  its  decrees,  judgments,  or  awards,  when  confirmed  according 
to  the  constitution  of  the  court,  are,  upon  all  matters  within  its  jurisdiction  and  as  to 
all  the  points  directly  decided  by  it,  as  binding  as  the  decrees  of  an  ordinary  tribunal 
in  suit  between  man  and  man. 

A  statement  of  Mr.  Meade's  claims  against  the  Spanish  Government  and  the  dam- 
ages he  had  sustained  was  transmitted  to  the  department  of  finance  by  the  minister 
of  state,  accompanied  by  a  royal  order  of  the  26th  January,  1819.  This  statement 
was  received  from  and  supported  by  the  American  minister  to  Spain,  who,  I  under- 
stand, was  privy  to  many  of  the  details  of  the  liquidation.  On  the  7th  iilay,  1819, 
His  Catholic  Majesty  named  a  special  junta  of  councilors  to  take  cognizance  of  the 
hquidation  of  all  credits  which  Mr.  Meade  might  be  able  to  substantiate,  and  of  the 
claims  which  he  should  make.  On  the  31st  August,  1819,  Don  Bruno  Vallernio, 
the  oldest  councilor  of  the  commission,  required  of  Mr.  Meade  the  dehvery  of  the 
original  documents  by  which  his  claims  were  supported,  and  on  their  being  delivered 
to  him  gave  his  receipts  therefor,  on  the  4th  and  15th  September,  1819.  This  junta 
having  deliberately  investigated  all  the  claims,  on  the  30th  September,  1819,  made 
its  report,  which,  having  been  confirmed  by  the  King,  resulted  in  the  certificate  of 
the  21st  May,  1820,  recognizing  definitively  the  claims  of  Mr.  Meade  at  the  amount 
there  stated.  On  the  17th  August,  1820,  Mr.  Meade,  upon  his  arrival  in  the  United 
States,  transmitted  to  the  Secretary  of  State,  Mr.  Adams,  copies  of  the  documents 
received  from  Spain,  acknowledging  the  balance  due  to  him;  and,  on  the  6th  of  the 
next  month,  Mr.  Adams  in  reply  says:  "  It  gives  me  pleasure  to  offer  you  my  con- 
gratulations upon  the  adjustment  of  your  accounts  with  the  Spanish  Government, 
and  to  assure  you  that  this  Government  feels  not  a  little  gratified  in  having  at  all 
contributed  to  this  satisfactory  result." 

Now,  whether  the  question  be  regarded  as  one  of  strict  law,  or  of  national  comity,  or 
in  reference  to  consequences,  the  settlement  appears  to  me  to  be  evidence  against  the 
United  States. 
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Upon  principles  of  strict  law,  it  is  to  be  regarded  as  having  the  characteristics  of  a 
judicial  inquiry  and<iecree  in  a  case  entirely  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  tribunal, 
both  as  to  subject-matter  and  parties,  with  full  notice  to  the  American  minister  at  the 
outset,  and  more  than  notice,  with  an  instrumentality  or  public  agency  on  his  part, 
in  bringing  it  to  a  conclusion.  If  the  United  States  had  been,  at  the  time  of  the 
award  or  decree,  strangers  to  the  subject  in  controversy  and  afterwards  had  agreed  to 
pay  the  debt  of  Spain  to  Mr.  Meade,  this  judgment  fixing  the  extent  of  the  debt 
would  be  as  binding  upon  the  United  States  as  the  judgment  of  a  common  tribunal 
would  be  against  an  individual  who  should  afterwards  agree  to  pay  the  defendant's 
debt,  and  if  the  United  States  were  not  strangers,  but  interested  at  the  moment  in  the 
amount,  then  the  award  bound  them,  as  having  full  notice  and  promoting  the  decree 
or  award  by  their  accredited  minister.  In  reality  there  was,  at  the  time  of  making 
the  award  and  extending  a  certificate  of  the  debt,  no  interest  in  the  United  States. 
They  were  legally  strangers  to  the  suit.  On  the  26th  of  January,  1819,  when  the 
royal  order  set  the  proceeding  in  motion,  there  was  no  treaty.  That  instrument  hav- 
ing been  signed  on  the  22d  February,  1819,  the  six  months  allowed  for  its  ratification 
by  Spain  expired  on  the  22d  of  August  following.  On  the  30th  September,  1819, 
the  junta  made  its  report,  and  when  the  King  confirmed  it  and  the  certificate  was 
granted  on  the  21st  May,  1820,  not  only  there  was  no  treaty,  but  the  constitution  of 
Spain,  then  recently  brought  into  vigor,  deprived  the  Crown  of  Spain  of  the  right 
to  ratify  that  treaty,  as  it  contained  a  cession  of  Spanish  territory,  and  the  Cortes  with- 
held their  indispensable  consent  to  it  until  October  following.  The  United  States 
were  free  from  all  its  obligations,  and  before  they  were  renewed  by  the  second  rati- 
fication in  February,  1821,  Mr.  Meade's  settlement  with  Spain  was  made  known  to  - 
the  President  and  Senate,  and  was  in  their  view  at  the  moment  of  completing  the 
compact.  If  this  were  a  case  between  individuals,  I  am  aware  of  no  rule  of  law  that 
would  call  upon  the  claimant  to  go  through  a  new  proof  of  his  debt. 

But  will  the  duty  of  comity  to  a  foreign  nation  permit  this  settlement  to  be  set 
aside?  The  demands  of  Mr.  Meade  have  been  examined  by  a  tribunal  especially 
constituted  by  the  Crown  of  Spain.  The  capacity  of  that  body  for  the  investigation, 
their  possession  of  the  requisite  evidence,  their  knowledge  of  all  the  principles  of  local 
or  general  law  involved  in  the  inquiry,  and,  finally,  their  integrity,  have  received  the 
seal  and  sanction  of  the  Government,  and  it  seems  an  impeachment  of  the  honor  of 
Spain  to  subject  the  claim  to  a  new  ordeal.  The  demands  of  Mr.  Meade  regarded 
Spain  in  her  national  character;  all  of  them  were  in  the  broadest  sense  due  by  the 
nation.  "What  a  nation  shall  admit  and  vouch  to  be  due  by  her,  other  nations  must, 
from  comity,  adopt  as  the  truth,  at  least  until  errors  are  detected.  If  she  be  interested 
as  the  debtor  she  will  certainly  admit  no  more  than  is  due.  There  is,  in  that  case, 
an  argument  derived  from  her  interest  to  sustain  that  which  is  derived  from  her 
honor.  If  she  be  without  interest  her  impartiality  is  a  pledge  that  she  has  admitted 
neither  too  much  nor  too  little.  The  imputation  of  fraud  is  not  to  be  tolerated,  and 
if  error  be  imputed,  however  that  may  be  ground  for  correcting  what  is  shown  to  be 
wrong,  the  suggestion  of  it  can  not  be  a  ground  for  requiring  proof  that  all  is  right. 
In  other  words,  though  comity  may  not  require  that  the  United  States  should  in  all 
cases  admit  such  a  certificate  as  conclusive,  it  at  least  demands  that  respect  be  shown 
to  it  until  errors  are  pointed  out  and  made  manifest. 

The  consequences  of  a  different  rule  rdight  produce  an  enormous  mischief  in  the 
present  case.  What  ability  has  Mr.  Meade  to  investigate  the  claim  de  novo  before  an 
American  tribunal  or  the  tribunal  of  the  treaty?  The  scene  of  all  the  transactions  was 
Spain,  and  the  witnesses,  documents,  and  tribunals  from  which  evidence  was  derived 
existed  there  only.  Many  circumstances  connected  with  his  demands  were  of  undis- 
puted occurrence,  notorious  in  that  country,  and  not  to  be  denied  there  nor  to  require 
proof.  His  original  documents  of  every  description  were  there  examined,  and  were 
perhaps  there  alone  susceptible  of  proof.  How  is  this  matter  to  be  examined  in  the 
United  States?  If  the  certificate  of  Spain  will  not  answer  for  the  balance,  the  admis- 
sions of  her  officers  will  not  answer  as  to  any  of  the  items.  Mr.  Meade  must  prove 
everything,  for  no  one  here  has  the  knowledge  to  relieve  him  from  proof.  He  is  to 
do  this,  also,  after  being  deprived  of  his  vouchers,  which  have  doubtless  passed  into 
the  different  bureaus  of  the  Spanish  Government.  This  would  be  thought  a  great  evil 
in  any  case,  but  itvfould,  I  think,  deserve  the  name  of  an  enormous  mischief  in  a  case 
where  the  settlement  was  invited,  promoted,  and  finally  made  a  theme  of  congratula- 
tion to  Mr.  Meade  by  the  American  Government  and  of  self-gratulation  to  the 
American  Executive  for  having  produced  it. 

In  answering  the  preceding  questions  it  is  hardly  necessary  to  say  that  I  am  to  be 
understood  as  giving  my  opinion  with  all  the  hesitancy  which  questions  of  their  mag- 
nitude should  excite,  and  especially  as  the  diplomatic  intercourse  of  the  two  nations 
and  the  official  intercourse  of  each  nation  with  its  own  minister  in  regard  to  the  case 
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of  Mr  Meade  may  be  imperfectly  known  to  me.     I  have  examined  the  principles 
with  some  care  and  feel  a  reasonable  confidence  in  them.     It  is  at  Mr  Meade's  request 
that  I  have  expanded  my  remarks  beyond  the  usual  bounds  of  a  professional  opmion 
but  I  am  at  thHame  time  certain  tLt  the  grounds  of  the  opinion  might  be  much 
further  developed,  and  probably  with  great  advantage  to  the  views  already  presented. 

HOEACB  BiNNEY. 

Decembek  28,  1821. 


F. 

[Copy  nf  a  letter  from  the  lute  commissioners  under  the  Florida  treaty  U,  the  honorable  John  cjuincy 
^     '  Adams,  Secretary  of  State.] 

Washington,  6th  March,  18^2. 

SiK-  Several  claims  of  indemnity  have  been  presented  to  this  board  by  citizens  of 
the  United  States,  for  losses  sustained  by  reason  of  the  breach  of  contracts  entered 
into  with  them  by  the  Government  of  Spain.  In  most  if  not  all  of  these  contracts 
the  citizen  stipulates  to  perforin  acts  for  Spain,  which,  as  a  subject  of  a  neutral  btate, 
he  could  not  have  performed  without  transgressing  the  acknowledged  belligerent 
rifhts  of  other  nations  with  whom  Spain  was  then  engaged  in  open  war;  acts,  there- 
fore which  would  have  subjected  him  to  the  just  apphcation  of  the  laws  of  war,  and 
justified,  nay,  probably  required,  the  United  States  to  abandon  such  citizen  to  the 
'fate  of  war,  without  making  any  reclamation  in  his  behalf.  _  It  is  for  the  performance 
of  such  acts  that  Spain  has  contracted  to  make  compensation. 

In  support  of  these  claims,  it  is  contended  that  it  was  distinctly  understood  by  the 
high  contracting  parties  to  the  late  treaty  that  claims  of  this  description  wereto  be 
included,  and  were  intended  to  be  provided  for  implicitly  by  the  fifth  renunciation 
of  the  9th  article,  within  the  words  of  which  all  such  are  found;  and,  in  proof  of  this 
assertion,  a  letter  from  the  minister  of  Spain,  as  well  as  the  inclosed  document,  has 
been  placed  before  this  board. 

The  commissioners  feel  inohned,  at  present,  to  construe  this  article  of  the  treaty  in 
a  different  mode,  and  to  reject  all  such  claims  as  those  above  described.  But  as  such 
a  construction,  if  contrary  to  the  intent  of  the  high  contracting  parties,  as  is  sug- 
gested, may  possibly  impair  the  faith  of  the  United  States,  and  lead  to  conse- 
quences violating  even  their  peace,  the  commissioners  beg  leave  to  submit  to  you  the 
propriety  of  adopting  some  course  which  may  bring  before  them  any  document  or 
suggestion  by  which  the  object  and  intent  of  the  United  States  in  concluding  this 
treaty  may  be  disclosed  more  fully  than  tljey  are  now  exhibited  by  the  article  before 
mentioned. 

If  the  President  is  content  to  adopt  that  construction  of  the  treaty  which  the  com- 
missioners, as  at  present  advised,  are  disposed  to  give  it,  no  suggestion  need  be  made 
to  them.  But  if  this  should  not  be  the  case,  as  nothing  will  most  probably  operate 
to  change  the  opinion  which  the  commissioners  are  disposed  at  present  to  entertain 
upon  this  subject  but  a  clear  communication  that  such  a  construction  would  be  vio- 
lative of  the  intention  of  the  high  contracting  parties,  it  will  be  necessary  that  a 
communication  to  this  effect  should  be  made  to  them.  The  mode  of  making  it  is 
submitted  to  tlie  President. 

The  want  of  any  representative  of  the  United  States  before  this  board  has  con- 
strained the  commissioners  to  adopt  the  course  they  have  thus  pursued,  with  a  full 
knowledge  of  all  the  objections  which  apply  to  it,  not  only  as  they  refer  to  the  Pres- 
ident, but  to  the  board  itself. 

"We  have  the  honor  to  be,  etc. , 

H.  L.  White. 

AVm.  King. 

L.  W,  Tazewell. 

The  honorable  Secketaky  of  State. 


G. 

Department  op  State, 

Washington,  9th  March,  1822. 

Gentlemen:  In  reference  to  the  letter  which  I  have  had  the  honor  of  receiving 

from  you,  dated  the  5th  instant,  I  am  directed  by  the  President  of  the  United  StatM 

to  inform  you  that  in  providing  for  the  claims  of  the  citizens  of  the  United  States 

upon  Spain,  by  the  treaty  of  22d  February,  1819,  it  was  not  understood  or  intended 
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by  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  nor,  as  is  believed,  by  the  other  party  to 
the  treaty,  that  claims  arising  from  contract,  as  they  existed  at  the  time  of  the  signa- 
ture of  the  treaty,  should  be  excluded  from  the  benefit  of  the  treaty.  The  claims 
intended  to  be  provided  for  were  those  specially  enumerated  in  the  renunciations, 
and  embraced  all  claims  statements  of  which  soliciting  the  interposition  of  the  Gov- 
ernment had  been  presented  to  the  Department  of  State  or  to  the  Minister  of  the 
United  States  in  Spain  since  the  convention  of  1802  and  until  the  date  of  the  signa- 
ture of  the  treaty. 

As  there  is  no  limitation  in  the  words  of  this  renunciation  with  regard  to  the 
nature  of  the  transactions  in  which  the  claims  originated,  whether  by  contract  or  by 
tort,  so  none  was  intended.  They  were  claims,  of  all  of  which  it  was  believed  that 
the  only  possible  chance  of  obtaining  any  satisfaction  to  the  claimants  consisted  in 
the  execution  of  the  treaty. 

Of  the  absolute  obligation  of  this  Government  to  interpose  in  behalf  of  their  fellow- 
citizens  possessing  such  claims  and  imploring  the  aid  of  their  country  to  obtain 
satisfaction  for  them  no  very  subtle  or  punctilious  scrutiny  had  been  made.  It  was 
the  need  of  the  claimant,  and  not  the  legal  classification  of  his  claim,  for  which  the 
assistance  of  his  Government  has  been  solicited.  The  delay  or  denial  of  justice 
which  it  was  desirable  to  remedy  was  the  same  whether  it  was  for  a  wrong  com- 
mitted or  a  contract  broken.  The  claimants  have  alike  been  promised  that  at  the 
negotiation  of  the  treaty  their  claims  would  be  considered  and  endeavors  made  to 
provide  for  them  in  common  with  others. 

Whether  among  the  contracts  provided  for  there  were  some  upon  which  the  Gov- 
ernment of  the  United  States,  but  for  the  treaty,  must  have  eventually  abandoned 
the  claimants  to  the  fate  of  war  was  never  a  subject  of  inquiry.  Those  claims,  it  is 
presumed,  were  not  the  less  valid  against  Spain,  nor  were  their  prospects  of  real  sat- 
isfaction by  Spain  in  any  other  manner,  believed  to  be  different  from  the  rest.  The 
Government  was  indeed  aware  that  the  abstract  right  to  its  interposition  of  citizens 
who  had  suffered  by  acts  of  foreigners,  without  any  cooperation  of  their  own,  was 
more  clear  and  imperative  than  that  of  others  who  had  voluntarily  staked  their 
property  upon  the  good  faith  of  Spain;  and  in  the  course  of  the  negotiation  a  pro- 
posal was  made  to  omit  the  renunciation  which  included  the  latter  class  of  these 
claimsi'.  It  was,  however,  finally  agreed  to,  with  the  full  understanding  that  all  the 
claims  should  have  the  same  benefit  of  the  provision,  be  subjected  to  the  same  inves- 
tigation, and  be  decided  upon,  not  by  any  subsequent  transaction  between  the  claim- 
ant and  the  Spanish  Government,  but  by  the  commissioners  in  the  manner  prescribed 
by  the  treaty,  and  upon  such  proof  as  tliey  should  think  proper  to  require  for  ascer- 
taining its  amount  and  validity.  Of  the  right  to  include  such  claims  in  the  provisions 
of  the  treaty  in  cases  wherein  the  interference  of  the  Government  had  been  solicited 
by  the  claimants  themselves,  and  their  claims  had  at  their  own  desire  been  made  a 
subject  of  negotiation,  no  doubt  was  entertained.  It  is  sanctioned  equally  by  the 
moral  principles  applicable  to  public  law  and  by  the  frequent  practice  of  other  civ- 
ilized nations,  as  well  as  by  more  than  one  example  of  our  own  history.  If,  indeed, 
no  such  right  existed  and  the  two  Governments  were  not  competent  to  make  and 
except  such  renunciation,  it  was  certainly  neither  made  nor  intended.  But  that  a 
Government  negotiating  for  the  claims  upon  another  power  of  its  citizens,  at  their 
own  entreaty,  is  not  competent  to  compound  for  them  upon  terms  as  favorable  as  it 
can,  consistently  with  its  duties  to  the  rest  of  its  own  nation,  secure,  is  a  doctrine 
certainly  not  contemplated  at  the  negotiation  of  the  treaty,  and  now  believed  to  be 
without  warrant  either  in  the  law  or  usages  of  nations. 

To  ascertain  in  the  manner  stipulated  by  the  treaty,  and  in  no  other,  the  full 
amount  and  validity  of  these  claims  as  existing  on  the  day  of  the  signature  of  the 
treaty,  the  commission  instituted  under  the  eleventh  article  of  the  treaty  was  pro- 
vided. How  far  contracts,  under  the  special  circumstances  mentioned  in  your  letter 
as  applying  to  some  of  those  which  have  been  presented  to  the  board,  were  valid 
contracts  it  is  the  peculiar  province  of  the  commissioners  to  decide.  The  Executive 
Government  had  not  the  means  of  judging  of  the  validity  oi  any  of  them;  and  of 
their  amount  it  could  form  no  other  than  a  gross  estimate.  But  it  is  fully  iaelieved 
that  the  sum  stipulated  for  the  payment  of  them  would  be  adequate  to  the  full  sat- 
isfaction of  every  valid  claim  embraced  by  the  treaty,  whether  the  claim  had 
originated  in  contract  or  in  wrong. 

I  have  the  honor  to  be,  with  great  respect,  gentlemen,  your  very  humble  and 
obedient  servant, 

John  Qhincy  Adams. 

H.  L.  White,  Wm.  King,  and  L.  W.  Tazewell,  Esqs. , 

Comnmsicmers  under  the  Eleventh  Article  of  the  Florida  Treaty. 
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[Letters  of  Richard  W.  Meade  to  the  Chevalier  Don  Joaquin  de  Anduaga.] 

Philadelphia,  Ajiril  4,  ISZ^. 

Sir:  I  have  the  honor  to  communicate  to  your  excellency  copies  of  two  notes 
which  have  passed  between  the  commiaaioners  under  the  treaty  of  the  22d  day  of 
February,  1819,  and  Mr.  Adams,  the  Secretary  of  State  of  the  United  States,  dated 
respectively  the  5th  and  9th  of  March  laat.  My  principal  motive  for  this  communi- 
cation is  to  apprise  your  excellency  and  the  Spaniah  Government  of  the  view  which 
the  Secretary  of  State  seema  disposed  to  take  of  the  Uquidation  of  my  claim,  notwith- 
standing it  was  made  in  the  most  formal  manner  by  the  Crown  of  Spam  at  the 
express  solicitation  of  the  American  minister  at  Madrid,  and  was  consummated 
before  the  effectual  ratification  of  the  treaty  by  either  Spain  or  the  United  States. 
If,  according  to  the  present  suggestion  of  Mr.  Adams,  it  was  the  full  understanding 
of  the  contracting  parties  that  all  the  claims,  including,  of  course,  my  own,  should 
be  decided  by  the  commissioners  upon  such  proof  as  they  should  thmk  proper  to 
require,  and  that  such  a  transaction  as  the  liquidation  of  my  claim  is  to  be  of  no 
effect  whatever,  it  muat  probably  be  known  to  your  excellency  or  to  that  depart- 
ment of  your  excellency's  Government  which  has  the  cognizance  of  these  matters; 
and  if  it  was  really  so  understood,  while  I  shall  have  cause  to  regret  that  I  have 
never  been  before  apprised  of  the  circumstance,  I  may  at  least  hope,  as  an  indemnity, 
for  such  assistance  from  Spain  as  will  enable  me  to  make  the  justice  of  the  liquida- 
tion as  apparent  to  the  commissioners  as  it  was  to  his  Catholic  Majesty.  It  is  known 
to  those  who  had  the  charge  of  this  liquidation  in  Spain  that  the  original  vouchers 
and  documents  by  which  many  of  my  demands  were  supported  were  delivered  up 
by  me  upon  a  formal  requisition  to  that  effect,  and  that  in  some  instances  the  records 
and  papers  of  certain  of  the  Spanish  oflSces  furnished  material  evidence  upon  the 
subject.  If,  contrary  to  what  I  regard  as  the  fundamental  rules  of  evidence  and, 
more  especially,  the  obligationa  of  "comity  between  nations,  the  commissioners  shall 
treat  this  liquidation  as  a  nullity  (a  result  which  the  declaration  of  one  of  the  com- 
missioners compels  me  to  apprehend),  your  excellency  will  at  once  perceive  my 
embarrassment,  and  that  it  will  require  the  effectual  interpoaition  of  Spain  to  prevent 
the  acknowledgment  of  the  debt  under  the  seal  of  the  Spanish  monarchy  from 
becoming  the  cause  of  its  rejection  from  the  treaty.  Nothing  but  the  possession  of 
the  original  vouchers  and  all  the  other  evidence  by  which  the  claim  was  sustained 
in  Spain  can  obviate  this  mischief;  and  your  excellency  will,  I  hope,  for  this  cause, 
excuse  the  earnestness  with  which  I  entreat  you  beforehand  to  become  my  medi- 
ator with  his  Catholic  Majesty  to  obtain  for  me  all  documents,  vouchers,  and  evidence 
whatsoever  in  the  possession  and  under  the  control  of  Spain  appertaining  to  my 
demands,  that  I  may  prepare  them,  in  case  of  need,  for  exhibition  to  the  commis- 
sioners. I  still  do  not  surrender  the  hope  that  what  I  conceive  to  be  the  best  evi- 
dence of  my  claim  will  be  so  considered  by  the  commissioners;  but  I  can  not  state 
with  too  much  strength  to  your  excellency  my  solicitude  to  possess  the  means  of 
encountering  a  contrary  determination. 

I  have  the  honor  to  be,  etc.,  E.  W.  Msade. 

To  his  Excellency  Don  Joaquin  de  Anduaga. 


Philadelphia,  October  10, 18SS. 
Sir:  On  the  4th  of  April  last  I  had  the  honor  to  address  to  your  excellency  a 
letter  inclosing  copies  of  two  notes  which  had  paased  between  the  commissionera 
under  the  treaty  of  the  22d  of  February,  1819,  and  Mr.  Adams,  Secretary  of  State 
of  the  United  States,  and  which  appeared  to  affect  the  liquidation  of  my  claim.  I 
then  communicated  to  your  excellency  my  apprehension,  arising  as  well  from  a 
portion  of  this  correspondence  as  from  declarations  made  by  one  of  the  commis- 
sioners, that  the  acknowledgment  of  the  debt  under  the  seal  of  the  Spanish  monarchy 
might  not  be  accepted  as  conclusive  or  satisfactory,  and  that  I  might  want  all  the 
documents,  vouchers,  and  evidence  with  which  the  justice  of  that  liquidation  had 
been  made  apparent  to  his  CathoUc  Majesty,  and  which,  in  obedience  to  a  formal 
requisition,  I  had  dehvered  up  while  in  Spain,  entreating  your  excellency  at  the 
same  time,  to  become  my  mediator  with  your  sovereign  to  obtain  the^e  for  me 
Since  my  last  address  to  your  excellency  nothing  has  occurred  to  allay  the  appre- 
hension I  then  expressed;  but,  on  the  contrary,  I  have  received  a  formal  notice  that 
the  commissioners,  on  the  27th  of  June,  judicially  made  known  an  intention  not  to 
regard  the  hquidation  of  the  Spanish  Crown,  but  to  require  other  proofs  of  the 
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amount  and  justice  of  my  claim.  Thouglr  still  not  altogether  without  hope  that 
further  reflection  on  the  subject  will  satisfy  these  gentlemen  how  utterly  incon- 
sistent such  a  course  of  proceeding  would  be  with  the  soundest  rules  of  evidence 
and  the  comity  of  friendly  nations,  it  is  incumbent  upon  me  to  prepare  for  the  worst. 
Presuming  that  since  my  application  to  your  excellency  to  obtain  every  desired 
instruction  from  his  Catholic  Majesty,  I  can  not  restrain  my  solicitude  to  be  informed 
whether  I  may  rely  upon  the  interposition  of  Spain  in  the  production,  if  necessary, 
of  the  documents,  vouchers,  and  evidence  particularly  referred  to  in  my  letter  of 
April  last.  Your  excellency  will,  I  trust,  perceive  in  the  approaching  meeting  of 
the  commissioners  an  apology  for  my  present  urgent  inquiry. 
I  have  the  honor  to  be,  etc. 

K.  "W.  Meade. 
To  his  Excellency  Don  Joaquin  de  Anduaga. 


[Letter  of  the  Chevalier  Don  Joaquin  de  Anduaga  to  R.  W.  Meade.] 

Philadelphia,  16th  October,  18SS. 
[Translated.] 

Sir:  I  have  received  your  letter  of  the  10th  instant,  in  which  you  are  pleased  to 
communicate  to  me  that  the  commission  installed  at  Washington,  in  virtue  of  the 
treaty  of  the  22d  February,  1819,  had  judicially  declared  on  the  27th  of  June  last  its 
intention  of  considering  as  null  the  liquidation  made  by  the  Spanish  Government  of 
your  demands  against  it,  and  of  requiring  other  proofs  of  the  value  and  justice  of  said 
demand;  and  you  conclude  your  letter  by  asking  me  whether  you  can  depend  on 
the  interposition  of  Spain  in  your  behalf,  and,  in  case  of  need,  of  being  enabled  to 
procure  and  present  all  the  documents,  official  proceedings,  and  evidence  to  which 
your  letter  addressed  to  me  in  April  of  this  year  refers. 

I  have  been  surprised  beyond  measure  at  what  you  are  pleased  to  impart  to  me 
respecting  the  determination  of  the  commission,  and  I  flatter  myself  that  it  will  not 
persist  therein  when  it  reflects  on  the  injustice  it  involves  and  on  the  libel  it  imports 
on  my  Government.  The  duty  and  the  wishes  of  the  commission,  in  the  examina- 
tion of  your  claim,  can  have  no  other  object  than  that  of  convincing  itself  of  its 
justice  in  order  to  adjudicate  to  you  its  amount.  To  obtain  this  it  ought  to  require 
of  you  the  presentation  of  the  most  authentic  documents  known  to  the  country  in 
which  your  claim  originated;  and  if  you  exhibit  these  and  prove  them  to  possess  the 
highest  character  of  authenticity,  and  that  they  are  sanctioned  by  the  established 
tribunals  for  such  purposes  in  that  country,  and  by  those  persons  to  whom,  as  the 
heads  of  that  Government,  entire  credit  should  be  accorded,  no  corporations  or  indi- 
viduals existing  of  higher  grade  or  in  whom  greater  confidence  can  be  placed,  it  is 
obvious  that  the  commission  can  not  ask  for  evidences  more  satisfactory.  Well,  then, 
the  liquidation  made  of  your  demands  by  the  Spanish  Government  took  place  at  the 
particular  instance  of  the  minister  of  the  United  States  at  Madrid;  it  was  not  the 
work  of  persons  selected  by  the  ministry  of  Spain,  but  of  its  most  respectable 
tribunals;  it  was  not  investigated  by  one  alone,  but  by  various  commissions,  com- 
posed of  individuals  of  the  strictest  probity,  of  the  highest  rank,  and  of  no  disposi- 
tion to  favor  you;  and,  finally,  after  the  most  rigorous  examination,  it  received  the 
sanction  of  the  King  himself.  It  is  also  well  worthy  of  remark  that,  when  all  this 
was  eHected,  it  by  no  means  appeared  that  the  United  States  would  assume  to  pay 
this  debt;  and,  when  the  liquidation  which  had  been  accomplished  was  communi- 
cated by  the  minister  of  State  to  the  minister  of  the  United  States  at  Madrid,  he  not 
only  did  not  make  any  objection  to  it,  but,  in  the  name  of  his  Government,  returned 
his  thanks  and  manifested  every  satisfaction  with  it.  This  liquidation,  thus  sanc- 
tioned by  his  Catholic  Majesty  and  admitted  and  approved  by  the  minister  of  the 
United  States,  is  the  one  which  you  present  to  the  commission;  and  what  document 
can  my  Government  give  you  that  would  be  more  conclusive?  Will  the  commission 
place  greater  faith  in  the  authentication  of  a  notary  public  or  of  a  merchant  than  in 
the  attestation  of  the  council  of  finance,  the  supreme  tribunal  of  auditors,  the 
treasurer-general,  the  minister  of  finance,  or,  in  one  word,  the  King  himself?  Will 
the  commission  refuse  its  faith  to  the  monarch  and  the  constituted  authorities  whom 
the  President  of  the  United  States  respects?  Can  it  be  doubted  that  Spain  would 
have  acted  with  the  most  scrupulous  exactness  in  forming  a  liquidation  at  a  time  of 
her  greatest  financial  dilficulties  whilst  she  believed  herself  bound  to  satisfy  it? 
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Although  I  am  persuaded  that  these  reflections  have  already  been  made  by  you,  1 
have  thought  it  proper  to  premise  them  in  order  to  observe  that  the  natural  conse- 
quence to  be  deduced  from  them  is  that  the  Spanish  Government  will  regard  as  a 
serious  insult  that  what  in  Spain  is  acknowledged  as  most  sacred  and  respectable 
should  here  be  pronounced  of  no  value;  that  it  will  never  consent  to  have  questionea 
the  legality  and  purity  with  which  your  liquidation  was  made,  and  which  is  acconi- 
panied  by  all  the  marks  of  authenticity  which  it  can  give  it;  and,  m  fine,  though  it 
should  be  practicable  to  reunite  all  the  documents  upon  which  that  liquidation  was 
made,  his  Catholic  Majesty  knows  too  well  what  is  due  to  his  own  dignity,  to  the 
reputation  of  his  ministers,  and  to  the  integrity  of  hia  tribunals  to  consent  that  a 
foreign  commission  shall  deem  itself  authorized  to  revise  th  eir  decrees.  With  respect 
to  every  other  point,  you  may  rest  assured  that  I  am  ready  to  exert  every  good  oflice 
near  this  Government  which  you  may  think  necessary. 

God  preserve  you  many  years. 

■^  .    Joaquin  de  Anduaga. 

EiOHAED  W.  Meade,  Esq. 

(K.) 

THIRD    MEMORIAL. 

To  the  commissioners  under  the  treaty  between  the  United  States  and  Spain,  their 

memorialist,  Eichard  W.  Meade,  respectfully  shows — 

That,  conformably  to  a  wish  expressed  by  the  commissioners  at  their  session  on 
the  27tli  of  June  last,  he  has  been  apprised,  through  the  kindness  of  a  gentleman 
then  present,  that,  pursuing  the  idea  contained  in  a  letter  addressed  by  the  Secretary 
of  State  to  the  commissioners  on  the  9th  day  of  March,  1822,  other  proofs  in  support 
of  the  claim  of  your  memorialist  might  be  required  than  the  acknowledgment  of  its 
justice  and  amount  under  the  seal  of  the  Spanish  monarchy. 

Although  your  memorialist  can  not  acquiesce  in  the  propriety  of  such  a  requisi- 
tion, and  against  it  begs  leave  now  to  enter  his  respectful  but  solemn  protest,  he  has 
most  anxiously  exerted  himself  to  meet  this  aspect  of  the  case,  and  to  procure  all  the 
documents,  vouchers,  and  evidence  upon  which  the  liquidation  of  his  claim  was 
effected  in  Spain  and  was  sanctioned  by  his  Catholic  Majesty.  For  that  purpose  he 
addressed  a  letter  to  his  excellency,  Don  Joaquin  de  Anduaga,  minister  plenipo- 
tentiary from  Spain  to  the  United  States,  as  early  as  the  4th  of  April  last,  and  a 
sefcond  letter  on  the  10th  of  October  last,  copies  of  which  are  hereunto  annexed. 
To  the  first  of  hia  letters  your  memorialist  received  no  reply,  its  contents  necessarily 
requiring  a  delay,  during  which  communication  might  be  had  by  the  Spanish  minis- 
ter with  his  Government.  To  his  second  letter  your  memorialist  received  an  anwer, 
under  date  of  the  18th  of  October,  1822,  atranslated  copy  of  which  is  also  hereto  annexed, 
and  the  original  deposited  for  inspection,  if  necessary,  in  the  hands  of  the  secretary  of 
the  commissioners.  The  result  of  the  correspondence,  for  which  your  memorialist 
solicits  particular  attention,  has  been  an  entire  failure  to  procure  the  required  proofs 
after  a  resort  to  the  only  expedient  in  his  power.  He  has  thus,  however,  clearly 
evinced  his  own  disposition  to  shed  upon  the  subject  every  light  that  can  be  desired. 
Upon  a  former  occasion  he  laid  before  the  commissioners  the  duplicate  authenticated 
copies  of  the  acknowledgment  of  the  debt  due  to  him,  both  in  his  own  right  aud  in  his 
representative  right  as  the  agent  of  others,  originals  of  which  he  has  now  also  depos- 
ited in  the  hands  of  the  secretary  of  the  commissioners.  He  has  likewise  left  with 
the  said  secretary  two  official  letters  addressed  to  him  by  Don  Bruno  Ballerino, 
member  of  the  supreme  council  of  the  Indies  and  president  of  the  board  or  tribunal 
appointed  in  Spain  to  liquidate  his  accounts,  translated  copies  of  which  are  annexed, 
and  which  attest  the  fact  that  all  the  original  documents,  vouchers,  and  evidence, 
which  your  memoriahst  held  were  exacted  from  him  by  that  tribunal;  and,  on  the 
liquidation  being  sanctioned  by  the  King,  were  transmitted  to  the  minister  of  finance 
to  be  forwarded  to  the  departments  to  which  they  respectively  belonged. 

Your  memorialist  begs  leave  to  add  that  on  his  arrival  in  his  native  city  from 
Spain  he  deemed  it  his  duty  to  address  a  letter  to  the  Secretary  of  State  at  Wash- 
ington, under  date  of  the  16th  of  August,  1820,  and  on  the  day  following  he  trans- 
mitted to  that  gentleman  translated  copies  of  the  liquidation  and  of  the  oflScial 
communication  made  to  your  memorialist  by  the  minister  of  finance  in  Spain  for 
the  purpose  of  having  the  same  laid  before  the  President  of  the  United  States  'and 
he  now  respectfully  prays  the  attention  of  the  commissioners  to  the  answer  of  the 
Secretary  of  State,  a  copy  whereof  is  hereto  annexed,  and  the  original  deposited  ^^•ith 
the  secretary  of  the  commissioners,  wherein  it  will  be  seen  that  the  proper  oro-an  of 
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the  Executive  Department  of  our  Government,  after  a  full  view  of  the  busineas,  and 
with  all  the  documents  in  his  possession,  and  subject  to  his  able  scrutiny,  from  the 
18th  of  August  to  the  6th  of  September,  not  only  did  not  intimate  an  objection  to  the 
time,  place,  form,  or  substance  of  the  liquidation;  but,  on  the  contrary,  offered  hia 
"congratulations  upon  the  adjustment  of  the  accounts  of  your  memorialist  with  the 
Spanish  Government,  and  assured  him  that  his  Government  felt  not  a  little  gratifi- 
cation in  having  at  all  contributed  to  the  satisfactory  result." 

Your  memorialist  respectfully  submits  that  hia  case  is  one  of  a  peculiar  nature. 
It  stands  alone.  A  formal  adjudication  in  his  favor  has  been  made  by  a  competent 
tribunal,  with  the  sanction  of  the  highest  authority  known  to  the  laws  of  the  coun- 
try in  which  the  claim  originated  and  at  the  express  instance  of  his  own  Govern- 
ment. After  such  adjudication,  the  result  was  officially  communicated  by  the  Spanish 
Government  to  the  Government  of  the  United  States.  These  governments  inter- 
changed sentiments  of  mutual  satisfaction  respecting  it,  and  his  own  Government 
addressed  your  memorialist  in  strong  and  animated  terms  approving  the  adjustment 
and  assuming,  with  reason,  some  merit  for  having  effected  its  accomplishment. 
Nor  can  your  memorialist,  with  propriety,  omit  to  mention  that  he  presented  a 
memorial  to  the  President  of  the  United  States,  dated  on  the  8th  of  February,  1821, 
which  was  by  him  laid  before  the  Senate  prior  to  the  ratification  of  the  treaty,  in 
which  your  memorialist  humbly  prayed  that,  if  it  were  not  perfectly  well  under- 
stood that  he  was  to  be  paid  by  the  American  Government,  a  declaration  to  that 
effect  might  be  annexed  to  the  ratification,  and  his  claim  explicitly  excluded  from 
its  operation,  as  it  was  his  wish  to  retain  unimpaired  the  responsibility  of  hia 
acknowledged  debtor,  and  that  said  memorial  was  entered  upon  the  journals  of  the 
Senate  and  the  treaty  ratified. 

Your  memorialist  considered,  and  does  and  ever  must  consider,  the  amount  of  hia 
claim  as  a  private  debt  acknowledged  to  be  due  him  from  Spain  as  such.  The  Gov- 
ernmept  of  the  United  States  had  no  constitutional  or  legal  right  to  cancel  it,  nor  to 
exonerate  Spain  from  her  liability  to  pay  it  without  themselves  discharging  it.  The 
protection  of  his  Government  was  asked  in  the  exercise  of  hia  inherent  right  as  a 
native  citizen  to  do  so,  but  in  asking  that  protection  he  could  not  be  supposed  to 
confer  a  power  arbitrarily  to  place  your  memorialist  in  a  situation  much  worse  than 
any  he  could  possibly  have  been  in  had  it  never  been  solicited  or  granted.  Spain 
declares  that  the  debt  was  justly  due  by  her,  and  that  she  has  given  full  value  for 
the  amount  to  the  United  States,  while  the  latter,  by  a  solemn  treaty  dul;^  ratified 
and  become  the  law  of  the  land,  has  agreed  to  assume  and  pay  it.  Nor  is  it  imma- 
terial to  remember  that  it  appears  from  the  documents  transmitted  by  the  Secretary 
of  State  to  the  commissioners  previous  to  November,  1821,  that  he  officially  knew 
long  before  the  original  treaty  was  first  signed  at  Washington  the  amount  claimed 
by  your  memorialist  from  Spain,  than  which  the  sum  ascertained  and  fixed  by  the 
liquidation  is  less  by  between  twenty  and  thirty  thousand  dollars;  that  these  docu- 
ments were  on  file  in  the  Department  of  State,  and  that,  of  course,  when  the  nego- 
tiation was  proceeding,  its  conductors  were  aware  how  much  was  demanded  and  how 
much  they  admitted  and  provided  for.  The  certificate  of  Don  Luis  de  Onis,  one  of 
the  negotiators,  filed  with  the  secretary  of  the  commissioners  in  the  case  of  the  claim 
of  Robert  Barry,  distinctly  attests  the  object  and  intention  of  the  parties  to  the 
treaty,  as  to  the  claim  of  your  memorialist,  and  that  to  embrace  its  entire  payment 
was  within  their  contemplation. 

Your  memorialist,  therefore,  respectfully  suggests  that,  if  it  will  be  deemed  right 
and  just,  thougla  he  confidently  hopes  it  will  not,  to  regard  the  Spanish  liquidation 
as  wholly  null,  and  to  revise  ite  foundations  and  proofs,  a  resort  must  be  had  to  the 
eleventh  article  of  the  treaty,  which  points  out  the  course  to  be  pursued  in  all  sim- 
ilar cases — a  course  mutually  agreed  upon  by  the  United  States  and  Spain,  which  the 
commissioners  alone  are  competent  to  take,  and  the  only  one  from  which  a  satisfac- 
tory result  can  be  reasonably  expected. 

And  your  memorialist  will  ever  pray,  etc. 

R.  W.  Meadk. 


(L.) 

[Opinion  o£  Judge  White,  in  the  case  of  R.  W.  Meade.] 

First.  As  to  citizenship.  Upon  this  point  the  board  are  not  at  liberty  to  doubt 
that  he  is  a  citizen;  the  proceedings  of  the  Executive,  and  of  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States,  close  this  question.  Both  these  departments  of  the  Government  inter- 
fered in  his  casCj  when  confined  in  Spain,  upon  the  ground  of  his  being  a  citizen; 
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and  the  Government  of  Spain  yielded  to  their  wishes,  and  predicated  several  of  its 
acts  upon  the  ground  that  he  was  not  a  subject  of  Spain,  but  a  citizen  of  the  United 

States 

In  the  face  of  these  acts  of  both  Governments  I  am  not  at  liberty  to  doubt  his  being 
a  citizen  He  is  one  of  those  intended  to  be  provided  for  by  the  treaty,  provided  he 
has  a  claim  upon  the  Spanish  Government  which  will  fall  withm  either  of  the  five 
clauses  enumerated  in  the  ninth  article.  .  . 

That  he  has  a  valid  claim  upon  the  Spanish  Government,  that  it  existed  prior  to 
the  date  of  the  treaty,  and  that  it  is  one  of  those  of  which  the  United  States  assumed 
the  payment,  are  points  necessary  to  be  established  before  this  board  can  make  any 
allowance.  , 

To  ascertain  how  far  these  propositions  are  supported,  we  must  recur  to  the  proofs. 
To  deviate  into  two  classes,  the  one  details  matters  which  happened  before  the  date 
of  the  treaty;  the  other,  things  transacted  after  its  date. 

As  to  tlif  iirst * 

First.  Copies  of  several  papers,  five  in  number,  which  passed  among  the  officers  of 
the  Spanish  Government. 

From  these  it  appears  that,  on  the  12th  of  September,  1815,  a  royal  order  was 
passed  by  which  all  debts  which  weighed  upon  the  royal  treasury  should  be  incor- 
porated in  the  national  debt,  except  such  as  were  due  to  foreigners.  That  Mr. 
Meade  and  others  claimed  debts  due  to  them  as  falling  within  the  exception,  they 
being  foreigners.  ^Whether  Mr.  Meade  was  a  foreigner  or  not  became  a  question. 
The  proper  oiiicers  are  called  upon  to  inquire  into  the  matter.  Under  date  of  the 
21st  March,  1816,  a  report  is  made  to  his  excellency  the  captain-general,  by  Joaquin 
de  la  Pena  y  Santander,  in  which  he  enumerates  the  circumstances  that  would 
entitle  Mr.  Meade  to  the  appellation  of  subject  or  foreigner,  and  says  that  he  does  not 
know  what  the  facts  are,  but  that  he  can  inquire  into,  and  put  them  upon  the  record, 
if  required.  On  the  28th  of  March  there  is  an  order  that  it  be  sent  back  to  the 
assessor-general  of  the  subdelegation,  that  he  may  extend  the  report  accordingly. 
On  the  26th  of  April,  1816,  the  report  is  made  that  Mr.  Meade  is  a  foreigner;  in  other 
words,  a  citizen  of  the  United  States;  and  that  the  debt  due  to  him  is  one  of  the 
debts  assumed  in  the  royal  order,  and  to  be  paid.  On  the  30th  of  April,  the  Marquis 
of  Casteldosius  makes  a  similar  report.  On  the  9th  September,  1816,  an  official  note 
is  communicated  from  the  intendant  to  the  treasurer  of  the  army  and  of  the  royal 
finance  of  Cadiz,  in  which  he  says:  "The  general  treasurer  of  the  kingdom  makes 
m6  the  following  communication,  under  date  of  the  3d  instant.  The  following 
royal  order  has  been  communicated  to  me,  under  the  date  of  August  22,  by  the 
department  of  finance:  In  conformity  to  the  report  of  the  council  of  finance,  in  a 
committee  of  the  whole,  repecting  Messrs.  Richard  Ryan,  Richard  Meade,  Francis 
Scotto,  Richard  Hackley,  and  Peter  Charles  Tupper,  who,  as  foreigners,  solicit  that 
their  respective  claims  against  the  royal  treasury  be  comprehended  in  the  excep- 
tion made  in  favor  of  foreigners,  as  declared  by  the  royal  order  of  the  12th  of  Sep- 
tember, 1815,  His  Majesty  has  resolved  that  their  debts  should  be  paid,  as  it  was 
promised  to  them,  and  according  to  said  royal  order  of  September  12,  after  the 
same  are  duly  liquidated,"  etc. 

From  these  documents  it  appears  to  me  that  Mr.  Meade  had  some  demands  upon 
the  Spanish  Government  prior  to  the  12th  of  September,  1815.  That,  after  that  day, 
he  apphed  for  payment.  That  payment  was  refused  upon  the  grounds  of  the  royal 
order  of  that  date.  That  he  insisted  he  fell  within  the  exception,  as  he  was  a  citizen 
of  the  United  States.  That  the  question  of  foreigner  or  not  was  deliberately  inquired 
into,  settled,  and  reported  upon,  from  the  21st  March  to  9th  September,  1816.  That, 
during  this  period,  every  officer  through  whose  hands  this  matter  passes  acts  under 
the  conviction  that  the  Spanish  Government  is  indebted  to  Mr.  Meade,  and  that  the 
only  doubt  is  whether  the  debt  shall  be  paid  as  promised,  or  incorporated  in  the 
national  debt.  Finally,  it  is  determined  that  his  case  is  within  the  exception,  and 
shall  be  paid  as  promised  when  liquidated. 

It  is  hardly  possible  to  suppose  that  these  proceedings  could  have  taken  place  if 
Mr.  Meade  had  not  a  well-founded  claim  upon  the  Spanish  Government-  at  lea'itone 
which  they  were  disposed  to  consider  well  founded.  If  he  had  no  claim  upon  the 
treasury,  he  would  not  have  been  told,  Your  claim  can  not  be  paid  as  promised 
because  it  must  be  incorporated  in  the  national  debt;  the  short  and  correct  answer 
would  have  been.  You  have  no  claim,  and  therefore  you  will  not  be  paid  anything 
It  would  be  unreasonable  to  suppose  that  so  many  officers,  from  those  in  the  lower 
departments  of  the  treasury  and  finance  up  to  the  King  himself,  would  have  been 
engaged  from  March  to  September  in  examining  a  question  the  determination  of 
which  would  have  been  entirely  useless  if  no  well-founded  claim  existed  I  therefore 
conclude  that  Mr.  Meade  had  a  claim  upon  the  Spanish  Government,  the  payment 
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of  which  had  been  promised;  but  this  claim  had  not  been  liquidated,  and  therefore 
the  precise  sum  due  was  not  ascertained,  nor  is  it  known  on  what  account  Spain 
became  indebted  to  him. 

Second.  The  next  documents  I  meet  with  are  those  relating  to  the  imprisonment 
of  Mr.  Meade.  They  give  us  this  information:  That  during  his  residence  in  Spain 
he  had,  with  the  consent  of  all  concerned,  been  appointed  the  assignee  of  a  bank- 
rupt's estate;  that  he  had  collected  and  held  ready  for  distribution  $50,000,  which  he 
ultimately  paid  into  the  royal  treasury  in  treasury  notes  in  obedience  to  a  mandate 
from  the  proper  tribunal;  that  the  agent  of  the  British  creditors  sued  Mr.  Meade, 
recovered  a  judgment  against  him,  and,  by  intrigue,  caused  him  to  be  imprisoned 
on  the  2d  May,  1816,  in  which  state  he  remained  until  the  interposition  of  the 
American  Government  caused  a  royal  order  for  his  release,  dated  20th  April,  1818, 
in  which  are  recited  the  circumstances  under  which  he  was  imprisoned,  and  the  sum 
deposited,  etc. 

I  notice  these  documents,  for  the  sake  of  saying  that  the  money  for  which  Mr. 
Meade  was  imprisoned  can  not  be  the  same  spoken  of  in  the  document  before 
noticed,  for  many  reasons. 

The  other  documents  speak  of  a  demand  which  Meade  had  upon  the  treasury; 
these  show  that  when  Meade  deposited  this  money  he  considered  that  he  had 
discharged  his  trust  and  had  no  concern  with  it  afterwards. 

They  show  a  demand  for  Meade's  own  money,  which  would  be  incorporated  in 
the  national  debt  if  he  is  considered  a  subject  of  Spain;  these  show  a  demand  against 
the  treasury  for  money  not  Meade's,  but  known  to  all,  in  part  at  least,  to  belong  to   ) 
British  subjects,  which  ought  not  to  be  incorporated,  whether  Meade  is  considered  a   ? 
subject  or  not. 

They  speak  of  debt  due  to  Meade,  payment  of  which  had  been  promised  him,  but 
the  amount  unliquidated;  these  relate  to  a  specific  sum  deposited,  which  did  not 
require  any  liquidation. 

I  therefore  conclude  that  whatever  claim  Mr.  Meade  had  upon  the  Spanish  Gov- 
ernment was  not  affected  by  his  imprisonment  or  release,  even  if  we  suppose  the 
Spanish  Government  paid  the  deposit  at  the  time  of  his  release  or  at  any  time 
afterwards. 

Third.  Next  in  order  I  meet  with  the  certificate  of  two  of  the  supreme  junta, 
established  for  the  government  and  defense  of  Cadiz  during  the  invasion  of  the 
French,  to  wit,  Josfi  Manuel  de  Vadillo  and  Saloador  Gazzon  de  Zalazor,  dated  27th 
of  July,  1818. 

These  persons,  it  would  seem,  were  in  a  situation  to  know  the  facts  of  which  they 
speak,  and  they  testify  that  during  the  siege  of  Cadiz  many  articles  were  placed  by 
Mr.  Meade  at  the  disposition  of  the  junta,  among  which  the  most  urgent  and  remark- 
able were  100,000  barrels  of  flour,  in  two  contracts,  at  $15  per  barrel,  and  that  he 
relied  upon  the  faith  of  the  junta  for  payment,  etc. 

On  the  6th  of  June,  1818,  Mr.  Meade  addresses  the  Secretary  of  State  and  observes 
that  Spain  is  indebted  to  him  in  very  large  sums,  which  he  is  anxious  to  have  paid; 
that  she  is  unable,  if  willing,  to  pay  him  in  money ;  thinks,  by  making  some  advance 
in  cash,  he  can  have  the  whole  amount  paid  him  in  lands  in  Florida,  and  wishes  the 
sanction  of  the  Government  to  that  mode  of  procuring  satisfaction.  The  Secretary 
answers  that  they  would  not  approve  of  such  an  arrangement. 

On  the  5th  November,  1818,  Mr.  Meade  makes  a  statement  of  the  nature  of  his 
several  claims  upon  the  Spanish  Government,  not  specifying  the  sum  claimed  under 
either  head,  and  on  the  17th  of  January,  1819,  a  copy  of  this  statement  is  forwarded 
to  the  Secretary  of  this  Government  by  Mrs.  Meade,  from  Philadelphia. 

Fourth.  On  the  3d  August,  1818,  the  American  minister  in  Spain  advises  the  Sec- 
retary of  State  that  on  the  27th  of  July  he  had  transmitted  to  Mr.  Pizarro  Mr. 
Meade's  memorial,  in  which  he  asks  compensation  for  his  sufferings  and  losses. 

Fifth.  On  the  18th  January,  1819,  Mr.  Erving  indorses  to  the  Marquis  de  Casa 
'  Yrujo  two  memorials  of  Mr.  Meade,  the  one  dated  12th  January,  in  which  he  prays 
the  King  to  appoint  a  commission  to  liquidate  the  several  demands  which  he  has 
against  the  Spanish  Government  on  account  of  supplies  furnished  for  the  support  of 
ite  armies  and  otherwise  during  the  late  war,  as  well  as  to  consider  the  compensation 
due  to  him  for  the  losses  and  personal  sufferings  under  a  late  proceeding  of  the 
council  of  war,  already  declared  by  His  Majesty  to  have  been  illegal;  the  second, 
dated  13th  January,  in  behalf  of  John  Dickson,  an  American  citizen,  and  others, 
interested  in  a  cargo  of  tobacco,  sold  and  delivered  to  the  Spanish  Government  under 
a  solemn  contract,  in  1815,  etc.,  and  proceeds  to  state  that,  as  to  what  more  particu- 
larly concerns  Mr.  Meade's  interest,  he  has  undeniable  claims  as  a  creditor  upon  the 
royal  hacienda,  and  it  can  not  be  doubted  that  His  Majesty  will  be  sensible  to  the 
value  of  those  very  important  services  rendered  to  the  nation  which  form  the  ground 
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of  these  claims,  which  give  them  the  most  sacred  character  and  entitle  them  to  the 
first  pnnaideration  and  to  immediate  settlement,  etc.  .  „,  „   . 

^™aketherdiflterent  letters,  all  dated  before  the  22d  ^e^ruary  1819  m  connection 
with  the  documents  which  precede  them,  and  I  can  not  doubt  that  Mr  Meade  had 
daims  upon  the  Spanish  Government  which  that  Government  held  itself  bound  to 
sSy  In  some  instances  they  expressly  acknowledge  these  claims  and  say  they 
shall  be  paid  as  promised  when  liquidated,  and  do  not  m  any  instance  deny  the  fact 
of  behig^ndebted  to  him  when  addressed  upon  that  subject  either  by  Mr.  Meade  or 
the  Amlricl  minister,  when  if  it  had  been  known  or  believed  ^at  he  was  not  a 
creditor  his  claims  wo.ild  have  been  at  once  met  by  a  clenial  of  their  justice.  But 
the  precise  nature  of  these  demands,  the  manner  m  which  they  originated  so  m  to 
be  able  to  say  whether  any,  and,  if  any,  what  amount  would  f^n;yithm  the  treaty 
is  not  satisfactorily  established  by  this  proof,  unless  it  can  be  collected  from  notanal 

"^"it  has  been  so  often  stated,  that  it  appears  almost  needless  to  repeat,  that  to  estab- 
lish any  claim  before  this  board,  the  proposition  must  be  supported  that  it  is  oneot 
the  claims  of  an  American  citizen,  to  which  his  Government  has  renounced  his  claim 
upon  the  Spanish  Government;  and  in  order  to  avoid  all  difficulty  upon  thissubject, 
there  is  a  description  of  five  classes  of  claims  to  which  the  renunciations  extend. 

In  any  case,  therefore,  it  is  of  importance  that  the  proof  should  establish  not  only 
a  claim  upon  the  Spanish  Government,  but  that  it  should  likewise  show  the  nature 
of  the  claim,  to  enable  the  commissioners  to  ascertain  whether  it  will  tali  witiim 
either  of  the  specified  classes  or  not.  ^  ,■,-,.    .■  ^ 

I  will  not  say  that  the  proofs  which  I  have  noticed  are  so  totally  detective  as  to 
make  it  necessary  to  reject  the  whole  claim;  but  I  will  say  they  are  not  very  satis- 
factory as  to  the  nature  or  terms  of  any  of  the  contracts  alluded  to,  and  as  to  most 
of  them  so  defective  that  it  will  be  difficult  to  ascertain  the  sums  due. 

Second.  This  makes  it  necessary  that  we  should  inquire  into  the  facts  which 
occurred  after  the  22d  February,  1819,  the  date  of  the  treaty. 

The  first  evidence  offered  is  the  Kquidation  of  Mr.  Meade's  claim  and  the  ascer- 
tainment of  the  amount  due  him  by  the  officers  of  the  Spanish  Government  on  the 
21st  May,  1820.  And  here  a  difficulty  presents  itself.  Is  this  evidence  such  as  this 
board  can  notice  for  any  purpose,  and,  if  for  any,  for  what  purpose? 

To  form  a  correct  opinion  upon  this  point,  it  is  important  that  we  should  attend 
to  dates.  The  treaty  is  dated  22d  February,  1819;  it  was  soon  afterwards  ratified  by 
the  United  States.  In  the  treaty  it  is  provided  that  if  it  is  not  ratified  within  six 
months  it  shall  be  void.  On  the  9th  March,  1819,  Mr.  Meade  presents  to  the  King 
a  second  memorial,  praying  the  appointment  of  commissioners  to  settle  with  him; 
that  of  the  12th  January,  1819,  not  having  been  attended  to. 

On  the  7th  May,  1819,  the  commissioners  are  appointed.  On  the  30th  Septe.mber, 
same  year,  a  report  is  made,  and  the  sum  of  near  $500,000  awarded  Mr.  Meade  as 
his  whole  claim  against  the  Spanish  Government;  on  the  28d  October,  1819,  the 
King  orders  the  report  to  be  reconsidered;  on  the  15th  November  there  is  a  second 
report  awarding  the  same  sum;  on  the  19th  May,  1820,  the  award  receives  the  royal 
approbation,  and  on  the  20th  May,  1820,  is  notified  to  Mr.  Meade.  In  October  (say 
5th),  1820,  the  Cortes  advised  the  ratification  of  the  treaty.  The  King  shortly  after- 
wards does  ratify  it;  and,  on  the  19th  of  February,  1821,  it  is  again  ratified  by  the 
President  of  the  United  States;  the  President  and  Senate  having  been  previously 
notified  of  the  settlement  made  with  Mr.  Meade  and  of  the  sum  awarded  him  by  the 
Spanish  Government. 

The  first  rule  which  I  lay  down  as  applicable  to  this  question  is  that  no  person, 
either  natural  or  artificial,  can,  by  his  acknowledgments  or  admissions,  create  an 
obligation  to  be  discharged  by  and  at  the  expense  of  another,  unless  that  other  has 
by  some  means  authorized  him  to  do  so.  If  Spain  did  not  owe  this  debt  to  Mr.  Meade 
at  the  date  of  the  treaty,  but  contracted  it  afterwards,  it  is  not  one  of  those  renounced, 
and  Spain  is  still  responsible  for  it,  not  the  United  States,  and  ou^ht  therefore  to  be 
rejected,  because  it  would  prove  a  fact  which  would  avail  nothing.  If  Spain  did 
owe  it  at  the  date  of  the  treaty,  there  must  have  been  some  evidence  then  existing 
of  the  demand  for  which  the  extent  of  the  liability  could  be  ascertained.  That  evi- 
dence would  be  better  than  the  mere  settlement  with  the  Spanish  officers,  and  ought 
to  be  produced.  The  rule  is,  that  the  best  evidence  in  the  party's  possession  or 
power  ought  always  to  be  produced,  or  some  reasonable  account  given  why  it  is  not. 
This  is  not,  as  has  been  argued,  a  contracted  rule,  applicable  alone  to  the  municipal 
courts  of  any  one  country.  It  is  a  rule  founded  in  reason,  not  established  by  any 
statute,  and  applicable  to  all  cases,  in  all  countries,  the  judicial  proceedings  of  which 
are  worthy  of  imitation.  Why  is  it  that  we  notice  the  protest  of  a  master  of  a  ves- 
sel, letters  written  about  the  time  of  a  transaction  of  long  standing,  etc.?    Because 
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from  the  nature  of  the  transactions  to  which  they  allude,  they  are  likely  to  give  a 
correct  account  of  it,  and  the  offer  of  them  does  not  in  itself  imply  that  the  party 
has  it  reasonably  in  his  power  to  produce  evidence  more  satisfactory;  but  holds  it 
back,  and  offers  the  inferior  evidence,  to  obtain  an  advantage  which  he  would  lose  if 
the  better  were  produced. 

The  true  rule  is,  that  no  party  shall  have  the  benefit  of  evidence  to  establish  a 
fact,  which  evidence  in  itself  implies  that  there  is  better  evidence  which  the  party 
could  produce,  by  reasonable  exertions,  to  establish  the  same  fact;  because  the  not 
producmg  the  better  creates  a  presumption  that  it  would  disclose  something  which 
would  deprive  him  of  a  benefit  which  he  seeks  to  obtain. 

Apply  this  rule  to  the  present  case.  The  claimant  offers  in  evidence  to  prove  the 
account  that  Spain  owed  him  for  breach  of  contract  at  the  date  of  this  treat}- — a  set- 
tlement made  with  that  Government  twelve  or  fifteen  months  after  its  date.  Well, 
there  may  be  some  mistake  in  this  matter;  the  sum  awarded  may  be  too  little,  it 
may  be  too  much.  Some  of  the  claims  set  up  may  be  such  as  do  not  fall  within 
either  of  the  five  classes  specified  in  this  treaty.  The  evidence  from  which  this  set- 
tlement was  made  would  be  more  satisfactory  than  the  award.  Let  us  see  this.  If  you 
do  not,  we  must  suppose  that  there  is  some  one  or  more  of  the  items  that  constitute 
this  account  which  you  know  we  can  not  include  in  the  statement  we  would  make, 
and  therefore  you  offer  this  less  satisfactory  evidence;  you  ought  not  to  be  allowed 
to  use  it,  more  especially  when  we  see,  from  other  documents,  that  you  were  apprised 
as  early  as  February,  1821,  that  there  might  be  some  difficulty  upon  this  very  point, 
and  therefore  both  you  and  the  Spanish  Government  would  be  careful  to  preserve 
all  the  evidence  and  documents  from  which  the  settlement  and  award  were  made. 

Again,  the  eleventh  article  of  the  treaty  provides  that  the  United  States  shall  make 
compensation  for  all  claims  renounced  in  the  ninth  article,  to  an  amount  not  exceed- 
ing, in  the  whole,  five  millions  of  dollars;  and,  to  ascertain  the  validity  and  full 
amount  of  these  claims,  commissioners  shall  be  appointed,  etc.,  that  the  commis- 
sioners upon  oath  shall  examine  th  validity  and  amount  of  each  claim.  Further, 
that  they  shall  examine  every  question  upon  oath,  and  receive  suitable  and  authentic 
testimony,  etc. ;  and  Spain,  when  required,  is  to  furnish  any  document  in  her  pos- 
session necessary  to  elucidate  any  one  of  the  claims. 

To  bring  the  claim  within  this  treaty  it  must  be  shown  to  have  existed  before  the 
date  of  the  treaty.  If  it  did  exist  before  the  treaty,  and  is  one  embraced  within  it, 
then  the  parties  have  by  mutual  consent  provided  for  the  establishment  of  a  tribunal, 
whose  duty  it  is  to  examine  the  validity  as  well  as  the  amount  of  the  claim ;  but  if 
we  admit  this  evidence,  then  Spain  herself,  through  her  own  ofliicers,  is  still  to 
adjudge  the  validity  and  full  amount  of  the  claim,  and  the  commissioners  have 
nothing  to  do  but  follow  on,  and,  for  form's  sake,  reallow  the  claim,  the  validity  and 
extent  of  which  have  been  already  ascertained.  This,  it  seems  to  me,  can  not  have 
been  the  intention  of  the  framers  of  this  instrument. 

But  it  may  be  supposed  that  this  reasoning  is  unsound,  because  this  settlement  and 
award  are  not  the  creation  of  a  debt,  but  only  an  evidence,  which  the  party  could 
not  procure  sooner,  that  this  debt,  to  this  same  amount,  existed  before  the  date  of 
the  treaty.  The  distinction  in  this  case  can  avail  nothing.  As  soon  as  Spain  ceased 
to  be  accountable  for  the  demand,  she  ceased  to  have  any  control  over  it.  She  can 
no  more  create  evidence  by  which  the  validity  of  the  contract,  or  the  measure  of 
compensation  for  its  violation,  is  to  be  ascertained,  than  she  could  create  the  contract 
itself.  The  substance  is  the  same,  and  the  distinction  in  words  only.  This  ought 
not  to  be  considered  as  suitable  evidence  under  this  treaty,  which,  on  its  very  face, 
leaves  reason  to  conclude  that  a  persuasive  argument  to  induce  the  making  of  the 
award  was  the  consideration  that  not  Spain  but  the  United  States  was  to  make  the 
payment. 

Again,  it  has  been  urged  that,  at  the  time  this  settlement  and  award  were  made, 
Spain  herself  was  the  debtor,  and  to  make  the  compensation;  because  the  treaty  had 
become  null,  the  time  for  its  ratification  having  expired. 

This  argument  is  not  satisfactory.  When  the  treaty  was  afterwards  ratified,  it 
stands  as  a  treaty  in  which  no  time  for  ratification  had  been  stipulated,  and  is  now 
to  be  construed  as  a  treaty  dated  22d  February,  1819,  ratified  by  Spain  in  the  fall  of 
1820,  and  by  the  United  States  in  February,  1821,  at  times  satisfactory  to  both  par- 
ties; and  the  ratifications  are  acknowledgments  by  the  respective  parties  that  their 
negotiators  had  power  to  make  the  treaty  upon  the  terms  specified  therein;  and 
whether  the  treaty  shall  operate  upon  a  particular  matter  from  the  date  or  from  the 
ratification,  must,  in  my  opinion,  depend  upon  the  matter  to  which  the  stipulation 
relates  and  the  intention  of  the  parties  respecting  that  matter;  hence,  it  may  well 
happen  that  the  same  treaty  may  become  operative  upon  different  matters  at  differ- 
ent periods — upon  some  from  the  date,  upon  others  from  the  time  of  ratification,  and 
upon  others  from  neither  date  nor  time  of  ratilication. 
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If  the  argument  were  sound,  that  this  can  only  be  considered  a  treaty  from  the 
ratification  of  the  parties,  and  not  from  the  date,  why  trouble  ourselves  with  endeav- 
oring to  draw  a  distinction  between  a  contract  and  the  evidence  of  a  contract?  We 
would  arrive  at  the  same  conclusion  by  a  much  more  simple  process — that  of  consid- 
ering the  treaty  as  in  truth  dated  on  the  day  it  was  last  ratified  by  the  United  States. 
Then  the  case  is  included  by  considering  the  contract  and  the  evidence  of  it  as  hav- 
ing existed  at  the  same  time.  It  is  true  this  would  not  be  within  the  words,  but 
might  with  plausibility  be  insisted  upon  as  within  the  meaning  of  the  fifth  renuncia- 
tion; all  that  would  be  necessary  might  readily  be  accomplished  by  considering  the 
ratification  as  the  signature  of  the  treaty,  which  ought  to  be  the  case  if  we  consider 
the  treaty  as  without  date. 

It  has  been  urged,  with  much  ingenuity,  that  there  is  a  difference  between  a  con- 
tract and  the  evidence  of  it;  that  the  one  may  well  have  existed  prior  to  the  treaty, 
and  the  other  have  had  its  existence  since.  In  many  cases  I  think  I  could  see  the 
full  force  of  the  distinction;  and  that,  upon  such  after  evidence,  the  mind  would  be 
well  satisfied  of  the  existence  of  a  previous  contract,  and  its  exact  terms.  But,  in 
this  case,  the  distinction  entirely  fails  us;  the  great  object  is  to  ascertain  the  contracts 
which  Mr.  Meade  had  with  the  Spanish  Government  before  the  date  of  this  treaty, 
their  terms,  and  how  far  they  were  complied  with  by  the  respective  parties;  and 
this  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  us  to  decide  upon  their  validity;  and,  if  valid,  to 
what  extent  the  compensation  for  their  violation  ought  to  be  carried.  Now,  if  we 
attempt  to  use  this  document  as  evidence  upon  these  points,  it  is  impossible  to  avoid 
discovering  that  there  is  great  danger  of  being  misled  by  it.  Attend  to  its  contents: 
Some  of  the  items  possibly  grew  out  of  contracts  either  express  or  implied;  others 
undoubtedly  out  of  tort.  That  of  the  imprisonment  of  Mr.  Meade  certainly  had  no 
existence  as  a  contract  until  the  time  of  this  award,  after  the  date  of  the  treaty.  If 
we  view  that  item  as  existing  in  the  light  of  contract  there  is  an  end  of  that  matter, 
because  it  must  have  been  tort  until  merged  in  the  award  or  judgment,  and  then  the 
judgment  being  the  only  evidence  of  the  contract,  the  contract  and  the  evidence  of 
it  are  one  and  the  same  thing,  both  too  late  to  be  compensated  or  renounced  under 
this  treaty. 

Suppose  we  discard  the  idea,  as  we  must  do,  of  considering  this  item  as  growing  out 
of  a  contract,  and  say  it  was  a  tort.  The  questions  immediately  present  themselves, 
Of  what  kind,  and  by  whom  committed?  So  far  as  we  can  at  present  see,  the  answers 
are.  An  imprisonment  of  Mr.  Meade,  and  that  by  order  of  the  Spanish  Government 
itself.  Under  what  clause  of  the  treaty  should  we  include  this  item?  Not  under  the 
first  renunciation,  for  two  reasons:  First,  if  it  was  an  excess,  it  was  one  committed 
by  the  Government,  not  by  an  individual;  and  no  excesses  are  there  provided  for 
but  those  committed  by  subjects.  Again,  if  it  was  an  excess  by  a  proper  character, 
it  was  committed  after  1802,  and  therefore  not  included. 

Under  the  second,  third,  or  fourth  renunciations  it  is  certainly  not  included.  If 
under  any,  it  would  be  the  fifth;  but  that  can  not  be.  It  is  a  mere  personal  wrong; 
the  damages  would  be  arbitrary;  we  have  no  data  from  which  to  estimate  them. 
Again,  if  the  fifth  would  include  torts,  it  would  not  be  fair  to  include  those  committed 
by  the  Government  itself.  The  four  first  renunciations  are  employed  upon  torta  by 
mdividuals  or  inferior  officers;  and  by  implication  to  include  the  Government,  the 
most  worthy  would  be  against  the  rules  of  construction;  this  wrong  and  those  of  the 
hke  kind,  the  Government  of  the  United  States  did  not  intend  to  renounce  nor  did 
Spam  mtend  they  should  be  judged  of  by  the  commissioners  of  the  United  States 
In  estimatmg  damages  for  them,  the  temper  with  which  the  act  was  done  the 
motives,  the  character  of  the  wrong-doer,  are  all  justly  taken  into  consideration  '  No 
sovereignty  could  intend  that  its  motives,  in  a  mere  personal  wrong  should  be 
inquired  into  and  redressed  by  others.  If  they  were  conscious  of  wrong' they  would 
redress  It  themselves  by  making  such  compensation  as  their  own  sense  of  proorietv 
would  dictate.  r    f       j 

If,  then,  we  take  this  document  as  evidence,  it  would  mislead  us;  first,  bv  makine 
us  believe  that  this  item  grew  out  of  a  contract  before  the  treaty;  and  next  bv  mak- 
ing us  include  a  tort,  which  neither  party  intended  to  provide  for  by  the  treatv 
.f  WYiT®  r™''  *°  °Ik''''  itenis  we  shall  not  be  more  safe.  Contracts  are  spoken 
of.  With  whom  were  they  made?  What  were  their  terms?  In  what  were  thev  to 
be  paid  and  when?  All  these  points  are  material,  and  upon  them  this  document  is 
unsatisfactory.  We  see  that  upon  a  bill  of  exchange  which  was  dishonored  interest 
IS  allowed  up  to  the  time  of  settlement,  and  a  part  of  this  very  amount  was  for  the 
difference  of  exchange  included  m  the  bill.  The  bill  comes  back  and  u^on  itt 
nominal  amount  interest  IS  calculated  to  the  15th  November  1819       ' 

As  to  other  items,  it  is  as  Uttle  satisfactory.    The  loan  is  to  be  returned  and  inter- 
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This  sum  is  all  estimated  as  specie.  Have  they,  as  we  have  sometimes  had,  and 
in  some  places  still  have,  different  kinds  of  currency?  In  what  kind  were  these 
dealings?  Specie,  or  a  depreciated  paper?  If  depreciated,  how  much?  We  ought 
to  have  information  upon  all  these  points,  to  do  that  which  would  be  just;  and,  upon 
some  ot  them,  it  is  essential  we  should  have  information  which  this  document  does 
not  give.  I  can  not  at  present  take  it  as  evidence  that  would  be  useful  in  any  respect. 
On  some  points,  I  think  it  would  mislead  as  to  the  whole  of  the  item;  on  others,  aa 
to  a  part,  and,  I  fear,  to  a  greater  extent  than  we  can  see.  I,  therefore,  think  it  ought 
not  to  be  received  either  as  conclusive  or  prima  facie  evidence. 

But  it  is  argued  that  we  ought  to  receive  it  because  our  Government  had  an 
agency  in  procuring  this  settlement,  and  were  apprised  of  the  result  before  the 
ratification  of  the  treaty. 

It  is  true  our  minister  abroad  used  his  influence  in  favor  of  Mr.  Meade,  and  that 
the  Executive  and  Senate  both  knew  of  this  settlement  before  the  last  ratification. 
As  to  the  first,  it  was  just  such  a  case  as  would,  in  all  cases,  it  is  hoped,  be  practiced 
by  our  minister.  He  lends  his  aid  to  a  citizen  abroad,  to  bring  his  matters  to  such  an 
issue  as  he  wishes,  without  either  thinking  or  believing  that  his  own  country  is  to 
be  in  the  least  affected  thereby;  and,  as  to  the  last,  they  seem  to  have  been  content 
to  ratify  the  treaty,  without  doing  anything  by  which  Mr.  Meade's  claim  would  be 
made  either  better  or  worse,  than  the  terms  of  the  treaty,  as  it  originally  stood, 
would  make  it. 

I  can  not  see  that  anything  has  been  either  said  or  done  by  any  of  those  officers 
by  which  this  claim  is  to  be  treated  different  from  what  it  would  have  been  if  they 
had  been  entirely  ignorant  of  this  award  at  the  time  the  treaty  was  finally  ratified. 
Although  I  am  unwilling  to  trust  this  evidence  as  at  present  furnishing  any  evidence 
of  the  validity  of  these  contracts,  their  terms,  or  the  extent  of  compensation  for  a 
violation  of  them;  yet,  believing,  as  I  do,  from  the  other  testimony,  that  Mr.  Meade 
has  a  well-founded  claim,  or,  at  least,  a  claim  which  the  Spanish  Government  con- 
sidered well  founded,  I  am  perfectly  willing  to  require  any  document  from  that  Gov- 
ernment, which  there  is  reason  to  think  they  possess,  which  will  elucidate  those 
transactions;  and,  for  that  purpose,  am  willing  to  continue  the  cause.  If  we  can 
procure  more  evidence,  it  is  well;  we  shall  have  greater  certainty  in  our  ultimate 
decision.  If  we  can  not  procure  more,  we  must  come  to  the  best  conclusion  in  our 
power  from  the  proofs,  as  they  now  exist,  as  to  the  validity  of  the  claims,  and  the 
extent  of  allowance. 


(M.) 

[Copy  of  a  letter  from  the  commissioners  on  the  Florida  treaty  to  the  Secretary  of  State.] 

Spanish  Claims,  Office  of  the  Commission, 

Washington,  18th  April,  182S. 
Sib:  Richard  W.  Meade,  who  is  a  claimant  before  us,  under  the  provisions  of  the 
treaty  of  the  22d  February,  1819,  and  who  represents  himself  to  be  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States,  has,  in  due  form,  made  application  to  us  to  require  of  the  Spanish 
Government  certain  papers  and  documents,  which  are  considered  as  necessary  to  the 
establishment  of  his  claim,  and  which  are  specified  in  the  inclosed  paper. 

In  consequence  of  this  application,  we  are  compelled  to  trouble  you  with  a  request 
that  you  will  be  pleased  to  adopt  such  means  as  you  think  proper  to  require  of  the 
Spanish  authorities  the  documents  referred  to. 
We  have  the  honor  to  be,  sir,  very  respectfully,  your  obedient  servants, 

H.  L.  White, 
William  King, 
L.  W.  Tazewell. 
To  the  Secretaey  of  State. 


(N.) 

[Don  Hilario  de  Rlvas  y  Salmon  to  the  Secretary  of  State,  16th  April,  1823— Translation.] 

Sib:  Don  Eichard  Meade,  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  addressed  two  letters  to 
my  predecessor,  His  Excellency  Don  Joaquin  de  Anduaga,  dated  the  4th  of  April 
and  10th  of  October,  1822,  inclosing  your  correspondence  with  the  commissioners, 
appointed  in  virtue  of  the  eleventh  article  of  the  treaty  of  the  22d  of  February,  1819, 
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ratified  by  His  Catholic  Majesty,  and  exchanged  in  February,  1821,  relative  to  the 
admission  of  certain  claims,  which  are  therein  mentioned.  The  said  gentlemen  sent 
these  documents  to  my  Government,  along  with  the  answer  which  he  made  to  Mr. 
Meade,  on  the  16th  of  October,  1822,  copy  of  which  I  have  the  honor  to  inclose  to 
you. 

His  Majesty  has  been  pleased  to  approve  and  sanction  the  said  answer  to  Mr. 
Meade,  and  commands  me  to  support  his  claims,  and  to  represent  to  you  in  the 
most  friendly  terms,  but,  at  the  same  time,  in  the  most  energetic  and  solemn  man- 
ner, against  all  opposition  which  may  be  attempted  to  be  made,  that  the  particular 
credit  which  said  Meade  had  against  the  Spanish  nation  is  not  satisfied,  but  that,  in 
virtue  of  the  last  treaty,  the  Government  of  the  United  States  has  taken  it  upon 
itself. 

This  credit  is,  in  truth,  the  only  one  which  has  been  solemnly  acknowledged  by 
His  Catholic  Majesty.  It  was  executed  at  the  pressing  instances  of  the  minister  of 
the  United  States  at  Madrid;  and  its  acknowledgment  and  final  liquidation  took 
place  at  a  time,  and  in  circumstances,  which  do  not  admit  the  least  doubt  to  ensue 
as  to  its  legitimacy  and  import. 

The  value  of  the  credit  was  represented  to  both  Governments  during  the  negotia- 
tion. Its  liquidation  could  be  effected  only  by  the  parties  interested  in  the  contracts, 
and  in  the  damages  and  injuries  by  which  an  indemnification  was  claimed;  and  the 
investigation,  with  precision,  of  the  exact  sum  which  was  due,  appeared  to  be  a  point 
of  equal  interest  to  both  Governments.  This  was,  at  least,  shown  and  insisted  on 
with  vigor  by  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  before  and  after  the  date  of  the 
treaty;  and  His  Catholic  Majesty,  when  he  acceded  to  its  anxiety,  desirous  of  shun- 
ning new  causes  of  complaint,  chose  four  of  his  councilors  from  different  tribunals, 
and  commanded  them  to  examine,  scrupulously  and  in  detail,  all  the  circumstances 
regarding  an  account  so  complicated,  and  which  required  all  the  possible  knowledge 
and  intelligence  of  the  laws  of  Spain,  and  commercial  regulations  of  the  nation,  to 
be  able  to  form  a  just  conception  of  all  the  transaction.  No  subject  of  this  nature 
has  been  ever  considered  so  cautiously,  and  with  so  much  matureness,  not  only, by 
the  commissioners  appointed  for  that  purpose,  but  latterly,  by  the  Treasurer  General, 
by  the  greater  accountant's  office,  by  the  minister  of  finance;  and,  lastly,  it  received 
the  sanction  of  His  Majesty. 

In  these  circumstances,  His  Majesty  thinks  that  he  ought  not  to  see  with  indiffer- 
ence, nor  remain  undisturbed,  when  an  attempt  is  made  to  invalidate  an  act  so 
solemn.  The  Spanish  nation  was  certainly  responsible  for  the  total  amount  of  the 
acknowledged  debt.  The  Government  of  the  United  States,  by  the  latter  ratification 
of  the  treaty,  took  upon  itself  this  debt,  in  virtue  of  the  fifth  renunciation  of  the 
eleventh  (9th)  article,  and  with  a  full  knowledge  of  its  amount,  which  had  been  com- 
municated long  before  the  conclusion  of  the  treaty  to  the  minister  of  the  United 
States  at  Madrid,  by  His  Majesty's  secretary  of  state,  for  the  information  of  the 
American  Government.  Certainly,  after  all  that  had  passed,  it  was  not  to  be  expected 
that  a  new  investigation  of  the  business  should  be  judged  necessary 

There  can  not  be  a  doubt  that,  if  the  treaty  of  the  22d  of  February  had  not  been 
concluded  Mr.  Meade  would  have  received  from  the  Spanish  nation  the  total  amount 
ot  his  debt;  and  His  Majesty  can  not  comprehend  the  justice  of  the  commissioners 
in  having  attempted,  in  the  first  place,  to  reject  entirely  this  debt  as  not  being  com- 
prehended m  thetreaty;  and  much  less  could  His  Majesty  be  persuaded  that  so 
solemn  an  act  of  his  Government— an  act  which  was,  in  a  great  degree,  founded  unon 
the  interposition  of  the  American  Cabinet,  and  which  was  done  m  good  faith— would 
have  been  afterwards  placed  in  doubt  by  their  agents. 

The  slight  which  the  commission  of  claims  has  endeavored  to  throw  upon  the 
most  respectable  authorities  of  Spain,  and  upon  His  Majesty  himself,  and  conse- 
quently, on  the  whole  nation,  has  caused  His  Majesty  great  pain 

I  have,  therefore  the  order  of  my  Government  to  inform  you  that  it  can  not  keep 
silence  when  an  act  so  incontestable  is  placed  in  doubt;  and  I  beforehand  protlst 

v;irp''i?th'^r'Pr"''l^?''v,^?^^''^^/°y  "^•''^■'^'°'^  °*  t^^  commissioners  anointed  in 
virtue  of  the  treaty,  which  mvalidates  in  any  manner  the  acknowledo!iSent  made 
by  my  Government  of  the  total  debt  of  Mr.  Meade,  agreeably  to  the  certSe  Xch 
they  sent  to  hmi  m  consequence,  and  which  is  in  their  possession     ''''™°''''^*  ^^"^'^ 

conswirati'on  ^°  '"'^"^^  *°  ^°"'  ''"'  ^^^  *^^'™°ny  °f  ^^y  distinguished  and  high 

liii,.uiio  DB  RivAs  Y  Salmon. 
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[Mr.  Adams  to  Mr.  Salmon.] 

Department  of  State, 

Washington,  April  S9,  182S. 

Sir:  I  have  had  the  honor  of  receiving  your  letter  of  the  15th  instant,  inclosing 
a  copy  of  one  bearing  date  the  16th  of  October,  1822,  from  Don  Joaquin  de  Anduaga 
to  Mr.  Meade. 

By  the  fifth  specific  renunciation  in  the  ninth  article  of  the  treaty  between  the  United 
States  and  Spain,  signed  on  the  22d  of  February,  1819,  but  ratified  by  His  Catholic 
Majesty  only  on  the  24th  of  October,  1820,  it  was  provided  that  the  renunciation  on 
the  part  of  the  United  States  of  all  claims  for  damages  or  injuries  sustained  by  them- 
selves, or  their  citizens,  from  Spain,  stipulated  by  the  preceding  part  of  the  same 
article,  should  extend — 

"To  all"  claims  of  citizens  of  the  United  States  upon  the  Spanish  Government, 
statements  of  which,  soliciting  the  interposition  of  the  Government  of  the  United 
States,  have  been  presented  to  the  Department  of  State,  or  to  the  minister  of  the 
United  States  in  Spain,  since  the  date  of  the  convention  of  1802,  and  until  the  signa- 
ture of  this  treaty." 

You  will  observe  that  the  time  of  the  signature,  and  not  that  of  the  ratification  by 
either  party,  nor  that  of  the  exchange  of  ratifications,  is  expressly  agreed  upon  as 
the  time,  until  which  the  claim  and  the  statements  of  them  to  the  Department  of 
State,  or  to  the  minister  of  the  United  States  in  Spain,  had  been  received;  which 
claims  were  on  the  part  of  the  United  States  renounced. 

The  reason  for  fixing  upon  this  particular  time  for  the  period  at  which  the  obliga- 
tion of  the  United  States  to  assume  the  payment  of  these  claims  should  terminate,  is 
obvious.  It  was  neither  proper,  nor  could  it  be  the  intention  of  the  parties,  that 
they  should  renounce  claims  or  admit  statements  of  them  not  known  to  the  party 
assuming  the  obligation  at  the  time  of  contracting  it.  Whatever  claims  might  arise, 
or  whatever  statements  of  them  might  be  made  after  the  signature  of  the  treaty, 
were  not,  therefore,  and  could  not,  with  propriety,  be  provided  for  by  it. 

By  the  eleventh  article  of  the  same  treaty,  it  was  stipulated  that — 

"The  United  States,  exonerating  Spain  from  all  demands  in  future,  on  account  of 
the  claims  of  their  citizens,  to  which  the  renunciations  herein  contained  extend,  and 
considering  them  entirely  canceled,  undertake  to  make  satisfaction  for  the  same  to 
an  amount  not  exceeding  $5,000,000."     That — 

' '  To  ascertain  the  full  amount  and  validity  of  these  claims,  a  commission,  to  consist 
of  the  three  commissioners,  citizens  of  the  United  States,  shall  be  appointed  by  the 
President,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate;  which  commission 
shall  meet  at  the  city  of  Washington,  and,  within  the  space  of  three  years  from  the 
time  of  their  first  meeting,  shall  receive,  examine,  and  decide  upon  the  amount  and 
validity  of  all  claims  included  within  the  descriptions  above  mentioned."  That  "the 
said  commissioners  shall  take  an  oath  or  affirmation,  to  be  entered  on  the  record  of 
their  proceedings,  for  the  faithful  and  diligent  discharge  of  their  duties; ' '  and  that ' '  the 
said  commissioners  shall  be  authorized  to  hear  and  examine,  on  oath,  every  question 
relative  to  the  said  claims,  and  to  receive  all  suitable  authentic  testimony  concerning 
the  same.  And  the  Spanish  Government  shall  furnish  all  such  documents  and  eluci- 
dations as  may  be  in  their  possession,  for  the  adjustment  of  the  said  claims,  accord- 
ing to  the  principles  of  justice,  the  laws  of  nations,  and  the  stipulations  of  the  treaty 
between  the  two  parties  of  27th  October,  1795;  the  said  documents  to  be  specified, 
when  demanded,  at  the  instance  of  the  said  commissioners." 

It  has  been  necessary  to  set  forth,  in  the  terms  of  the  treaty  itself,  the  engage- 
ments respectively  contracted  by  the  parties  to  it  in  these  articles,  in  order  to  show 
with  clearness  their  bearing  upon  the  question  now  brought  into  discussion  by  your 
letter  and  that  of  Mr.  Anduaga,  which  is  inclosed. 

The  claims,  payment  of  which  to  a  fixed  and  limited  amount  was  assumed  by  the 
United  States,  were  claims  not  only  existing,  but  statements  of  which  had  been 
exhibited  at  the  Department  of  State  or  to  the  minister  of  the  United  States  in  Spain, 
before  the  signature  of  the  treaty. 

To  ascertain  the  full  amount  and  validity  of  those  claims,  commissioners  were  to  be 
appointed,  to  act  under  oath,  and  charged  with  the  duty  to  receive,  examine,  and 
decide  upon  the  amount  and  validity  of  all  the  claims. 

And  the  Spanish  Government  solemnly  bound  itself  to  furnish  all  such  documents 
and  elucidations  as  might  be  in  their  possession  for  the  adjustment  of  the  said 
claims. 

If  anything  in  human  intention  can  be  made  clear  by  human  language,  it  is  that 
the  claims  provided  for  by  the  above  stipulation  were  in  the  condition  as  they  had 
been  exhibited  at  the  time  of  the  signature  of  the  treaty;  that  the  authority  and  the 
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trust  of  examining,  ascertaining,  and  deciding  their  amount  and  validity,  was  solely 
and  exclusively  committed  to  the  commissioners,  and  that  the  Spanish  Government 
was,  and  is,  bound  to  furnish  them,  at  their  demand,  all  documents  and  elucida- 
tions in  possession  of  the  said  Government  for  the  adjustment  of  the  claims. 

No  transaction  between  any  of  the  claimants  and  the  Spanish  Government  sub- 
sequent to  the  signature  of  the  treaty  could  be  evidence  to  the  commissioners  of  the 
condition  of  the  claim  at  the  time  of  that  signature.  No  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the 
commissioners,  either  to  the  Government  of  the  United  States  or  of  Spain,  was  reserved. 
By  the  transfer  to  the  United  States  of  the  obligation  of  making  payment,  conformably 
to  the  treaty,  of  those  claims,  Spain  deliberately  and  with  full  knowledge  transferred 
also  the  right  of  examining  and  deciding  their  amount  and  validity.  It  is  to  little 
purpose,  therefore,  that  Mr.  Anduaga's  letter  descants  so  largely  upon  the  variety 
and  respectability  of  the  Spanish  commissions  and  tribunals  which,  rnany  months 
after  the  signature  of  the  treaty,  undertook  to  liquidate — that  is,  to  decide  upon  the 
amount  and  validity  of  Mr.  Meade's  claim  upon  the  Spanish  Government.  Neither 
the  number  nor  the  character  of  those  courts  is  at  all  questioned;  but  from  the  day 
of  the  signature  of  the  treaty  they  had  no  jurisdiction  to  try  or  decide  upon  any  of 
the  claims  the  payment  of  which  was  assumed  by  the  United  States.  Whatever 
jurisdiction  they  did  exercise,  however  obligatory  it  might  be  upon  His  Catholic 
Majesty's  Government,  could  have  no  effect  whatever  to  charge  the  United  States 
or,  so  far  as  they  were  concerned,  to  change  the  condition  of  the  claim,  as  it  had 
been  exhibited  to  the  Government  of  the  United  States  or  to  their  minister  at 
Madrid  before  the  signature  of  the  treaty.  It  had  been  exhibited  as  an  unsettled 
and  unliquidated  claim ;  if  comprised  at  all  within  the  provisions  of  the  treaty,  it  was 
an  unsettled  and  unliquidated  claim,  upon  which,  as  upon  all  the  rest,  the  commis- 
sion instituted  under  the  treaty  wa,3  by  the  express  engagement  of  both  parties 
exclusively  to  decide. 

It  is  alleged  by  Mr.  Anduaga,  and  repeated  in  substance  by  you,  that  the  decision 
by  the  Spanish  tribunals  upon  the  amount  and  validity  of  Mr.  Meade's  claim,  made 
many  months  after  the  signature  of  the  treaty,  many  months  even  after  His  Catholic 
Majesty  was  bound  to  have  ratified  the  same  and  after  its  ratifications  ought  to  have 
been  exchanged,  was  given  at  the  earnest  instance  of  the  minister  of  the  United 
States  in  Spain,  and  that  he,  as  well  as  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  expressed 
their  satisfaction  at  the  event.  The  answer  to  this  argument  is,  however,  furnished 
by  Mr.  Anduaga  and  by  you.  Mr.  Anduaga  says,  "when  all  this  was  done  there 
was  no  probability  that  the  United  States  would  be  obliged  to  pay  this  debt" — that 
is  to  say,  there  was  no  probabiUty  that  His  Catholic  Majesty  would  perform  the 
express  and  solemn  promise  that  he  had  made  to  ratify  the  treaty.  Undoubtedly, 
when  there  was  no  probability  that  the  United  States  would  be  charged  with  the 
payment  of  the  debt,  their  government  and  their  minister  did  earnestly  press  the 
Spanish  Government  to  do  justice  at  least  to  Mr.  Meade.  What  that  justice  was, 
what  was  the  amount  and  vaUdity  of  his  claim  upon  the  Spanish  Government,  the 
United  States  neither  had  nor  claimed  the  right  to  decide.  So  far  as  it  was  au  obli- 
gation to  be  paid  by  Spain,  and  by  which  no  other  interests  of  the  United  States  or 
of  their  citizens  could  be  affected,  the  right  to  decide  upon  it  was  exclusively  of  the 
resort  of  Spanish  tribunals,  and  the  American  Government  and  minister  naturally 
expressed  their  satisfaction  at  the  adjustment  by  the  Spanish  Government  of  a  claim 
of  one  of  their  citizens,  in  whose  favor  they  had  taken  a  deep  and  generous  interest- 
it  being  always  understood  by  them  that  this  interest  did  not  conflict  with  their 
duties  to  the  people  of  the  United  States,  and  to  all  their  other  fellow-citizens  also 
claimants  upon  Spam,  and  m  whose  favor  their  Government  was  bound  to  take  an 
mterest  as  earnest  and  generous  as  in  that  of  Mr.  Meade 

While  there  was  no  probability  that  the  treaty  would  be  ratified  by  Spain  the 
adjustment_  by  Spanish  tribunals,  binding  only  upon  Spain,  could  in  no  wise  affect 
any  other  right  or  interest  of  the  people  of  the  United  States  or  of  other  American 
citzens,  claimants  upon  Spam.  That  adjustment  could  in  no  wise  charge  the  United 
States.  It  was  an  obligation  of  Spam,  contracted  after  the  signature  hi  the  treatv 
and  was  thereby  excluded  by  the  express  terms  of  the  treaty  i&elf  from  the  number 

«Pli=°'^T>^''''  *''?  ^'''^^  ,^*^*^!  ^^  ^y  *^^  t'-^^ty  engaged  to  assume  uponXem- 
selves  The  cognizance  taken  at  the  time  by  the  Spanish  tribunals  of  this  claim 
and  the  acknowledgment  of  the  amount  and  validity  of  this  one  alone  as  you  affir^ 
among  many  hundreds  of  other  claims  of  American  citizens,  many  o  much  Cn™r 
standmg  and  all  equally  entitled  to  adjustment  and  liquidation,  are  indeed  poSl 
arguments  to  prove  that  Mr.  Meade's  claim  was  not  one  of  those  for  which  Xafn 
had  intended  to  provide  by  the  treaty.  And  this  argument  is  strong  fortified  bv 
another,  which  Mr.  Meade  himself  and  his  learned  counsel  in  tWs  countrv  have 
urged  with  great  force,  namely,  that  the  claims  of  Mr.  Meade  upon  S^a°  n  we^re  of  a 
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nature  which,  by  the  laws  of  nations  and  of  justice,  Spain  could  not  discharge,  and 
the  United  States  could  not  renounce  by  any  treaty  or  compact  between  themselves. 
The  conclusion  from  these  arguments,  it  correct,  undoubtedly  is  that  Mr.  Meade's 
claims  upon  Spain  were  not  intended  to  be,  and  even  could  not  be,  provided  for  by 
the  treaty,  and  were,  therefore,  not  included  in  it.  If,  then,  the  commissioners  under 
the  treaty  did  in  the  first  instance  entertain  very  serious  doubts  whether  the  claim 
of  Mr.  Meade  was  among  those  provided  for,  or  intended  to  be  provided  for,  by  the 
treaty,  it  was  to  these  proceedings  of  the  Spanish  Government,  after  the  signature  of 
the  treaty,  and  to  the  argument  of  Mr.  Meade  and  his  counsel  against  the  right  of  the 
contracting  parties  to  the  treaty  to  dispose  of  Mr.  Meade's  claim,  that  these  doubts 
must  be  ascribed.  It  was  assuredly  never  the  intention  of  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  in  that  treaty  either  to  renounce  any  claim  which  they  had  not  the 
right  to  assume,  nor  to  assume  any  claim  which  they  had  not  the  right  to  renounce; 
as  far  was  it,  doubtless,  from  the  intention  of  Spain  to  discharge  any  just  claim  of 
Mr.  Meade's  upon  her  by  the  attempt  to  transfer  it  to  a  third  party  without  his  con- 
sent. Nothing  can  be  more  clear  than  that  Spain  remains  at  this  hour  bound  to 
satisfy  to  the  last  real  every  claim  acknowledged  by  herself  to  be  just,  and  which 
she  had  not  the  right  to  transfer  to  a  third  party  without  the  consent  of  the  claimant. 

The  treaty,  by  ite  express  terms,  made  provision  only  for  unsettled  and  unliquidated 
claims.  The  United  States  assumed  them,  as  they  existed  and  had  been  exhibited 
at  the  signature  of  that  instrument,  the  22d  of  February,  1819.  In  assuming  the 
duty  of  Spain  to  discharge  those  claims,  the  United  States  acquired  the  right,  and  it 
was,  in  express  words,  secured  to  them  by  the  treaty,  of  ascertaining  and  deciding, 
exclusively  by  a  commission  of  their  own  citizens,  the  amount  and  validity  of  each 
claim  assumed.  At  the  same  moment,  when  the  obligation  to  discharge  the  claim 
attached  to  the  United  States,  this  exclusive  right  of  the  commission  to  examine  and 
decide  its  amount  and  validity  attached  with  it.  From  that  moment  the  Spanish 
tribmials  had  no  more  right  to  examine  or  pass  in  any  manner  upon  the  claims  than 
the  tribunals  of  the  United  States  had  to  examine  and  pass  upon  them  before  the 
signature  of  the  treaty.  This  provision  imported  no  distrust  in  the  justice  or  integ- 
rity of  the  Spanish  tribunals.  It  followed  as  an  indispensable  consequence  from  the 
engagement  contracted  by  the  United  States  to  pay  the  claims. 

By  the  treaty  itself,  and  by  the  full  power  of  Don  Luis  de  Onis,  its  negotiator  on 
the  part  of  Spain,  His  Catholic  Majesty  was  bound  to  ratify  the  treaty,  so  that  the 
ratifications  should  be  exchanged  within  six  months  from  the  day  of  its  signature. 
Had  this  engagement  been  performed,  Mr.  Meade's  claims  would  have  remained  in 
the  same  state  in  which  they  had  been  on  the  day  of  the  signature  of  the  treaty, 
unsettled  and  unliquidated.  Mr.  Meade's  claims  were  not  provided  for  by  name, 
nor  had  any  mention  of  them  been  made  in  the  course  of  the  negotiation.  The  Span- 
ish Government  was,  at  that  time,  so  far  from  admitting  that  Mr.  Meade  had  any 
just  claim  upon  them,  that  they  had  but  very  recently,  at  the  earnest  and  peremp- 
tory interposition  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  released  him  from  impris- 
onment as  a  defaulter  to  them. 

The  treaty  remaining  unratified  by  His  Catholic  Majesty,  and,  as  Mr.  Anduaga 
affirms,  there  being  no  probability  that  it  would  be  ratified,  long  after  the  period  had 
expired  when  he  had  promised  on  his  royal  word  that  it  should  be  ratified,  the 
minister  of  the  United  States  at  Madrid,  at  the  earnest  and  repeated  solicitations  of 
Mr.  Meade,  certainly  did  urge  the  Spanish  Government  to  adjust,  liquidate,  and  sat- 
isfy his  claims.  From  the  nature  of  these  claims,  his  learned  counsel  in  this  country 
have  since  drawn  it  in  question,  whether  the  Government  of  the  United  States  had 
any  right  to  interpose  with  that  of  Spain  in  relation  to  them  at  all;  and  upon  this 
question  depends  the  other,  before  noticed,  whether  Spain  could  by  treaty  transfer 
to  the  United  States  her  own  obligation  to  pay  those  claims.  They  were  claims  which 
Mr.  Meade  had  acquired,  not  in  his  neutral  character  as  a  citizen  of  the  United  States, 
buttis  a  voluntary  contractor  with  the  Spanish  Government,  while  residing  in  their 
territory  and  living  under  their  allegiance.  They  were,  therefore,  unquestionably 
much  less  entitled  to  the  interference  of  the  American  Government  than  the  great 
mass  of  the  claims  provided  for  by  the  treaty — claims  for  wrongs  suffered  by  citizens 
of  the  United  States  in  their  genuine  character  as  such;  for  wrongs,  in  the  origin  of 
which  there  was  no  voluntary  agency  of  their  own,  no  forfeiture  of  their  neutral 
rights,  no  resort  but  to  the  perfect  obligation  of  their  own  Government  to  support 
them.  Had  the  Spanish  Government,  at  the  time  when  the  minister  of  the  United 
States  interposed  in  behalf  of  this  claim,  taken  the  ground  of  argument  since  assumed 
by  Mr.  Meade  and  his  counsel;  had  they  said,  this  is  a  claim  in  which  the  Govern- 
ment of  the  United  States  have  no  right  to  interfere;  a  question  upon  contracts 
between  Mr.  Meade  and  us  while  living  in  our  territories  and  amenable  to  our  laws; 
undoubtedly,  by  the  principles  of  the  rights  and  duties  of  nations,  universally  recog- 
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nized  Mr  Meade  and  the  American  Government  must  fain  iiave  put  up  with  this 
aiswVas  concCve;  and  Mr.  Meade's  claim  could  never  have  been  pretended  to  be 
included  in  the  provisions  of  the  treaty.  ,      ,,     „        •  i, /^^^vr^ment  or  bvMr 

■Rnt  no  such  s?ound  was  then  taken,  either  by  the  Spanish  Government  or  by  -Mr. 
Meade  So  IMe  was  his  reliance  upon  the  justice  of  theGovernment  with  which 
he  had  contracted  and  under  whose  protection  he  dwelt  without  the  efefaUnter- 
position  in  his  favor  of  the  Government  under  which  he  had  been  born,  that  his 
entreaties  for  the  interposition  of  the  American  minister  and  Government  in  favor  of 
Us  clt  ms  were  urgent  and  unceasing.  To  this  interposition  the  Spanish  Govern 
ment  did  not  object.  Mr.  Meade  desired  that  provision  for  his  claim  should  be  made 
in  the  treaty  which  was  then  negotiating,  and  made  known  this  d«^ire  to  the  Govern- 
ment of  thi  United  States.  He  was  informed,  m  answer  that  it  the  treaty  should 
be  concluded  his  claims  would  be  considered  and  attended  to,  as  far  as  might  be 
practicable,  in  common  with  the  others;  and  to  this  arrangement  he  never  suggested 
an  objection  till  after  the  ratification  of  the  treaty  by  Spam,  nor  until  ]ust  at  the 
moment  before  its  second  ratification  by  the  United  States.  He  then  to  be  sure  and 
then  for  the  first  time,  addressed  the  President  and  Senate  of  the  United  States, 
calling  upon  them  to  refuse  the  ratification  of  a  treaty  in  which  the  only  possible 
indemnity  of  many  hundreds  of  their  fellow-citizens  for  their  losses,  to  the  amount 
of  $5  000,000,  was  secured;  or,  to  make  the  ratification  conditional,  that  another 
article  should  be  added,  by  which  his  claim,  not  as  existing  at  the  time  of  the  si^a- 
ture  of  the  treaty,  but  as  many  months  after  that  compact  ought  to  have  been  ratified 
by  Spain,  liquidated  by  Spanish  officers,  before  the  Spanish  ratification  of  the  treaty, 
should  be  paid  to  the  full  amount  as  acknowledged  by  them  and  without  bemg  sub- 
ject, like  all  the  other  claims,  to  the  honest  investigation  and  scrutiny  of  theAmerican 
commissioners;  and  the  principal  argument  urged  by  Mr.  Meade's  counsel  in  support 
of  this  demand,  that  the  American  Government  should  sacrifice  the  acquisition  of  the 
Floridas  and  $5,000,000  of  indemnities  justly  due  to  their  citizens,  whose  right  to  the 
effectual  support  of  their  country  was  perfect,  was,  that  his  claim  was  of  a  nature  that 
the  American  Government  had  no  right  to  interpose  with  Spain  in  its  favor  at  all. 

If  the  claim  of  Mr.  Meade  upon  Spain  was  included  among  those  provided  for  by 
the  treaty,  it  was,  in  common  with  all  the  others,  to  be  treated  like  all  the  others, 
and  to  abide  the  same  issue  with  the  others.  Such  was  the  clear,  unequivocal  inten- 
tion of  both  parties  to  the  treaty;  nor  could  the  American  Government,  in  equal 
justice  to  all  the  claimants,  have  negotiated  upon  any  other  principle.  The  amount 
of  claims  exhibited  to  them,  to  be  provided  for  by  the  treaty,  as  stated  by  the  claim- 
ants themselves,  was  nearly  ten  times  the  five  millions  which  they  agreed  that  the 
people  of  the  United  States  should  pay  from  the  proceeds  of  the  Florida  lands  to 
discharge  them.  But  it  was  well  imderstood  that  many  of  the  claims  were  not  even 
valid  against  Spain;  that  most  of  them  were  swollen,  by  the  statements,  far  beyond 
what,  upon  a  fair  examination,  would  be  found  to  be  due;  that  equitable  deductions 
from  equitable  claims  would  reduce  almost  all  of  them  within  very  contracted  dimen- 
sions, and  that,  for  the  whole  mass  of  them,  the  only  hope  of  the  claimants  was  in 
the  munificence  of  the  treaty.  They  were  all,  by  the  terms  of  the  treaty,  unsettled 
claims.  Their  just  amount  could  then  be  only  judged  of  by  an  estimate,  in  many 
respects  conjectural;  but  it  was  believed  upon  considerations,  duly  weighed,  that 
when  stripped  of  all  their  appendages  to  naked  justice  $5,000,000  would  be  suffi- 
cient to  cover  them  all.  As  they  were  to  be  paid  by  the  people  of  the  United  States, 
it  was  the  duty  of  the  Government  to  allow  no  larger  sum  than  would  be  sufficient, 
in  rigorous  justice,  to  discharge  them.  It  might  happen  that  even  the  just  and  indis- 
putable claims  would  amount  to  something  more.  In  that  case,  the  claimants  must 
consider  it  as  a  composition  of  their  claims,  the  best  that  their  Government  has  been 
able  to  obtain  for  them,  and  it  was  not  doubted  that  they  who  had  been  from  one  to 
twenty  years  waiting,  with  very  little  probability  of  ever  obtaining  anvthing  for  their 
claims,  would  be  more  than  contented  to  receive,  so  nearly,  all  that  thev  could  have 
asked,  and  to  abandon  to  their  country  the  small  remainder  for  the  salvage  of  the 
rest.  But  to  render  this  principle  compatible  with  justice  to  all  parties,  it  was  indis- 
pensable that  all  the  claims  should  be  placed  upon  the  same  footing;  that  all  should 
be  subjected  to  the  close,  vigilant,  and  rigorous  scrutiny  and  investigation  of  an 
upright  and  inteUigent  commission  of  American  citizens;  thatall  should  be  alike  sub- 
mitted to  their  examination  and  decision,  and  that  no  transaction  between  the 
Spanish  Government  and  any  one  of  the  claimants,  subsequent  to  the  signature  but 
before  the  ratification  of  the  treaty,  should  alter  the  character  of  his  claim '  and 
give  him  an  advantage,  at  the  expense  of  the  people  of  the  United  States,  and  of  all 
the  other  claimants  under  the  treaty.  If  the  American  Government  could  have 
admitted  any  discrimination  between  the  claims,  and  that  anyone  should  have  been 
privileged  above  the  rest,  Mr.  Meade's  claim,  if  the  present  argument  of  his  learned 
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counsel  ia  sound,  would  have  been  the  very  lowest  on  the  list,  and  the  least  entitled 
to  favor;  since  most,  if  not  all  the  rest,  were  claims  which  the  American  Government 
had  been  from  the  beginning  bound,  by  the  duty  of  protection  to  the  rights  of  their 
own  citizens,  to  support  and  maintain,  even,  if  necessary,  to  the  issuing  of  reprisals, 
while  that  of  Mr.  Meade,  incurred  voluntarily  by  himself  with  the  Spanish  Govern- 
ment, while  domiciliated  in  Spain,  and  by  transactions  of  no  neutral  character,  was 
of  a  nature  to  leave  it  doubtful  whether  the  American  Government  had  ever  possessed 
the  right  of  interposing  in  its  behalf  at  all. 

The  interest  taken,  therefore,  by  the  American  minister  at  Madrid  in  Mr.  Meade's 
favor  by  urging  on  the  Spanish  Government  the  settlement  of  his  claims;  the  satisfac- 
tion that  he  expressed  after  the  liquidation  had  been  obtained;  the  letter  of  con- 
gratulation from  the  American  Secretary  of  State  to  Mr.  Meade  upon  the  event  when 
informed  of  it  by  him,  have  not  the  slightest  bearing  upon  this  argument.  The 
answer  to  all  this  is  furnished  by  Mr.  Anduaga,  when  he  says:  "There  was  then  fio 
probability  that  the  treaty  would  be  ratified  by  Spain. "  The  American  minister  and 
Secretary  of  State  expected  that  what  the  Spanish  tribunals  had  liquidated  and  set- 
tled, the  Spanish  Government  would  pay.  They  knew  perfectly  well  that  no  inter- 
ests of  the  people  of  the  United  States,  or  of  the  other  claimants  upon  Spain,  could 
be  injuriously  affected  by  this  Spanish  liquidation  of  Mr.  Meade's  claims.  If  the 
treaty  should  be  ratified,  and  Mr.  Meade  should  be  receivable  as  a  claimant  under 
it,  they  knew  that  his  claims  could  be  admitted  only  as  provided  for  by  the  treaty, 
and  that  no  intermediate  transaction  between  him  and  the  Spanish  Government 
could  be  evidence  of  his  claims  as  they  had  existed  and  been  exhibited  at  the  signature 
of  the  treaty;  that  no  decision  of  a  Spanish  tribunal  could  settle  that  which  the 
treaty,  in  express  terms,  reserved  to  the  exclusive  decision  of  the  American  commis- 
sion. If  the  treaty  should  not  be  ratified,  they  rejoiced  that  their  exertions  in  his 
favor  had  been  so  far  successful,  that  he  had  a  nearer  prospect  of  obtaining  satisfac- 
tion from  the  Spanish  Government  itself.  Their  pleasure  was  that  of  a  benevolent 
and  friendly  feeling  toward  Mr.  Meade.  But  the  American  Government  had  duties 
of  a  more  imperious  nature  to  others — to  the  people  of  the  United  States,  and  to  all 
their  fellow-citizens — the  other  claimants  upon  Spain.  To  them  it  was  due  that  if 
the  treaty  should  be  ratified,  and  Mr.  Meade  be  a  claimant  under  it,  his  claim  should 
stand  on  the  same  foundation  and  pass  through  the  same  ordeal  with  the  rest.  The 
American  Government  knew  that  it  was  so  stipulated  in  the  treaty;  and  they  little 
expected  the  pretension  that  by  this  separate  transaction  between  him  and  the 
Spanish  Government,  the  treaty  being  yet  unratified,  the  nature  of  the  engagements 
of  the  United  States  in  it  was  changed,  if  it  ever  should  be  ratified;  that  they  would 
be  bound  to  receive,  as  settled,  claims  which  they  had  engaged  to  receive  as  unset- 
tled, and  to  take  the  dictum  of  a  Spanish  tribunal  as  the  decision  which  the  treaty 
had  trusted  exclusively  to  an  American  commission. 

Mr.  Meade  himself,  and  the  learned  counsel  whom  he  has  employed  in  this  coun- 
try, know  better.  They  were  the  first  to  doubt  whether  his  claims  were  provided 
for  by  the  treaty  at  all.  They  clearly  saw  that,  if  provided  for,  it  was  only  upon  the 
same  terms  and  upon  the  same  conditions  with  all  the  rest.  His  memorial  to  the 
President  of  the  United  States,  objecting  to  the  ratification  of  the  treaty,  was  on  the 
avowed  and  only  ground,  that  it  had  not  provided  for  the  satisfaction  of  his  claims. 
He  demanded  that  the  ratification  of  the  treaty  should  be  refused,  or  given  upon 
condition  that  a  new  article  should  be  added,  providing  for  the  payment,  in  full,  of 
his  claims;  that  the  Floridas  should  be  sacrificed,  and  the  only  hopes  of  many  hun- 
dreds of  other  claimants  blasted,  that  he  might  be  sure  to  receive,  at  the  expense  of 
the  United  States,  payment,  to  the  last  maravedi,  of  what  a  Spanish  tribunal  had, 
since  the  treaty  was  concluded,  awarded  him  as  a  debt  due  to  him  from  Spain.  His 
memorial  insisted  that  neither  Spain  nor  the  United  States  had  ever  possessed  the 
right  of  making,  between  themselves,  a  composition  of  his  claims;  and  without  being 
aware  or  mindful  that,  if  this  position  was  true,  the  irresistible  conclusion  from  it  was, 
that  they  were  not  included  in  the  treaty  at  all,  and  remained  in  full  force  against 
Spain,  as  if  the  treaty  had  never  been  made,  he  yet  required  that  the  United  States 
should  make  the  ratification  of  tliis  treaty  conditional  upon  the  assent  of  Spain  to 
another,  by  which  his  claims  should  be  distinguished  from  all  the  rest,  admitted  with- 
out asking  questions,  and  paid  without  the  deduction  of  a  mille.  And  the  principal 
argument  for  this  moderate  proposal  was,  that  his  claims  upon  Spain  were  such  that 
the  American  Government  has  never  possessed  the  right  of  interfering,  to  support 
them  against  Spain,  at  all. 

Thus,  Mr.  Meade  himself,  and  his  learned  counsel,  first  raised  the  question  whether 
his  claims  were  included  among  those  provided  for  by  the  treaty;  and  if  they  failed 
of  convincing  the  President  and  Senate  of  the  United  States  of  the  propriety  of  with- 
holding the  ratification  of  the  treaty  which  they  had  made,  to  exact  the  consent  of 
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Spain  to  another  which  they  had  not  made,  they  conclusively  proved  that  the  United 
States  had  never  been  under  obligations  of  negotiating  with  Spain  concerning  them 
at  all,  and  gave  plausible  color  at  least  to  the  belief  that  his  claims,  not  bemg 
embraced  by  the  provisions  of  the  treaty,  remained,  in  all  their  force,  acknowledged 
and  uniinpaired,  to  be  paid,  without  reduction  or  compromise,  from  the  treasury  of 

But  after  the  ratifications  of  the  treaty  had  been  exchanged,  and  after  the  commis- 
sion instituted  under  it  was  organized,  Mr  Meade  produced  before  them  his  claims 
as  being  among  those  provided  for  by  the  treaty;  and  when  the  commissioners,  in 
the  discharge  of  their  duty  to  their  country,  and  to  all  the  other  claimantswhose 
rights  and  interests  were  involved  in  the  decision;  when  the  commissioners,  yielding 
to  the  force  of  arguments  which  had  been  most  strenuously  urged  by  Mr.  Meade 
himself  and  counsel;  when  the  commissioners,  seeing  in  the  treaty,  which  was  their 
litw,  no  mention  of  Mr.  Meade's  claim  by  name,  and  no  description  of  claims  within 
which  it  could,  as  a  settled' and  liquidated  claim,  be  embraced;  when  the  commis- 
sioners, men  of  high  and  irreproachable  character,  with  the  oath  of  God  upon  their 
souls,  with  no  evidence  before  them  but  such  as  the  treaty  must  exclude,  and  no 
argument  but  that  of  Mr.  Meade  and  of  his  counsel,  excluding  his  claim  from  the 
treaty;  when  these  commissioners  but  intimated  an  opinion  that  Mr.  Meade's  claims 
were  not  among  those  submitted  by  the  treaty  to  their  decision,  the  basest  and  most 
inflammatory  anonymous  newspaper  publications  issued  from  a  prostituted  press, 
for  the  apparent  purpose  of  intimidatiug  by  defamation  the  members  of  a  judicial 
tribunal  from  the  discharge  of  their  trust,  according  to  the  conviction  of  their 
consciences. 

Mr.  Meade  then,  too,  resorted  to  the  Spanish  minister  in  this  country  for  his  testi- 
mony to  prove  that  it  had  been  the  intention  of  the  Spanish  Government  to  include 
his  claim  among  those  which  were  provided  for  by  the  treaty.  That  Spanish  minis- 
ter was  not  the  negotiator  of  the  treaty,  nor  could  he,  more  than  any  other  person, 
testify  to  the  intention  of  the  Spanish  Government  any  otherwise  than  as  appeared 
on  the  face  of  the  treaty  itself.  It  has  already  been  said  that  during  the  negotiation 
of  the  treaty,  neither  the  name  nor  the  claim  of  Mr.  Meade  had  e\er  been  mentioned 
between  the  negotiators,  and  that,  when  it  was  signed,  the  Spanish  Government  had 
never  admitted  that  he  had  a  valid  claim  upon  them  for  so  much  as  a  dollar.  Mr. 
Anduaga  did,  however,  furnish  Mr.  jNIeade  with  his  opinion  that  Mr.  Meade's  claim 
was  embraced  by  the  treaty,  and  that  opinion  was  laid  before  the  commissioners. 
Other  claims  were  also  presented  to  them,  involving  the  same  question,  whether  con- 
tracts of  the  Spanish  Government  had  been  among  the  cases  provided  for  by  the 
treaty,  and,  at  the  application  of  one  of  the  suitors,  they  addressed  a  letter  to  the 
Secretary  of  State,  suggesting  their  impressions  that  claims  of  that  description,  which 
the  American  Government  had  never  been  under  any  obligation  to  enforce,  and  in 
favor  of  which  even  their  right  to  interfere  might  be  questioned,  were  not  included 
in  the  treaty,  the  main  and  obvious  object  of  which  was  to  obtain  indemnity  for  the 
wrongs  of  American  citizens,  entitled,  beyond  all  question,  to  the  full  protection  of 
their  Government.  This  letter  was  laid  before  the  President  of  the  United  States, 
by  whose  direction  the  answer  was  returned,  which  was  conformable  to  the  truth  of 
the  facts;  and  this  formed  the  correspondence  which  you  state  to  have  been  commu- 
nicated by  Mr.  Meade  to  Mr.  Anduaga,  and  by  him  to  your  Government. 
•  J"!  concluding  the  treaty  the  American  Government  was  well  aware,  and  the  Span- 
ish Government  could  not  be  ingorant,  that  by  the  laws  of  eternal  justice,  a  nation 
has  no  more  than  an  individual  the  right  of  discharging  itself  from  the  obligation  of 
its  contracts  by  the  agreement  of  a  third  party  to  assume  them  without  the  consent 
express  or  implied,  of  the  party  (whether  nation  or  individual)  with  whom  the  con- 
tract was  made. 

.^''^'^1  i'l''^®®  *°  the  treaty  well  knew,  also,  that  contracts  and  liquidated  acknowl- 
edged debts  are  not,  in  their  nature,  subjects  of  negotiation,  especially  not  of  a  nego- 
tiation between  one  of  the  parties  with  a  third  party  not  privy  to  the  contract  The 
duty  of  a,  nation  bound  by  such  a  contract  is  not  negotiation  but  performance. 

They  likewise  knew  that,  with  regard  to  the  contracts  of  an  individual  born  in  one 
country,  with  the  government  of  another,  most  especially  when  the  individuaTcon- 
tracting  is  domiciliated  m  the  country  with  whose  government  he  contracte  and 
Sv  of  the°S  Tmr*'"^^  *°'  ^H  °:^''  Private^molument,  aid  without  the 
IhS^^oe^lJtpS^^^^^^^^ 
ttTeXran^rf^thTcSUr-^^^^  ^^^*  with  which^he  .olLt.ti^o^^{.X 

But  unacknowledged,  unsettled,  unliquidated  claims  form  the  natural  suhiert  of 
negotiation,  and  of  all  negotiation  the  necessary  and  cssentTal  character  is  compro- 
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mise.  Of  such  claims,  whether  originating  in  contractor  in  -vvrong,  the  very  applica- 
tion of  an  individual  to  one  (Tovernment,  to  assist  him  in  the  enforcement  of  his 
claims  upon  another,  imports,  of  itself,  the  consciousness  that  he  can  not  obtain  his 
claims  without  that  assistance,  and  makes  them  at  once  the  subject  of  negotiation 
and  compromise. 

For  such  unliquidated  claims,  alone,  provision  was  made  by  the  fifth  renunciation 
of  the  United  States  in  the  ninth  article  of  the  treaty  of  22d  February,  1819,  which 
by  its  terms  is  limited  to  claims  of  citizens  of  the  United  States  upon  the  Spanish 
Goyernment,  statements  of  which,  soliciting  the  interposition  of  the  Government 
of  the  United  States,  had  been  exhibited  since  the  convention  of  1802,  and  until  the 
signature  of  the  treaty. 

Mr.  Meade  was  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  who,  since  the  convention  of  1802, 
and  before  the  signature  of  the  treaty,  had  solicited  the  interposition  of  the  Govern- 
ment of  the  United  States,  and  had  presented  some  general  statement  of  part  of  his 
claims.  He  had  specially  desired  that  they  should  be  included  in  the  negotiation  of 
the  treaty,  and  had  been  informed  of  the  only-terms  upon  which  they  would  or 
could  be  considered  in  that  negotiation,  in  common  with  the  other  claims  for  which 
it  was  to  provide.  They  were  and  could  be  known  to  the  American  Government  only 
as  unsettled  and  disputed  claims,  and  the  right  to  negotiate  a  compromise  for  them, 
in  common  with  the  rest,  founded  upon  his  own  solicitation,  and  the  acquiescence  of 
Spain,  was  not  for  a  moment  questioned,  but  as  an  acknowledged  claim,  the  amount 
and  validity  of  which  was  known  and  admitted,  and  about  which  the  United  States 
and  Spain  had  no  right  to  negotiate  between  themselves  a  compromise,  not  sanc- 
tioned by  him,  it  certainly  was  not  included,  nor  ever  intended  to  be  included,  in 
the  treaty.  From  the  moment  that  Spain  considers  it  as  such  she  contracts  the 
obligation  of  discharging  it  herself,  as  a  contract  the  compromise  of  which  neither 
she  nor  the  United  States  could  rightfully  negotiate  between  themselves,  without  the 
privity  of  Mr.  Meade,  and  which,  not  having  been  so  negotiated,  she,  Spain,  is  bound 
in  honor  and  in  justice  to  him  to  discharge,  to  the  last  farthing,  from  her  own  treasury. 

This  is  what  Spain  can  perform  without  injustice  to  others  But  you  will  perceive 
at  a  glance  that  the  Government  of  the  United  States  could  not,  without  the  grossest 
injustice  to  their  nation,  and  to  all  the  other  claimants  under  the. treaty,  admit  that 
a  transaction  between  Spanish  tribunals  and  Mr.  Meade,  between  the  signature  and 
ratification  of  the  treaty,  should  change  the  nature  of  the  compact  between  the 
United  States  and  Spain,  control  the  express  terms  of  the  treaty  itself,  ^nd  bind  the 
commissioners,  charged  with  the  duty  of  ascertaining  and  deciding  the  amount  and 
validity  of  unliquidated  claims,  to  take  an  acknowledgement  in  1820  as  evidence  of 
the  condition  of  a  claim  in  1819.  The  sum  stipulated  for  payment,  by  the  United 
States,  of  all  the  claims  assumed,  was  limited  to  15,000,000.  The  amount  due  upon 
the  whole  mass  might  ultimately  be  found  less,  or  it  might  exceed  that  sum.  If  it 
should  prove  less,  the  balance  would  be  so  much  less  of  debt  to  be  paid  by  the  peo- 
ple of  the  United  States.  If  more,  a  proportional  deduction  from  the  sum  awarded 
to  every  claimant  must  be  made,  each  of  ivhom  must  make  this  small  sacrifice,  to  the 
adjustment  of  all  these  long  standing,  perplexed,  disputed,  and,  I  may  safely  say, 
otherwise  desperate  demands.  Those  of  Mr.  Meade,  in  February,  1819,  were  assur- 
edly not  less  desperate  than  the  rest.  To  allow  that  a  Spanish  tribunal,  long  after 
the  treaty  ought  to  have  been  ratified,  and  while  Spain  retained  the  power  of  ratify- 
ing or  rejecting  it,  should  select  this  claim  of  Mr.  Meade  from  all  the  rest,  to  invest  it 
with  the  exclusive  and  invidious  exemption  from  the  scrutiny  to  which  all  others  must 
be  subjected;  that  it  should  be  taken  out  of  the  treaty  for  examination  and  settle- 
ment, and  cast  back  upon  the  treaty  for  payment  in  full;  that  it  should  be  screened 
from  all  investigation,  and  privileged  from  all  proportional  deduction;  that  the  peo- 
ple of  the  United  States,  and  the  fund  devoted  to  the  just  indemnity  of  many  hun- 
dred claimants,  should  be  doubly  ransomed  to  satisfy  the  plenitude  of  that  claim, 
and  in  reverence  to  the  dignity  of  tribunals  which,  under  the  treaty,  had  no  right 
to  pass  upon  it  at  all,  would  be  as  wide  from  all  the  duties  of  the  American  Govern- 
ment aa  from  the  dictates  of  justice,  and  as  far  from  its  present  intentions  aa  from 
those  of  either  party  to  the  treaty  at  the  time  of  its  conclusion. 

It  was  intended  by  the  Government  of  the  United  States  that  Mr.  Meade's  claims, 
as  then  exhibited  to  them,  unsettled,  disputed  claims,  a  mixed  character  or  con- 
tracts, for  losses  upon  exchange,  for  depreciation  of  Spanish  Government  paper,  for 
interest,  and  for  damages,  all,  except  the  first,  of  most  uncertain  amount  and  validity, 
should,  in  common  with  the  other  claims  provided  for,  have  the  benefit  of  the  treaty. 
But  no  stipulation  of  special  favor  to  the  claims  of  Mr.  Meade,  at  the  expense  of 
other  claimants,  was  or  could  be  intended  by  the  Government  of  the  United  States. 
The  claim  presented  by  Mr.  Meade  to  the  commissioners  is  for  an  acknowledged 
debt  from  the  Spanish  Government  to  him,  dated  May,  1820,  and  directed  to  be  paid 
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out  of  the  funds  of  the  »oyal  finance  department,  with  interest.  To  aay  that  this  is 
not  the  claim  which,  in  February,  1819,  the  United  States  had  renounced  and  a^eed 
to  compound,  would  be  to  say  that  daylight  is  not  darkness  Mr.  Meade  might 
with  as  much  propriety,  have  purchased  m  the  market,  at  its  current  price,  any 
other  order  upon  the  funds  of  the  royal  finance  department,  and  brought  it  before 
the  commissioners  as  a  claim  provided  for  by  the  treaty,  as  he  could  this  order,  a 
part  of  the  sum  constituting  which  was  for  interest  accrued  after  the  treaty  had  been 

"^f\he  obligation  of  the' Spanish  Government  to  pay  Mr.  Meade,  with  interest,  the 
whole  amount  of  this  sum,  acknowledged  by  its  own  tribunals  tobe  due,  there  can 
be  no  doubt.  But  it  is  equally  clear  that  it  is  not  the  debt  which,  m  February^l819, 
the  United  States  had  agreed  to  assume,  to  consider  as  canceled,  and  to  discharge. 
It  was  not  the  claim  which  had  been  exhibited,  or  had  even  existed,  in  February, 
1819.  It  was  a  claim  of  a  totally  distinct  and  different  character.  It  was  a  new  obli- 
gation of  Spain,  for  which  no  provision  had  been  made  by  the  treaty,  and  with  which 
the  United  States  could  not,  without  injustice  to  themselves  and  to  all  the  other 
olB>i[D£ints  Idg  chSrrETGd.. 

By  the  intention  of  including  Mr.  Meade's  claims  among  those  provided  for  by  the 
treaty  at  the  time  of  its  negotiation,  the  American  Government  had  shown  its  kind- 
ness toward  him  to  the  utmost  verge  of  its  compatibility  with  their  duties  to  others. 
Mr.  Meade's  claims,  as  then  existing,  however  meritorious  as  against  Spam,  were  far 
from  being,  against  the  United  States,  as  deserving  as  many  others  with  which  they 
were  to  share  the  benefit  of  the  treaty.  They  were  claims,  part  of  which  were  for 
supplies  to  support  the  ally  of  Spain,  then,  or  very  shortly  after,  the  enemy  of  the 
United  States— supplies  to  maintain  a  cause  to  which,  so  far  as  concerned  Spain,  the 
United  States  were  neutral,  but  which  by  its  inseparable  connection  with  Great 
Britain  was  the  cause  of  that  nation  against  Mr.  Meade's  country.  There  was  no 
one  point  of  view  in  which  those  claims  could  be  considered  that  gave  them  a  title  to 
the  special  favor  or  support  of  the  American  Government  or  nation,  and  by  extend- 
ing to  them  the  advantages  of  a  composition  which  they  were  enabled  to  effect  with 
Spain  of  numerous  other  and  far  more  meritorious  claims,  in  meaning  to  do  equal 
justice  to  all,  they  perhaps  did  more  than  justice  to  Mr.  Meade. 

While,  therefore,  your  position  that  the  Spanish  nation  was  certainly  responsible 
(to  Mr.  Meade)  for  the  total  amount  of  the  acknowledged  debt  is  indisputable,  his 
Catholic  Majesty  will  find  by  further  examination  of  the  treaty  that  the  Government 
of  the  United  States  did  not  take  upon  itself,  by  the  latter  ratification  of  the  treaty,  nor 
ever  in  any  other  manner,  this  debt.  The  fifth  renunciation  of  the  ninth  article  of  the 
treaty  neither  did  nor  could  nor  was  ever  intended  to  include  this  debt,  and  the  latter 
ratification  of  the  United  States  neither  did  nor  could  in  the  slightest  degree  alter 
the  character  of  obligations  which  the  United  States  had  contracted  on  the  face  of 
the  treaty  on  the  22d  February,  1819.  The  fifth  renunciation  upon  its  face  and  by 
its  terms  was  limited  to  claims  stated,  but  unsettled,  of  uncertain  amount  and 
validity  as  existing  at  the  signature  of  the  treaty.  The  ratification  of  the  United 
States  could  no  more  change  the  import  of  this  renunciation  than  it  could  change 
the  words  in  which  it  was  expressed.  The  fourth  article  of  the  treaty  reserves  the 
examination  and  decision  of  the  amount  and  validity  of  all  the  claims  assumed  by 
the  United  States  for  the  exclusive  cognizance  of  a  commission  of  American  citizens, 
and  whoever  appears  before  them  as  a  claimant  under  the  treaty  must  abide  by  their 
decision,  conformably  to  the  treaty.  For  all  subsequent  engagements,  contracts,  and 
debts  of  the  Spanish  Government,  whether  with  Mr.  Meade  or  with  any  other  claim- 
ants, Spain,  and  not  the  United  States,  is  chargeable.  If  Mr.  Meade  claims  the 
benefit  of  the  treaty,  by  the  treaty  must  he  submit  to  be  judged,  and  according  to 
the  terms  of  the  treaty  must  he  receive  his  indemnity.  If  he  means  to  resort  to 
engagements,  or  debts  subsequently  contracted,  or  to  the  decisions  of  Spanish  tri- 
bunals, to  Spain  alone  must  he  have  recourse  for  satisfaction.  This  conclusion  can 
not  be  departed  from  by  the  Government  of  the  United  States.  It  is  due  to  the 
plain  intent  and  unequivocal  language  of  the  treaty;  it  is  due  to  the  rights  and 
interests  of  the  people  of  the  United  States;  it  is  due  to  those  of  many  hundreds  of 
their  citizens  whose  demands  upon  the  justice  of  Spain  were  at  least  as  strong  and 
clear,  and  whose  right  to  the  support  and  protection  of  their  country  was,  at  least, 
more  perfect  and  unequivocal  than  those  of  Mr.  Meade.  Special,  unstipulated  favor 
to  him  would  be  flagrant  injustice  to  them. 

When,  therefore,  in  the  conclusion  of  your  letter  vou  beforehand  solemnly  and 
respectfully  protest  against  any  decision  of  the  commissioners  appointed  in  virtue  of 
the  treaty  which  invalidates  in  any  manner  the  acknowledgment  made  bv  vour 
Government  of  the  total  debt  of  Mr.  Meade,  agreeably  to  the  certificate  which  they 
sent  to  him  in  consequence,  and  which  you  state  to  be  in  possession  of  the  commis- 
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sioners,  I  am  directed  to  say  in  answer,  first,  that  tlie  Government  of  the  United 
States  have,  no  more  than  the  Government  of  Spain,  the  right  or  authority  to  dictate 
or  control  the  decisions  of  the  commissioners  appointed  by  virtue  of  the  treaty  of 
the  22d  February,  1819;  and  that  as  the  United  States  will  not  assume  themselves, 
so  they  will  not  suffer  from  Spain,  the  exercise  of  any  such  dictation  or  control,  alike 
repugnant  to  the  principles  of  impartial  justice  and  to  that  judicial  independence 
which  constitutes  the  excellence  and  the  glory  of  the  institutions  both  of  this  country 
and  of  Spain;  and,  secondly,  that  there  neither  has  been  nor  is  there  reason  to  expect 
any  decision  of  the  commissioners  to  invalidate  in  any  manner  any  acknowledgment 
by  your  Government  of  the  total  debt  to  Mr.  Meade,  the  validity  of  any  such  acknowl- 
edgment being,  like  the  obligation  which  it  imports,  for  the  exclusive  cognizance  of 
the  Spanish  Government  itself,  and  importing  neither  obligation  nor  authority  for 
which  the  United  States  are  answerable  or  the  charge  of  wliich  they  have  ever  con- 
sented to  assume. 

I  pray  you,  sir,  to  accept  the  assurance  of  my  distinguished  consideration. 

John  Quincy  Adams. 

Don  HiLAKio  DE  RivAS  Y  Salmon, 

Charg6  d'  Affaires  from  Spain. 


(O.) 
[The  Count  Ofalia  to  Mr.  Nelson. — Translation.] 

Palace,  March  8, 18S4. 

Sik:  I  have  laid  before  the  King,  my  august  master,  your  note  of  the  25th  of  the 
last  month,  in  which  you  propose,  for  the  saving  of  time  and  expense,  to  deliver  to 
the  legation  the  original  documents  which  are  here,  and  which  may  be  found  nec- 
essary for  the  settlement  of  the  claims  of  American  citizens,  in  conformity  with  the 
treaty  of  the  22d  of  February,  1819,  in  the  place  of  copies  of  them. 

His  Majesty  being  informed,  he  commands  me  to  say  to  you  that  the  papers  of 
this  office  (secretaria)  have  been  thrown  into  great  confusion  by  their  removal  to 
Seville  and  Cadiz,  whence  they  are  expected  in  a  few  days.  As  soon  as  they  shall 
arrive  we  will  proceed  to  search  for  those  which  you  demand,  and  all  those  originals 
whose  delivery  may  not  be  inconvenient  shall  be  at  your  disposal;  those  also  which 
are  found  to  be  not  of  this  character  shall  be  furnished,  that  true  copies  of  them  may 
be  had,  conformably  with  the  treaty.  With  this,  I  have  the  pleasure  to  renew  to 
you  the  assurance  of  my  distinguished  consideration. 

The  CoNDE  DE  Ofalia. 


[Extract  of  a  letter  from  the  Count  de  Ofalia,  secretary  of  state,  to  Mr.  Nelson,  dated  Aranjuez,  May 
14, 1824.  "No. 5.  To  his  excellency  the  secretary  of  the  department  of  finance,  upon  the  case  of  Mr. 
Richard  W.  Meade."    Count  de  Ofalia  to  the  minister  of  finance.] 

Aean.iuez,  May  14,  18S4. 

By  the  treaty  of  the  22d  of  February,  1819,  Spain  obliged  itself  to  furnish  the  Gov- 
ernment of  the  United  States  of  America  all  the  documents  which  might  be  necessary 
for  the  adjustment  of  the  reclamations  of  its  subjects,  the  payment  of  which  it  remained 
bound  for  by  the  same  treaty. 

In  consequence  thereof  the  minister  plenipotentiary  has  claimed  various  jjapers 
relative  to  the  comprobation  of  said  reclamations,  and  among  them  those  relating  to 
the  contracts  and  other  affairs  of  Mr.  Richard  W.  Meade. 

In  your  department  there  exist  writings  on  this  important  affair  which,  it  appears, 
were  remitted  to  the  department  under  my  charge  on  the  24th  of  May,  1821,  and 
returned  on  the  26th  of  the  same  month,  in  which  there  are  probably  many  of  the 
documents  that  the  said  minister  calls  for,  agreeably  to  the  tenor  of  the  annexed 
ex-position  of  the  American  commissioners  of  the  18th  of  April,  1823  (and  which  I 
transmit  without  a  translation  on  account  of  the  urgency  with  wliich  the  documents 
are  demanded  and  from  the  scarcity  of  persons  in  this  royal  residence),  the  dispatch 
of  the  remainder,  corresponding  to  the  authorities  and  offices,  depending  upon  your 
ministry. 

The  King,  our  lord,  considering  on  one  side  the  obligation  contracted  by  the  treaty, 
and  the  benefit  which  has  accrued  to  the  royal  finance  of  being  released  by  it  from 
the  payment  of  near  ten  millions  of  reals,  to  which  the  claims  of  Meade  amounted, 
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commands  me  to  recommend  to  your  excellency  in  the  most  efficacious  manner  that 
you  will  facilitate  to  his  excellency,  the  aforesaid  minister  of  the  United  States,  or  to 
the  person  or  persons  that  he  may  delegate  for  the  purpose,  the  said  documents  in 
the  earliest  time  possible,  etc.  By  royal  order,  etc.  God  preserve  your  excellency 
many  years. 

Del  Conde  de  Ofalia. 
His  Excellency  the  Secretary  of  the  Department  of  Finance. 

Truly  extracted. 

DanibIj  Brent,  Chiej  Clerk. 

Department  of  State,  December  14, 


[Extract  of  a  letter  from  Mr.  Nelson,  minister  plenipotentiary  of  the  United  States  to  Spain,  to  the 
Secretary  of  State,  dated  May  17,  1824.] 

"Mr.  Appleton,  who  remained  at  Aranjuez  two  days  after  I  left  it,  returned  to  this 
place  last  night,  bringing  with  him  the  copies  of  the  orders  which  have  been  issued 
from  the  Department  of  State  to  the  several  offices,  for  supplying  the  papers  which 
have  been  demanded  under  the  Florida  treaty." 

The  foregoing  is  a  true  extract. 

Daniel  Brent,  Chief  Clerk. 

Department  of  State,  December  14,  1824. 


[Extract  of  a  letter  from  Mr.  Nelson,  minister  plenipotentiary  of  the  United  States  to  Spain,  to  the 
Secretary  of  State,  dated  31st  July,  1824.] 

"The  Spanish  Government  seem  disposed  to  proceed  with  the  calls  made  upon 
them  for  papers,  and  we  may  now  be  permitted  to  indulge  the  hope  that  most  of  the 
records  which  have  been  asked  for  will  be  supplied  before  a  very  distant  day.  From 
this  calculation  I  fear  \ye  must  exclude  the  papers  in  Meade's  case,  which,  being  so 
voluminous,  although  entered  upon  by  the  Spanish  officers  apparently  in  good  faith 
to  supply  them,  seem  to  forbid  any  well-founded  expectation  that  they  can  be  speedily 
furnished. ' ' 

The  above  is  a  true  extract. 

Daniel  Brent,  Chiej  Clerk. 

Department  op  State,  14fh  December,  1824. 


[Certificate  from  Dr.  Watkins  of  admission  and  rejection  of  E.  W.  Meade's  claim,  7th  June,  1S24.] 

[OfBce  of  the  commission  under  the  eleventh  article  of  the  treaty  between  the  United  States  and 

Spain.] 

Wa.shington,  June  7,  18-24. 
I,  Tobias  Watkins,  secretary  of  the  commission  under  the  eleventh  article  of  the 
treaty  of  the  22d  February,  1819,  between  His  Catholic  Majesty  and  the  United  States 
of  America,  being  thereto  requested  by  Richard  W.  Meade,  esq.,  do  hereby  certify 
and  make  known  to  all  whom  it  may  concern  that  on  the  6th  day  of  January  1822 
the  said  Richard  W.  Meade  presented,  to  be  filed  in  the  office  of  the  said  commission 
in  conformity  with  public  notice,  a  memorial  setting  forth  the  grounds  of  his  claim 
against  the  Spanish  Government;  that  said  memorial  was,  by  the  commission  read  and 
considered  on  the  27th  day  of  June,  1822,  and  on  the  same  day,  as  appears  bv  their 
journal  of  proceedings,  the  said  memorial  was  "received,"  which  term  "received" 
was  used  by  the  commission  to  signify  that  the  memorial  recited  a  claim  which  was 
considered  to  be  mcluded  within  the  provisions  of  the  treatv  aforesaid  \nd  I  do 
further  certify  that  on  the  29th  of  May,  1824,  as  appears  by  the  sai.l  journal  of  pro- 
ceedings, the  claim  set  forth  m  the  said  memorial  on  the  part  of  the  said  Richard  W 
Meade  was  by  the  said  commission  rejected  on  the  alleged  ground  that  the  evidence 
produced  was  not  sufficient  to  establish  the  same.  In  testimony  of  all  which  and  to 
the  end  that  the  same  may  be  used  as  to  the  said  Richard  W.  Meade  may  seem  meet 
and  proper,  I  have  granted  this  present  at  the  place  and  date  first  above  written, 
and  have  signed  and  sealed  the  same  with  my  own  proper  hand  and  seal.  ""  ' 

Secretary  to  the  Comml'<i<i on  under  the  Eleventh  Article  of  the  ireaty^Afaremid. 


MARGAKBT   MEADE.  73 

(P-) 
[Deposition  of  Don  Jos6  Canga  Arguelles. — Translation.] 

In  the  city  of  London,  on  the  9th  day  of  the  month  of  July,  in  the  year  1827, 
before  me,  Daniel  Simon  Merceron,  notary  public  of  thia  city,  and  in  the  presence  of 
the  witnesses  after  subscribing,  appeared  the  most  excellent  Senor  Don  Jos6  Canga 
Arguelles,  knight  of  the  Spanish  order  of  Charles  the  Third,  honorary  councillor 
of  state,  etc.,  who  says  and  declares,  as  by  these  presents  he  doth  solemnly  say 
and  declare  for  truth,  that  in  the  year  1811,  whilst  he,  the  deponent,  was  secretary 
of  state  and  of  the  department  of  finances  of  Spain  and  the  Indies,  under  the  regency 
of  Cadiz,  E.  W.  Meade.,  esq.,  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  through  his  intervention 
and  at  his  request,  made  considerable  advances  of  money  and  provisions  for  the 
maintenance  and  subsistence  of  the  Spanish  troops.  That  amongst  various  other 
contracts  entered  into  with  him  by  Meade  during  the  year  1811  and  the  beginning 
of  1812  was  one  for  12,000  barrels  of  flour,  which  were  destined  for  the  relief  of  the 
garrisons  of  Cartagena  and  Alicant,  on  the  coast  of  the  Mediterranean,  and  without 
which  relief  those  garrisons  would  inevitably  have  surrendered  to  the  French  troops 
by  which  they  were  besieged.  That  such  contract,  which  amoimted  to  204,000  hard 
dollars,  at  the  rate  of  17  hard  dollars  per  barrel  of  flour,  was  to  be  paid  for  out  of  the 
first  funds  that  should  arrive  from  the  American  colonies,  which  funds  were  momen- 
tarily expected  from  Lima  and  Vera  Cruz;  but,  unfortunately,  the  disturbances  which 
had  commenced  in  the  American  colonies  were  the  occasion  of  specie  not  having  been 
remitted  in  such  large  quantities  as  was  expected,  and  the  regency  was  obliged  to 
take  possession  of  and  appropriate  the  whole  of  the  specie  that  arrived  to  other 
important  services  of  the  state  which  would  not  admit  of  delay;  so  that  the  Govern- 
ment, contrary  to  its  inclination,  and  merely  from  its  then  urgent  necessity,  omitted 
to  pay  Meade  agreeably  to  the  stipulations  of  the  contract  and  conformably  to  the 
right  he  had  of  demanding  such  payment  under  the  most  express  privileges  granted 
to  him  by  the  Cortes  of  the  year  1812,  which,  likewise,  recognized  his  claim  as  a 
national  debt,  by  ordering  and  directing  that  the  same  should  be  punctually  paid 
out  of  a  moiety  of  the  specie  that  might  arrive  from  the  transmarine  colonies  in  the 
Spanish  treasury,  and  out  of  the  duties  on  the  specie  that  might  ari-ii^e  on  account  of 
individuals  which  was  ratified  by  the  Cortes  held  in  the  city  of  San  Fernando  in  the 
year  1813,  there  being  included  in  the  said  accounts  a  bill  of  exchange  for  300,000 
hard  dollars  given  to  Meade  on  the  royal  treasury  of  Vera  Cruz,  but  which  was  not 
honored  for  want  of  funds,  the  same  being  ordered  to  be  paid  in  Spain,  and  the  costs 
and  damages  to  be  settled  and  reimbursed  to  Meade,  conformably  to  the  lawa  and 
usages  of  Spain,  and  the  custom  of  merchants;  all  which  is  well  known  to  the  depo- 
nent from  the  circumstance  of  his  having  been  a  deputy  to  the  Cortes  in  the  year  1813, 
and  having  been  a  member  of  the  said  commission  of  finances  thereof,  and  having 
energetically  supported  the  same  at  the  public  session  wherein  the  business  was  dis- 
cussed. That  in  the  year  1814,  on  the  arrival  of  King  Ferdinand  in  Spain,  the  Cortes 
were  dissolved  by  an  armed  force,  and  the  deponent,  one  of  the  deputies  thereof, 
was  arrested,  and  imprisoned  with  the  greatest  rigor  until  the  month  of  March,  1820; 
at  which  period  the  King  swore  to  and  reestablished  the  constitution  of  the  year 
1812;  and  in  the  same  month  the  deponent  was  called  to  Madrid,  and  appointed 
minister  of  the  department  of  finances  of  Spain  and  the  Indies;  which  office  was 
exercised  by  him  until  the  month  of  March,  1821,  as  appears  by  public  documents 
and  by  the  Spanish  and  foreign  gazettes  of  that  period.  That  in  the  month  of 
March,  1820,  at  the  petition  of  Richard  W.  Meade,  esq. ,  and  after  a  j)revious  investi- 
gation by  a  board  of  ministers,  by  His  Majesty  for  that  purpose  specially  appointed, 
as  also  after  a  previous  inquiry  on  the  part  of  the  principal  accountant's  office  at  the 
exchequer.  His  Majesty  sanctioned  and  approved  of  the  formal  liquidation  of  the 
sums  that  remained  due  to  the  said  Meade  under  his  contracts,  advances,  and  serv- 
ices aforesaid;  and  the  necessary  certificates  were  granted  thereof,  legalized  by  the 
deponent  in  his  then  quality  of  secretary  of  state  and  of  the  department  of  finances, 
recognizing  the  same  as  a  national  debt,  without  any  the  least  reference  to  the  treaty, 
which  was  not  ratified  by  Spain  until  some  months  afterwards.  That  at  the  period 
at  which  the  document  ascertaining  the  liquidated  amount  of  Meade's  debt  against 
the  Spanish  nation  was  granted  to  him  no  treaty  existed  between  the  Government 
of  Spain  and  the  United  States  of  America  touching  the  cession  of  the  Floridas,  and 
the  term  therein  prefixed  for  the  ratification  thereof  having  expired,  and  the  same, 
for  such  reason,  having  been  by  the  minister  of  the  United  States  declared  null, 
and  as  if  it  had  never  existed.  That  there,  moreover,  was  another  reason,  of  infi- 
nitely more  importance,  for  the  annulment  of  the  said  treaty,  viz,  that,  by  the  consti- 
tution of  the  monarchy  it  was  incompetent  to  the  King  either  to  alien  or  cede,  by 
treaty  or  sale,  any  part  of  the  territory  of  the  Spanish  nation  without  the  previous 
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consent  of  the  Cortes:  and  that,  consequently,  the  debt  of  Meade  was  recognized  and 
Sally  substentSt^d  by  all  the  formalities  prescribed  by  the  laws  as  a  national 
debtfn  the  month  of  uirch,  1820,  without  any  sort  o  reference  to,  or  connection 
with  the  treX  That  if  the  payment  did  not  at  that  time  take  place  it  was  merely 
to  be  ascribed  to  tSe  exhausted  state  of  the  Spanish  treasury  at  the  moment  of  the 
reestablishment  of  the  constitution,  and  to  the  enormous  expenses  incurred  m  he 
various  expeditions  sent  out  to  the  American  colonies.  That  the  Cortes  naving 
Lsembled  Fn  the  month  of  July  of  the  said.year  1820  ^eade  by  his  agent  p^e^^^^^^ 
a  memorial,  praying  a  liquidation  of  his  claim.  In  the  month  of  October,  the  Oortes 
ha^f^  proce'^de^d  tS  a  discussion  of  the  report  of  the  special  commission,  appointed 
out  of  its  members,  touching  the  treaty  of  the  Floridas  an  account  was,  at  the  same 
toe,  given  by  the  said  commission  of  the  claim  o  Meade;  and  it  is  indisputably 
true  that  the  whole  of  the  members  were  unanimously  convinced  by  the  decla,ra.tion 
of  his  exjjellency  the  secretary  of  state  of  Spain  and  of  his  excellency  the  minister 
plenipotentiary  of  the  United  States  of  America,  that,  in  case  of  the^  ratification 
thereof  on  the  part  of  the  Cortes,  the  debt  of  Meade  was  included  therein  and  that 
payment  thereof  ought  to  be  made  by  the  Government  of  the  United  States.  Ihat 
the  deponent  having  read  over  the  annexed  deposition  of  the  late  Senor  Don  Josfe 
Moreno  y  Guerra,  deceased,  with  whom  he  was  particularly  acquainted,  he  is  per- 
suaded that  everything  therein  by  him  deposed  is  the  truth,  and  conformable  to 
what  passed  and  took  place  at  that  period.  And  the  deponent  feels  it_  incumbent 
upon  him  solemnly  to  declare  that  the  Cortes  authorized,  and  the  Spanish  Govern- 
ment ratified,  the  treaty  under  an  idea  that  the  debt  of  Meade  was  included  therein 
and  that  the  payment  thereof  was  to  be  provided  for  by  the  American  Government, 
Spain  remaining  exonerated  of  and  from  all  results. 

In  testimony  whereof,  the  said  appearer  hath  signed  with  me,  the  said  notary,  and 
witnesses,  and  I  have  caused  my  notarial  seal  to  be  hereto  affixed,  to  serve  and  avail 
where  need  may  require,  the  day  and  year  aforesaid. 

JosK  Oanga  Arqdelles. 

In  testimonium  veritatis.  x,  i7- 

[l,  g _]  D.  S.  Meeceron,  Notary  Public. 

Witnesses: 
Juan  Eico, 
Geo.  Eoeerts. 

Consulate  of  the  United  States  of  America,  London. 

I,  Thomas  Aspinwall,  consul  of  the  United  States  of  America  for  London  and  the 
dependencies  thereof,  do  hereby  make  known  and  certify  to  all  whom  it  may  con- 
cern that  Daniel  Simon  Merceron,  who  hath  signed  the  foregoing  certificate,  is  a 
notary  public,  duly  admitted  and  sworn,  and  practicing  in  the  city  of  London  afore- 
said; and  that  to  all  acts  by  him  so  done  full  faith  and  credit  are  and  ought  to  be 
given  in  judicature  and  thereout. 

In  testimony  whereof,  I  have  hereunto  set  my  hand  and  affixed  the  seal  of  the 
said  consulate,  in  London  aforesaid,  this  7th  day  of  August,  in  the  yea,r  of  our  Lord 
1827,  and  in  the  fifty-second  year  of  the  independence  of  the  said  United  States. 

[seal.]  Thos.  Aspinwall. 


[The  deposition  of  Joseph  Moreno  Guerra,  taken  at  Philadelphia,  before  Francis  Hopkinson,  and  by 
him  reduced  to  writing,  one  of  the  commissioners  appointed  to  take  aihdavits  by  the  circuit  court 
of  the  United  States  for  the  district  of  Pennsylvania.] 

The  said  Joseph  Moreno  Guerra,  on  his  solemn  oath,  doth  depose  and  say:  That 
he  is  a  native  of  the  town  of  Eumbla,  province  of  Cordova,  Andalusia,  in  Spain,  and 
is  aged  about  46  years  and  upward;  that  he  was  duly  elected  from  his  native  prov- 
ince a  deputy  to  the  National  Cortes  of  Spain  in  the  year  1820,  for  that  and  the  fol- 
lowing year,  1821;  and  that  the  said  Cortes  assembled  at  Madrid  on  the  7th  day  of 
July,  1820;  that  on  or  about  the  beginning  of  October,  in  the  same  year,  the  Cortes 
discussed  the  question  relating  to  the  treaty  signed  during  the  year  before  at  the  city 
of  Washington  between  Spain  and  the  United  States  of  America,  involving  a  cession 
of  the  two  Floridas.  At  the  same  time  a  special  committee,  to  whom  the  business 
of  that  treaty  had  been  referred,  made  a  report  on  a  memorial  previously  presented 
by  the  agent  of  Richard  W.  Meade,  of  Philadelphia,  in  the  United  States,  claiming 
an  appropriation  for  the  payment  of  a  sum  acknowledged  to  be  due  to  him  by  His 
Majesty  the  King  of  Spain.  This  committee  in  their  report  informed  the  Cortes  that, 
in  order  to  decide  definitively  upon  the  claim  of  the  memorialist,  it  was  necessary  to 
ascertain  whether  the  amount  of  money  due  to  Eichard  W.  Meade,  and  to  those 
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wlio  were  represented  by  him,  had  been  included  among  those  claims  which  the 
Government  of  the  United  States  undertook  to  pay,  and  from  which  it  was  wholly 
to_  exonerate  Spain;  for,  if  this  should  not  prove  to  have  been  done,  the  debt  owing  to 
Richard  W.  Meade,  in  particular,  ought  immediately  to  be  paid,  as  it  was  considered 
a  national  debt,  arising  either  directly  out  of  contracts  or  from  the  consequences  of  con- 
tracts made  by  him  in  aid  of  the  liberty  and  independence  of  Spain  at  the  most  critical 
periods  of  the  revolution;  that  at  the  periods  of  those  contracts,  and  in  the  full  con- 
fidence that  they  would  be  fulfilled,  the  services  of  Meade  had  been  of  the  most 
important  kind;  and  that  the  sum  for  which  payment  was  required  had  been  liqui- 
dated and  fixed  by  a  special  commission  of  councillors,  appointed  for  that  purpose  by 
His  Majesty  the  King,  who  had  subsequently  sanctioned  and  approved  the  settle- 
ment. In  consequence  of  this  report  of  the  committee  it  was  proposed  in  the  Cortes 
to  address  an  official  letter  to  the  Secretary  of  State,  to  ascertain  whether  or  not  the 
sum  then  claimed  in  the  memorial  above  mentioned  had  been  included  among  those 
which  the  United  States  undertook  to  discharge.  Such  letter  was  accordingly  writ- 
ten by  the  secretary  of  the  Cortes,  in  the  usual  manner,  and  a  reply  from  the  Secre- 
tary of  State  was  received,  stating  distinctly  that  the  debt  due  to  Richard  W.  Meade 
was  expressly  included  in  the  treaty;  that  the  nature  and  amount  of  said  debt  were 
well  known  to  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  as  the  same  had  been  officially 
communicated  to  the  American  minister  residing  at  Madrid;  but  that  the  same  Gov- 
ernment of  the  United  States  required  the  large  cessions  of  lands  made  to  the  Duke 
of  Alagon,  Count  Punon  Eostro,  and  Mr.  Vargas  to,  be  cancelled,  considering  the 
entire  Floridas  appropriated  to  the  payment  of  the  claims  of  its  citizens  upon  the 
Spanish  Government.  In  order  to  avoid  any  possible  misunderstanding  or  mistake 
upon  this  subject,  it  was  proposed  in  the  Cortes  that  a  committee  of  two  of  its  mem- 
bers should  be  appointed  to  wait  on  the  minister  of  the  United  States,  Mr.  Forsyth; 
and,  accordingly,  this  deponent,  with  Mr.  Thomas  Isturio,  member  of  the  city  of 
Cadiz,  were  appointed,  did  wait  on  Mr.  Forsyth,  and  obtained  from  that  gentleman 
the  clear  and  distinct  assurance  that  the  debt  due  to  Richard  W.  Meade  would  cer- 
tainly be  paid  to  him  by  the  United  States  if  the  treaty  were  ratified  by  the  Spanish 
Government  and  the  cessions  above  mentioned  totally  annulled. 

And  this  deponent  solemnly  declares  that  these  assurances  thus  conveyed  to  the 
Cortes,  and  these  assurances  only,  induced  that  body  to  annul  the  grants  of  land  in 
the  Floridas,  two  of  which  had  been  acknowledged  valid  in  the  treaty  itself;  that 
had  not  the  Cortes  been  perfectly  satisfied  by  these  solemn  assurances  that  the 
national  debt  (as  it  was  regarded)  due  to  Richard  W.  Meade  would  be  fully  paid  by 
the  United  States,  it  would  not  have  consented  to  vacate  those  grants  of  land  as  far 
as  respected  the  United  States,  but  would  have  vacated  them  as  respects  individuals 
to  whom  they  had  been  made,  reserving  them  to  the  Spanish  nation  by  the  law  of 
reversion  for  the  express  purpose  of  paying  by  them  the  debt  due  to  the  said  Richard 
W.  Meade,  either  by  their  transfer  to  said  Meade,  or  by  sale,  and  with  the  product 
thereof  would  have  paid  the  debt  and  interest. 

In  this  debt  to  the  said  Meade  the  deponent  says  that  the  Cortes  took  a  particular 
interest,  as  it  arose  from  contracts  the  most  of  which  had  been  sanctioned  by  the 
former  Cortes  which  sat  in  Cadiz  during  the  years  1811  and  1812.  The  Cortes  deemed 
itself  especially  bound  to  see  such  engagements  complied  with;  and  the  said  Meade 
was  considered  as  more  than  commonly  meritorious,  having  been  unjustly  persecuted 
on  account  of  the  services  he  had  rendered  the  Spanish  nation.  The  deponent  adds 
that  the  Cortes  founded  their  right  to  vacate,  as  to  the  individual  grantees,  the  ces- 
sions of  land  in  Florida  above  referred  to,  and  to  reserve  them  for  the  nation,  to  be 
devoted  to  any  purpose  that  might  be  deemed  just  and  proper,  upon  the  law  called 
reversion  and  incorporation,  well  known  in  the  history  and  legislation  of  Spain  since 
the  fourteenth  century — a  law  which  converts  into  national  property  whatever  the 
prodigality  of  the  monarchs  might  confer  on  their  favorites,  as  happened  with  those 
termed  Enrequenas,  and  with  many  others.  This  deponent  has  been  absent  from 
Spain  during  the  last  nine  months,  having  left  his  country  on  the  2d  day  of  July, 
1823.  He  arrived  at  New  York  in  October  last;  left  the  United  States  of  America 
for  Mexico  on  the  14th  day  of  October,  1823;  and  he  is  now  on  his  return  to  Spain, 
intending  to  embark  from  this  country  for  Gibraltar  in  the  course  of  a  few  days. 

Jose  Moeeno  De  Guerra. 

Sworn  and  subscribed,  April  23,  1824,  before 

Francis  Hopkinson,  Commi.iK!oni'r. 

A  true  copy: 

R.  W.  Meade. 
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[Deposition  of  Don  Alvaro  rioroz  Estradft— Translation.] 

In  the  city  of  London,  on  the  9th  day  of  the  month  of  July,  in  the  year  1827, 
before  me,  Daniel  Simon  Merceron,  notary  public,  of  this  city,  and  m  the  presence 
of  the  undersigned  witnesses,  appeared  Don  Alvaro  Florez  Estrada,  commissary-gen- 
eral of  the  army  and  province  of  Seville,  and  lastly  of  Valencia,  and  late  deputy  to  the 
Cortes  for  the  province  of  the  Asturias,  in  the  years  1820  and  1821,  who,  as  well  from 
the  circumstance  of  his  having  held  such  office,  as  from  the  particular  and  intimate 
knowledge  which  he  had,  both  prior  and  subsequent  to  his  election  as  deputy,  of  the 
iust  claims  of  citizen  Richard  W.  Meade,  a  native  of  Philadelphia,  against  the  Spanish 
Government,  as  also  from  the  interest  he  took  in  the  payment  thereof,  seemg  the 
honor  of  his  nation  was  compromised  therein,  said  and  declared,  as  by  these  presents 
he  doth  solemnly  say  and  declare  for  truth,  that,  during  the  struggles  and  difficulties 
experienced  by  the  Spanish  nation  in  maintaining  and  carrying^  on  the  war  against 
the  Emperor  Bonaparte,  from  the  year  1808  to  that  of  1814,  the  said  Meade,  by  means 
of  certain  formal  contracts  and  loans  without  interest,  facilitated  and  advanced  to 
the  Spanish  legitimate  Government  considerable  sums  in  provisions  and  money;  that 
the  deponent  further  well  knows,  in  his  late  quafity  of  commissary-general  of  the 
army,  as  is  equally  notorious  to  those  who  at  that  period  were  at  the  head  of  the 
affairs  of  the  Spanish  nation,  that  the  latter  would  have  found  it  almost  wholly 
impracticable  to  maintain  and  carry  on  such  a  noble  achievement  had  it  not  been 
for  the  services  rendered  it  by  Meade' by  means  of  the  said  contracts  and  loans;  that 
it  is  hkewise  well  known  to  him,  the  deponent,  being  equally  public  and  notorious, 
that  the  Cortes  of  Cadiz,  for  the  reason  above  indicated,  expressly  and  individually 
declared,  as  a  sacred  and  national  debt,  that  which  arose  from  the  said  contracts,  by 
most  strictly  charging  the  Government  with  the  payment  of  the  amount  of  what  was 
due  to  Meade  out  of  certain  funds  exclusively  appropriated  to  that  object;  that  he,  the 
deponent,  likewise  knows  well  that  the  Government,  not  having  been  able  to  com- 
plete payment  to  Meade,  on  the  return  of  His  Majesty  Ferdinand  VII  iroip  France, 
acknowledged  as  a  national  debt  the  balance  which  Meade  had  against  it  at  that 
period,  and  Hia  Majesty  in  consequence  thereof  ordered  the  formation  of  a  special 
committee  composed  of  members  of  various  councils  in  order  that  after  an  exami- 
nation of  the  whole  of  the  original  documents  produced  by  Meade  in  support  of  his 
claim  they  might  liquidate  the  total  amount  thereof,  after  a  previous  deduction  of 
the  sums  antecedently  received  by  Meade;  that  the  said  committee,  after  a  careful 
and  mature  examination,  made  a  report  which,  by  a  royal  order,  being  referred  to 
the  principal  accountant's  office  at  the  exchequer.  His  Majesty,  after  due  considera- 
tion of  the  whole  of  the  proceedmgs,  ordered  the  most  formal  and  authentic  docu- 
ment to  be  granted  and  dispatched  in  favor  of  Meade,  and  legalized  by  His  Excel- 
lency Don  Jos6  Canga  Arguelles,  his  secretary  of  state  and  of  the  department  of 
finances  for  Spain  and  the  Indies,  whereby  it  appears  that  the  Spanish  Government 
and  nation  are  debtors  to  Richard  W.  Meade,  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  of 
America,  in  the  sum  of  491,153  hard  dollars  and  12  reals  vellon,  which  sum  was  the 
final  close  of  the  account  and  last  result  of  the  balance  formed  on  the  amount  of 
the  aggregate  sum  of  what,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  most  just  vouchers,  was  still 
due  and  owing  to  him  at  that  time.  And  the  deponent  .equally  well  knows,  as  well 
from  his  being  in  possession  of  the  most  irrefragable  proof  thereof,  as  from  the  cir- 
cumstance of  (lis  having  been  a  deputy  to  the  Cortes  at  Madrid  in  the  years  1820  and 
1821,  and,  as  such,  having  attended  the  discussion  and  voted  the  approbation  of  the 
definitive  treaty  between  His  Catholic  Majesty  and  the  President  of  the  Republic  of 
the  United  States  of  America,  touching  the  cession  of  the  Floridas;  that,  prior  to 
the  Cortes  deciding^  on  the  confirmation  of  the  said  treaty,  proceeding  on  the  suppo- 
sition that  the  cession  of  the  Floridas  was  made  with  a  view  to  the  indemnification 
of  certain  American  citizens  for  various  sums  which  they  asserted  themselves  to  be 
creditors  of  the  Spanish  nation,  they  resolved  to  ascertain  whether  in  the  number  of 
the  latter  was  specifically  included  citizen  Meade;  when,  having  ascertained  by  the 
respective  answers  of  the  secretary  of  state  of  Hia  Catholic  Majesty,  and  of  Jlr. 
Forsyth,  the  minister  of  the  United  States  of  America,  that  citizen  IMeade  was  one  of 
those  specially  included  in  the  indemnification  that  was  to  be  made  for  the  Floridas, 
they  gave  their  ajoprobation  to  the  said  treaty,  by  virtue  of  which  alone  the  same 
could  be  carried  into  effect;  that  he,  the  deponent,  is  in  possession  of  the  most 
indisputable  proof  that  the  Cortes  of  Madrid  acceded  to  the  I'ossion  of  the  Floridas  on 
the  basis  that  citizen  Richard  W.  Meade  should  be  satisfied  by  the  Government  of 
the  United  States  of  America  for  the  whole  of  the  sums  that  were  then  due  and 
owing  him  on  the  part  of  the  Spanish  nation,  as  being  the  only  recognized  and  liqui- 
dated debt  among  all  such  debts  as  might  be  included  in  the  fist  of  the  claims  of  the 
citizens  of  the  United  States  which  occasioned  the  cession  of  the  two  Floridas-  and 
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which  claims,  so  far  as  regards  the  origin,  circumstance,  and  amount  thereof,  were 
not  so  well  known  to  the  Spaniards  as  that  of  citizen  Richard  W.  Meade. 

In  testimony  whereof,  the  said  appearer  hath  signed  with  me,  the  said  notary,  and 
witnesses;  and  I  have  caused  my  notarial  seal  to  be  hereto  affixed,  to  serve  and  avail 
where  need  may  require,  the  day  and  year  aforesaid. 

Alvako  Floeez  Estkada. 

In  testimonium  veritatis. 

[l.  s.]  D.  S.  Mercebon,  Notary  Public. 

Witnesses — 

Juan  Rico. 

Geo.  Roberts. 

Consulate  of  the  United  States  of  America,  London. 

I,  Thomas  Aspinwall,  consul  of  the  United  States  of  America  for  London  and  the 
dependencies  thereof,  do  hereby  make  known  and  certify  to  all  whom  it  may  concern 
that  Daniel  Simon  Merceron,  who  hath  signed  the  foregoing  certificate,  is  a  notary 
public,  duly  admitted  and  sworn,  and  practicing  in  the  city  of  London  aforesaid,  and 
that  to  all  acts  by  him  so  done  full  faith  and  credit  are  and  ought  to  be  given,  in 
judicature  and  thereout. 

In  testimony  whereof,  I  have  hereunto  set  my  hand  and  affixed  the  seal  of  the 
said  consulate,  in  London  aforesaid,  this  7th  day  of  August,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord, 
1827,  and  in  the  fifty-second  year  of  the  Independence  of  the  United  States. 

[seal.]  Thos.  Aspint\'all. 


[Copy  of  a  letter  from  tlie  (lommissioiiers  under  the  Florida  treaty  to  the  Secretary  of  State.] 

Spanish  Claims,  Office  of  the  Commission, 

Washington,  April  18,  1823. 
Sik:  Richard  W.  Meade,  who  is  a  claimant  before  us  under  the  provisions  of  the 
treaty  of  22d  February,  1819,  and  who  represents  himself  to  be  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States,  has  in  due  form  made  application  to  us  to  require  of  the  Spanish  Government 
certain  papers  and  documents  which  are  considered  as  necessary  to  the  establishment 
of  his  claim,  and  which  are  specified  in  the  inclosed  paper. 

In  consec(uence  of  this  application  we  are  compelled  to  trouble  you  with  a  request 
that  you  will  be  pleased  to  adopt  such  means  as  you  may  think  proper  to  require  of 
the  Spanish  authorities  the  documents  referred  to. 
We  have  the  honor  to  be,  sir,  very  respectfully,  your  obedient  servants, 

Hu.  L.  White. 
LiTT.  W.  Tazewell. 
William  King. 
The  Seckbtaky  of  State. 


[Copy  of  a  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  State  to  Mr.  Nelson,  minister  plenipotentiary  of  the  United 

States  to  Spain,] 

Department  of  State, 
Washington,  May  IS,  1823. 

Sir:  I  inclose  herewith  copies  of  a  letter  received  at  this  department  from  the 
commissioners  under  the  eleventh  article  of  the  treaty  of  the  22d  February,  1819,  and 
of  a  schedule  therewith  transmitted  of  documents  and  elucidations  relating  to  the 
claim  of  R.  W.  Meade,  required  by  him,  and  which  you  will  demand  of  the  Spanish 
Government  in  execution  of  the  same  eleventh  article  of  the  treaty. 

From  a  communication  received  from  Mr.  Forsyth,  in  a  case  of  another  similar 
requisition,  it  appears  that  a  backwardness  in  furnishing  these  papers  has  been 
shown  by  the  head  of  the  table,  or  officer  in  the  foreign  department,  whose  duty  it 
was  to  furnish  them.  As  the  stipulation  in  the  treaty  is  clear  and  explicit,  you  will 
press  it,  if  necessary,  with  earnestness,  upon  the  good  faith  of  the  Spanish  Gov- 
ernment. 

I  am,  with  great  respect,  sir,  your  very  humble  and  obedient  servant, 

John  Quincy  Adams. 
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[Schedule  of  papers,  documents,  and  vouchers,  relative  to  the  sundry  contracts  made  by  K.  W.  Meade 
with  the  Spanish  Government,  from  July,  1809,  to  May,  1814.] 

FIRST    ITEM. 

A  sum  allowed  for  interest  on  the  bill  of  $300,000  on  Vera  Oruz,  which  bill  was 
drawn  by  Don  Antonio  Raux  Eomanillos,  minister  of  finance,  dated  Cadiz,  11th 
March,  1812,  at  thirty,  days'  sight,  to  the  order  of  E.  W.  Meade,  on  the  viceroy  of 
Mexico. 

Documents  relative  to  this  claim. 

First.  One  of  the  original  bills. 

Secondly.  The  autos,  or  proceedings,  instituted  in  this  case  by  the  treasurer-gen- 
eral, together  with  all  the  documents  on  the  subject  in  the  treasury  department. 

Thirdly.  The  autos  instituted  before  the  intendant  of  Cadiz  and  all  the  documents 
in  that  department.  , 

Fourthly.  The  autos  and  antecedentes  in  the  supreme  council  of  hacienda  and  all 
the  official  communications,  both  private  and  public,  from  the  viceroy  of  Mexico  to 
the  minister  of  finance,  and  all  the  other  documents  relative  to  this  affair  in  the  said 
department  of  finance. 

Fifthly.  A  certificate  from  two  respectable  officers  of  the  Government,  stating  what 
the  laws  of  Spain  are  relative  to  bills  of  exchange,  whether,  when  protested,  they 
are  not  subject  to  damages,  redrafts,-  and  all  the  expenses  incident  to  similar  trans- 
actions in  other  countries;  whether  the  drawer  is  not  bound  to  pay  the  amount 
expressed  in  the  bill  without  any  regard  to  premium  or  discount  allowed  at  the  time 
of  negotiation;  whether  the  usual  allowance  of  premium  or  discount  on  bills  of 
exchange,  drawn  in  Spain  on  the  Americas,  is  not  from  25  to  33J-  per  cent,  and  yet 
if  the  bill  is  protested  whether  the  drawer  is  not  compelled  to  pay  the  full  amount 
expressed  in  the  bill,  besides  interest  from  the  day  of  protest,  with  all  the  damages 
and  expenses  that  may  occur. 

Sixthly.  The  expediente  formed  by  the  captain-general  at  Cadiz,  as  intendant  of 
that  province,  asking  information  from  the  chamber  of  commerce;  from  Don  Benite 
de  la  Pudra,  chief  of  the  office  of  consolidation,  Don  Ildefonso  Ruis  del  Eio,  and  Don 
Meguil  Lobo,  as  members  of  the  junta  of  Cadiz,  respecting  the  customs  and  usages 
relative  to  similar  bills,  and  the  answers  which  were  called  for  by  the  intendant  of 
Cadiz,  to  show  the  legal  right  of  Mr.  Meade  to  the  full  amount  of  the  bill,  with  dam- 
ages and  interest,  agreeably  to  the  laws  and  usages  in  similar  transactions. 

SECOND    ITEM. 

For  net  amomit  of  provisions  delivered  in  virtue  of  a  contract  made  with  the  Gov- 
ernment under  the  guaranty  of  Vincent  Bertram  de  Lis,  who  obliged  himself  to  pay 
the  amount  as  surety  of  the  Government,  with  interest  at  the  rate  of  10  per  cent  per 
annum,  for  which  a  judgment  was  obtained  in  the  royal  tribunal  of  commerce 
against  him  and  suspended  by  the  captain-general  of  Madrid,  where  he  resided. 

Documents  relative  to  this  claim. 

°  First.  The  original  treasury  note. 

Secondly.  The  autos,  or  proceedings,  in  the  suit  instituted  in  the  tribmial  of  com- 
merce of  Cadiz. 

Thirdly.  The  autos,  or  proceedings,  in  the  suit  instituted  before  the  eaptain-^'eneral 
of  Madrid.  ^ 

Fourthly.  And  all  the  documents  and  official  papers  in  the  offltes  of  the  intendant 
of  Cadiz,  treasurer-general,  and  of  the  minister  of  finance,  from  181 4  to  the  vear  1819 
on  this  subject.  •'  ' 

THIRD    ITEM. 

Balance  due  for  tobacco  sold  to  the  superintendent  of  Seville  in  1807  and  1808 
being  for  a  draft  on  Algesiras,  unpaid.  ' 

Docmnents  relative  to  this  daini. 

First.  The  expedientes  of  this  business,  which  exist  in  the  superintendent's  office  at 

Seville,  the  treasurer-general's  office,  and  in  the  department  of  tCSter  of  finance 

Secondly.  The  origmal  acknowledgment  of  the  sum  due,  and  the  certM^te  oUhe 

teXr  1811  t"-^^^rer-general,  Don  Jose  Moreno  y  Martinez,  dated  nth  Sep- 
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FOURTH   ITEM. 

For  amount  of  a  loan  in  specie  of  |4,000,  made  by  E.  "W.  Meade  to  the  Government 
on  the  2d  March,  1811. 

Documents  relative  to  this  claim. 

°  First  the  original  receipt  for  this  sum. 

Secondly.  Besides  the  original  receipt,  a  document  is  required  stating  the  nature  of 
the  loan  and  that  the  sum  paid  by  Mr.  Meade  was  in  specie. 

Thirdly.  A  certificate  is  also  required  to  prove  whether  the  whole  of  the  loan  by 
Government,  of  which  this  forms  a  part,  has  not  since  been  paid  in  public  stock,  and 
the  interest  thereon  allowed  to  those  who  loaned  the  money,  through  Spanish  citizens 
or  subjects. 

FIFTH    ITEM. 

Amount  of  a  balance  due  R.  W.  Meade  for  flour  taken  from  his  agent  at  Algesiras  for 
the  use  of  the  citadel  of  Ceuta,  rls.  21,067. 

Document  relative  to  tfiis  claim. 
°  The  original  papers  from  the  municipality  of  Ceuta,  acknowledging  this  debt. 

SIXTH    ITEM. 

Amount  of  sundry  sums  due  by  the  junta  of  Cadiz,  in  1810,  for  a  cargo  of  barley 
destroyed  by  the  French  batteries  after  sale  and  delivery,  for  some  deduction  on  rice 
sold,  and  for  the  expenses  of  the  health  office  in  the  discharge  of  sundry  vessels  in 
quarantine,  their  cargoes  being  required  for  immediate  use  of  the  army,  which 
expenses,  by  agreement,  the  junta  were  to  pay. 

Documents  relative  to  this  claim. 

All  the  original  papers  relative  to  this  claim  in  the  department  of  the  minister  of 
finance. 

SEVENTH    ITEM. 

For  amount  of  a  loan  or  payment  to  the  colonel  of  the  provincial  regiment  of  Cor- 
dova for  the  equipment  of  the  regiment. 

Documents  relative  to  this  claim. 

°  The  original  document  of  this  payment  is  required. 

The  originals  of  the  foregoing  documents,  marked  °,  were  delivered  by  R.  W. 
Meade  to  Don  Bruno  Vallarmo,  president  of  the  junta,  appointed  by  His  Majesty  in 
May,  1819,  on  his  demand;  and  agreeably  to  his  official  note  to  the  minister  of 

finance,  were  by  him  transmitted  to  that  department  on  the  day  of , 

1820,  in  order,  as  he  states,  to  be  transmitted  to  their  respective  departments  to  be 
canceled. 

EIGHTH   ITEM. 

Documents  relative  to  this  claim. 

First.  Contract  made  by  the  director-general  of  rents  with  R.  W.  Meade,  as  agent 
for  Captain  Dickson,  dated  Madrid,  10th  August,  1815,  to  be  found  in  the  office  of 
the  director-general  of  rents. 

Secondly.  A  certificate  of  the  delivery  of  the  tobacco  at  Cadiz,  consisting  of  237 
hogsheads. 

Note. — In  case  the  original  documents  can  not,  for  any  motive,  be  furnished, 
authenticated  copies  are  required. 

NINTH   ITEM. 

Amount  of  fiour  due  to  James  Wardrop  and  transferred  to  Mr.  Meade  as  agent  of 
sundry  American  merchants. 
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Documents  relative  to  this  claim. 

First.  A  certificate  from  the  officers  of  the  Treasury  Department  of  the  sum  actu- 
ally due.  ,  ,  ^    T  ,         i      J.  ii_ 

Secondly.  A  receipt  for  660,000  reals,  with  the  treasurer  of  Cadiz's  note  at  the 
bottom,  of  two  payments  of  15,000  reals  each,  making  30,000  reals,  and  reducing  the 
sum  due  to  630,000  reals  vellon.  This  receipt  was  delivered.to  the  president  of  the 
commission,  Don  Bruno  Vallarino. 

Thirdly.  The  autos  or  proceedings  in  the  tribunal  of  commerce  in  Cadiz  of  Don 
Diego  Hagerty  against  Don  Diego  Wardrop;  Mr.  Hagerty  being  the  first  agent 
employed  in  this  business,  he  transferred  it  to  Mr.  Meade.  These  proceedings  prove 
the  judgment  obtained  against  Wardrop,  with  the  interest  awarded  to  be  due,  at  the 
rate  of  10  per  cent  per  annum,  instead  of  only  6  per  cent,  allowed  by  the  commission 
of  liquidation  at  Madrid,  and  proves  also  the  nature  and  origin  of  the  debt. 

Fourthly.  Copies  of  the  royal  orders,  also  dated  24th  November,  1814,  4th  April, 
and  13th  June,  1815,  from  the  treasurer-general  of  rents  at  Cadiz,  and  a  copy  of  the 
official  letter  of  the  treasurer  of  Cadiz,  Don  Antonio  Alonzo,  to  E.  W.  Meade,  dated 
22d  October,  1817. 

The  five  remaining  items  refer  to  the  failure  to  comply  with  the  contracts  on  the 
part  of  the  different  Spanish  governments  that  ruled  the  country  in  the  absence  of 
Ferdinand  from  the  year  1809  to  1814,  inclusive;  the  great  injuries  and  damages  that 
resulted  from  a  want  of  compliance  with  specific  contracts  and  engagements,  and  the 
constant  promises  of  full  and  ample  compensation  whenever  circumstances  should 
permit  it. 

The  following  documents  are  therefore  necessary : 

Contract  of  12th  July,  1809,  made  by  E.  W.  Meade,  with  the  intervention  of  the 
sworn  broker,  Don  Prote  Alvares  Manilla,  with  the  treasurer-general,  Don  Vicente 
Alcala  Guliano,  by  order  of  the  minister  of  finance,  and  approved  by  the  committee 
of  finance  of  the  supreme  junta  contract,  and  the  deliveries  made  to  Don  Jos6  Maria 
Vicenty,  director  of  the  provisions  of  island  of  St.  Leon,  consisting  of  929  whole  and 
158  half  casks  rice,  at  $7.50  per  quintal,  10,014  barrels  flour,  at  $11;  added  afterwards 
500  barrels  of  flour,  268J  casks  rice,  at  same  prices.  The  amount  of  the  account,  as 
per  contract,  fl73,091.20. 

Second  contract. 

On  the  14th  and  22d  August,  through  the  same  broker,  Don  Prote  Alvarez  Manilla, 
with  the  director-general  of  provisions,  881  barrels  pork,  875  quintals  beans,  1,121 
quintals  pease.     Amount  of  account,  as  per  contract;  $23,885.20. 

Third  contract. 

Contract  of  7th  December,  1809,  through  the  sworn  broker,  Don  Prote  Alvarez 
Manilla,  with  the  treasurer-general.  Den  Vicente  Alcala  Guliano,  and  approved  by 
the  junta  contract,  and  deUvered  to  Jos6  Maria  Vicenty,  director  of  provisions  at  the 
island  of  St.  Leon,  20,000  barrels  flour,  at  $12;  2,200  barrels  pork,  at  $23;  3,018J  casks 
rice,  at  $7  per  quintal.    Total  amount  of  account,  as  per  contract,  §418,495.30.' 

Fourth  contract. 

Sundry  contracts  with  the  junta  of  Cadiz,  made  in  the  year  1810.  Two  of  these 
contracts  were  for  100,000  barrels  of  fiour,  50,000  barrels  each  contract. 
_  The  amount  of  the  contracts  with  the  junta  of  Cadiz  exceed  Sl,900  000  and  con- 
sisted of  the  foUowmg  articles;  285  pieces  creas,  2,480  fanegas  barley,  2,233  quintals 
codfish,  900  quintals  potatoes,  865  barrels  pork,  951  barrels  salt  beef,  1  037  faneeas 
mdian  corn,  151  quintals  biscuit,  40  barrels  brandy,  3,938  pipe  staves  for  casks  366 
quintals  pease,  855  quintals  beans,  223  quintals  cheese,  2,000  quintals  soan  14  930 
quintals  or  cwt.  rice,  109,000  barrels  flour.  '    >         h  op,  ±*,t,ou 

Contract  of  9th  March,  1811  made  through  the  broker  of  the  member,  Don  Luis 
de  Rebaupierre,  with  Don  Jos(5  Perez  Quintero,  treasurer-general  of  the  Kingdom 
for  the  foUowmg  articles:  12,000  barrels  flour,  at  $15.75;  2,500  barrels  beef  at  m- 

Luis  Rebaupierre,  consisting  of  the  following  articles:  25,000  barrels  flour  It  sis  50^ 
10  768  quintals  rice,  at  $6;  1  816^  fanegas  sarbones  or  beans,  at  $6  75;  1  121  faneg^ 
barley,  at  $2.90.     Amount  of  account  presented,  as  per  contract,  $467  622  65 
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Contract  made  under  18th  December,  1811,  with  a  commission  of  the  junta  of 
Cadiz  duly  authorized  to  that  effect  by  the  Regency,  and  approved  of  by  the  same 
on  the  19th  of  the  same  month,  for  the  following  articles:  13,000  barrels  flour,  at 
$16.75;  1,500  quintals  rice,  at  $6.50;  500  barrels  salt  beef,  at  |16;  450  barrels  pork,  at 
$22.     Amounting,  as  per  account  presented,  to  $245,000. 

Contract  of  21st  January,  1812,  made  by  the  minister  of  finance,  Jos6  Canga  Ar- 
guelles,  by  order  of  the  Cortes,  for  the  relief  of  Alicante  and  Oarthagena:  12,000  barrrels 
flour,  at  |17.     Amount  of  account,  $204,000. 

Contract  of  27th  February,  1812,  by  the  junta  of  Cadiz,  commissioned  for  that 
purpose  by  the  Regency,  and  approved  of  by  the  same:  14,000  barrels  of  flour,  at  $16.75; 
2,500  quintals  rice,  at  $8;  800  barrels  beef,  at  $18;  600  barrels  pork,  at  $24.  Amount 
of  account  furnished,  as  per  contract,  $283,300. 

Contract  made  with  the  minister  of  finance,  by  order  of  the  intendant  of  Cadiz, 
Don  Bernardo  Elizalde,  and  guaranteed  by  Vincent  Bertram  De  Lis.  The  goods 
were  delivered  in  August,  1813,  and  the  receipt  for  them  signed  by  Don  Manuel 
Franco,  storekeeper,  on  the  8th  September:  2,950J  barrels  of  flour,  567  barrels  of 
pork,  504  barrels  of  beef.     Amount  of  account  furnished,  as  per  contract,  $71,453.50. 

Contract  of  5th  April,  1814,  made  with  Don  Bernardo  EliS;alde,  intendant  of  the 
province  of  Cadiz,  through  the  sworn  broker,  Don  Felipe  de  los  Hurs:  3,000  barrels 
flour,  at  14.75;  4,000  quintals  rice,  at  $6.50;  600  barrels  beef,  at  $20;  450  barrels 
pork,  at  $30.     Amomit  of  account  furnished,  per  contract,  $94,250. 

Oeneral  summary  of  contract's. 

Contract  of  12th  July,  1809 $173, 091.  2o' 

Contract  of  14th  and  12th  August,  1809 23,  885.  20 

Contract  of  7th  December,  1809 418,495.00 

Contract  with  junta  supreme  of  Cadiz,  about 1, 900, 000.  00 

Contract  of  9th  March,  1811 348, 565.  65 

Contract  of  16th  July,  1811 467,622.65 

Contract  of  18th  December,  1811 245, 000.  00 

Contract  of  21st  January,  1812 204,  000.  00 

Contract  of  27th  February,  1812. 283,  300.  00 

Contract  of  August,  1813 71, 453. 50 

Contract  of  5th  April,  1814 94,  250.  00 


4,  229,  663. 50 

DOCUMENTS   EEaUIKED. 

First.  The  preceding  original  contracts. 

Secondly.  An  acknowledgment,  in  due  form,  of  every  one  of  them  being  faithfully 
complied  with  by  R.  W.  Meade. 

Thirdly.  The  correspondence  of  the  minister  of  finance,  the  Marquis  of  Hermosos; 
the  director  of  pro^'isions,  Don  Jose  Maria  Vicenty,  of  Cusoria  of  Oslo,  and  the 
junta  superior  of^ Cadiz  relative  to  the  contract  of  7th  December,  1809. 

Fourthly.  The  correspondence  on  this  subject  between  the  minister  and  the  junta. 
The  reclamation  of  Mr.  Meade  and  the  acts  of  the  junta  to  show  where  and  how  this 
amount  was  liquidated.  All  these  papers  exist  or  ought  to  be  among  the  archives  of 
the  junta  handed  over  to  the  General  Government  when  it  ceased  its  functions,  and 
in  the  finance  department. 

All  the  documertts  relative  to  the  contract  of  the  9th  March,  16th  July,  and  18th 
December,  1811;  2l8t  January  and  27th  February,  1812,  are  in  the  archives  of  the 
treasurer-general,  the  director-general  of  provisions,  and  the  department  of  finance. 

The  major  part  of  the  payments  being  efiected  in  the  departments  of  Cadiz,  Madrid, 
Seville,  and  Alicante,  the  particulars  will  be  required  from  each  provincial  treasury 
of  the  modes  and  dates  of  payments. 

The  official  reclamations  in  the  finance  department  and  in  the  offices  of  the  differ- 
ent treasurers  will  show  the  payments  and  when  and  how  made. 

As  the  treasurers  were  changed  every  year,  and  each  one  reserving  his  own  docu- 
ments to  cancel  his  responsibility,  many  of  the  documents  will  have  been  remitted 
to  the  auditor-general's  office. 

A  separate  expediente,  or  proems  verbal,  of  each  contract  ought  to  exist  in  the 
finance  department  and  the  treasurer-general's  office  relative  to  the  various  orders 
issued  at  different  periods  for  the  payments,  and  are  required. 

The  representations  of  R.  W.  Meade  to  the  extraordinary  Cortes,  in  session  at 
Cadiz  in  July  and  August,  1812.  The  Cortes  thought  the  business  of  so  much  impor- 
tance that  it  occupied  their  attention  several  days  in  their  private  sessions,  and  they 
appointed  a  committee  to  examine  into  the  business.     This  committee  was  authorized 

S.  Doc.  231,  pt.  1 6 
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to  call  for  papers  and  to  cite  persons,  which  they  did.  The  committee  finally  made 
a  report,  which  is  necessary,  together  with  all  the  proceedings  and  documents  pre- 
sented to  the  Cortes.  These  proceedings  and  documents  ought  to  be  in  the  archives 
of  the  Cortes. 

The  following  documents  are  also  required: 

First.  The  autos  or  proceedings  commenced  aga,inst  Mr.  Meade  by  Mr.  Duff,  the 
British  consul,  in  the  tribunal  of  commerce  of  Cadiz. 

Secondly.  The  official  letters  of  Mr.  Duff  to  the  minister  of  finance  and  the  treas- 
urer-general, on  the  subject  of  Mr.  Meade,  are  also  required. 

Thirdly.  All  the  papers  and  documents  relative  to  a  deposit  of  a  lai'ge  quantity  of 
flour  made  by  Mr.  Meade,  in  the  hands  of  Mr.  Duff. 

Fourthly.  Expediente  and  papers  relative  to  a  draft  through  the  minister  of 
finance,  by  the  treasurer-general,  by  order  of  the  Cortes,  on  the  corporation  of  Cadiz, 
in  September,  1812,  for  $50,000,  which  draft  remained  unpaid. 

Papers  and  documents  relative  to  the  amount  awarded  to  be  due  R.  W.  Meade  for 
his  imprisonment: 

First.  Autos  existing  in  the  consulado  of  Cadiz  and  in  the  supreme  tribunal  of  war, 
commenced  by  John  McDermot  against  E.  W.  Meade  for  the  payment,  a  second 
time,  of  a  sum  of  152,000,  deposited  by  order  of  the  tribunal  of  commerce  of  Cadiz, 
in  the  royal  treasury  of  that  province. 

Secondly.  Autos  on  the  same  subject  in  the  office  of  the  captain-general  of  Anda- 
lusia and  governor  of  Cadiz,  relative  to  the  imprisonment  of  Mr.  Meade. 

Thirdly.  Copies  of  the  royal  orders  issued  through  the  minister  of  state  to  the 
council  of  war  on  thissubject. 

Foupthly.  Copies  of  the  royal  orders  from  the  minister  of  finance  to  the  council  of 
war,  particularly  an  official  private  order  of  Don  Manuel  Lopez  Arango,  to  the  said 
council. 

Continuation  of  documents  required: 

First.  A  certificate  from  the  minister  of  state  or  finance,  showing  that  from  the 
year  1805  to  the  present  period,  no  currency  existed  in  Spain  except  gold  and  silver, 
and,  particularly,  that  no  kind  of  paper  money  was  in  circulation,  or  indeed  existed, 
except  vales  reales,  which  was  a  funded  debt  of  the  Government,  bearing  interest  at 
the  rate  of  4  per  cent  per  annum,  but  which  paper  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  cur- 
rency of  the  nation  or  the  contracts  of  the  Government,  and  was  never  bought,  sold, 
or  received  in  payment  except  under  special  contract  or  agreement  between  indi- 
viduals, the  same  as  the  funded  debt  of  any  other  nation. 

Secondly.  A  certificate  from  the  minister  of  finance,  stating  the  rate  or  rates  of 
interest  which  was  paid  during  the  years  1811  and  1812,  and  subsequently  by  the 
Government  on  moneys  taken  up  on  loan  by  it. 

Thirdly.  A  certificate  from  the  minister  of  finance,  showing  whether  the  different 
Governments  of  Spain  complied  with  the  engagements  made  with  Mr.  Meade.  If 
they  did  not,  what  were  the  reasons  of  their  not  fulfilling  their  engagements? 

"Whether  Mr.  Meade  was  not  entitled  by  law  to  ample  compensation  for  the  fail- 
ure on  the  part  of  the  Government  to  pay  him,  at  the  different  periods,  and  in  the 
divers  modes  of  payment  agreed  on. 

Whether  the  failure  proceeded  from  misconduct  of  the  agents  of  the  Government, 
or  from  circumstances  not  within  the  control  of  the  Government. 

Whether  Mr.  Meade  was  not  entitled  by  law  to  interest  for  sums  illegally  detained 
from  him  by  the  Government  and  its  agents. 

Whether  the  Government  has  not  constantly  promised  to  make  full  compensation 
to  him  for  the  injuries  he  had  received  from  want  of  punctuality  on  the  part  of  the 
Government  long  prior  to  the  year  1819. 

Whether  the  debt  due  to  Mr.  Meade  was  not  considered  as  one  of  the  most  sacred 
nature  due  by  the  Spanish  nation. 

Whether  the  Spanish  Government  would  not  have  paid  to  Mr.  ;\Ieade  the  full  sum 
awarded  to  be  due  to  him,  together  with  interest  thereon  till  payment  was  effected  if 
tne  Government  of  the  United  States  had  not  solemnly  agreed  to  assume  and  pay  the 

Whether  the  royal  commission  named  by  His  Catholic  Majesty  in  May,  1819  to 
liquidate  the  claim  of  Mr  Meade,  was  not,  in  every  point  of  view,  competent  to  decide 
on  the  matters  submitted  to  them;  and  when  the  award  was  sanctioned  by  His  mS! 
Sre^''^nlJiTt^:i:io'^!''''''  ""^  '""^  ''^^^'^  -  ->'  ^'^'^«™*  ^-^^aiLd  in  tl^e 

Whether  the  appointment  of  such  a  special  commission  or  tribunal  is  not  usual  in 
Spam  and  resorted  to  m  cases  of  the  highest  importance,  both  civil  and  crimfni 
Itbejngoneof  the  highest  prerogatives  of  the  royal  authority,  the  designXn  or 
appointment  of  a  tribunal,  where  a  demand  against  the  nation  shall  be  Wd  and 
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decided,  and  whether  such  decisions,  when  approved  of  by  the  King,  are  not  binding 
on  the  nation. 

Whether  the  Oortes  of  the  nation  in  October,  1820,  did  not  acknowledge  the  debt 
due  to  Mr.  Meade,  as  finally  settled  by  the  commission,  and  send  the  same  to  the 
King,  through  the  secretary  of  state,  directing  that  the  same  should  be  paid  to  Mr. 
Meadej  provided  the  same  had  not  been  assumed  by  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  in  the  treaty  about  to  be  ratified  for  the  cession  of  the  Floridas. 

Whether  Don  Luis  de  Onis,  the  minister  who  negotiated  the  treaty,  did  not  ofii- 
cially  inform  the  Government  of  Spain  that  the  claim  of  Mr.  Meade  had  been  specific- 
ally and  expressly  included  in  the  treaty.  And  whether  Mr.  Onis  did  not  demand 
its  insertion  by  name,  in  the  treaty,  which  was  finally  given  up  for  state  reasons  alone ; 
it  not  being  thought  proper  to  insert  the  individual  nam§,  though  the  fifth  renunci- 
ation was  inserted  for  the  express  object  of  including  this  claim. 

Whether  His  Majesty  did  not  in  the  month  of  August,  1818,  declare,  by  a  roya. 
order,  that  compensation  should  be  made  to  Mr.  Meade  for  hia  unjust  and  illegal 
imprisonment  from  May,  1816,  to  May,  1818;  and,  if  so,  a  copy  of  the  original  docu- 
ment is  required. 


[Extract  of  a  letter  from  Mr.  Nelson,  minister  plenipotentiary  of  the  United  States,  at  Madrid,  to 
Mr.  Adams,  Secretary  of  State,  dated  26th  December,  1823.] 

"In  the  evening  of  the  same  day  (25th),  I  received  a  note  from  the  Count  of  Ofalia 
(Narcisso  Heredia) ,  apprising  me  that  during  the  indisposition  of  the  Marquis  of 
Casa  Yrujo  the  King  had  appointed  him  (the  Count)  to  execute  the  duties  of  first 
secretary  of  state.  Before  taking  leave  of  the  secretary,  on  the  18th  instant,  I  stated 
to  him  that  I  was  instructed  to  ask  from  the  Spanish  Government  certain  records 
and  documents  which,  by  the  treaty  of  February  22,  1819,  were  stipulated  to  be 
furnished  on  the  demand  of  the  American  Government;  that  I  would  send  a  note 
specifying  the  papers  requested;  to  which  he  promised  readily  to  give  the  proper 
direction,  to  ensure  the  attention  of  the  Spanish  Government  to  the  application. 
On  the  19th  I  addressed  to  him  a  note,  of  which  A,  enclosed,  is  a  copy,  asking  for 
the  papers  called  for  by  the  commission  under  the  11th  article  of  the  treaty:  1st.,  for 
those  in  the  case  of  Messrs.  Oliver,  in  Baltimore,  which  form  the  subject  of  the  com- 
munication from  the  Department,  No.  3;  2d.,  those  called  for  by  the  same  board  in 
the  case  of  R.  W.  Meade,  and  which  form  the  subject  of  the  communication.  No.  4, 
from  the  Department  of  State." 


[Extract  of  a  letter  from  Mr.  Nelson  to  the  M.*irquis  of  Casa  Yriijo  (marked  A),  dated] 

Madrid,  December  19,  18SS. 
"The  undersigned,  the  minister  plenipotentiary  of  the  United  Sta,tes  of  America, 
salutes  His  Excellency  the  Marquis  of  Casa  Yrujo,  His  Catholic  Majesty's  first  secre- 
tary of  state  and  of  the  despatch,  and  begs  to  express  his  gratification  at  the  readi- 
ness expressed  by  his  excellency,  at  their  interview  of  the  18th  instant,  to  give  his 
attention  to  the  affairs  of  interest  between  the  United  States  and  Spain,  which,  on 
the  part  of  the  former,  have  been  confided  to  the  care  of  the  undersigned.  At  the 
instance  of  the  commissioners  appointed  by  the  Government  of  the  United  States, 
in  conformity  with  the  treaty  of  22d  of  February,  1819,  the  Secretary  of  State  of  the 
United  States  has  directed  the  undersigned  to  ask  of  His  Catholic  Majesty's  Govern- 
ment that  they  would  furnish,  as  soon  as  possible,  the  documents  and  elucidations 
which  are  specified  in  the  enclosed  applications  and  which  are  included  in  the  stipu- 
lations of  the  aforesaid  treaty.  It  is  only  necessary  to  add,  to  induce  his  excellency 
to  give  prompt  and  immediate  attention  to  applications  for  records  and  documents 
under  the  treaty,  that  commissioners  appointed  under  it  to  administer  justice  to 
those  whose  rights  and  interests  are  secured  by  that  instrument  are  delayed  in  their 
proceedings  through  want  of  these  documents.  Some  of  these  boards  are  limited  in 
their  duration  by  the  act  of  Congress  creating  them,  and  the  whole  exists  as  a  heavy 
expense  to  the  Government  of  the  United  States.  The  undersigned  asks  leave  to 
add  that  he  shall  feel  additional  gratification  if  he  shall  be  enabled,  very  speedily, 
to  transmit  to  his  Government  these  records,  on  which  the  interests  of  very  many 
individuals  entirely  depend." 
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[Extract  of  a  letter  from  Mr.  Nelson  to  ttie  Count  of  Ofalia.] 

Madbid,  February  1,  18U- 
"The  undersigned  has  the  honor  to  transmit  to  His  Excellency  the  Count  of 
Ofalia  the  memorandum  of  cases  in  which  applications  have  been  made,  under  the 
Florida  treaty,  for  papers  and  documents,  in  compliance  with  the  suggestion  made 
by  his  excellency  in  the  conversation  which  the  undersigned  held  with  him  on  the 
31st  of  January,  ultimo,  and  which  have  not  been  complied  with,  and  begs  to  renew 
■  the  request  for  the  most  prompt  furnishing  of  these  documents,  to  enable  the  tribu- 
nals, instituted  under  that  treaty,  to  proceed  as  expeditiously  as  possible  in  dispens- 
ing justice  to  those  whose  rights  and  interests  are  intended  to  be  secured  by  the 
provisions  of  that  instrument.  The  undersigned  asks  of  his  excellency  that  the  lega- 
tion of  the  United  States  may  be  furnished,  from  time  to  time,  with  such  copies  of 
the  papers  required  as  may  be  prepared  at  the  offices,  and  that  the  delay  may  be 
avoided  which  would  result  from  not  supplying  any  until  the  whole  can  be  fur- 
nished. The  undersigned  begs  leave  also  again  to  suggest  that  the  tribunals  consti- 
tuted in  America,  under  the  treaty,  are  limited  in  their  duration,  and  that  great 
inconvenience  and  injury  may  arise  from  the  delay  which  is  experienced  in  these 
applications.  The  undersigned  hopes  that  the  spirit  of  justice,  which  was  manifested 
in  the  conclusion  of  the  Florida  treaty,  may  be  still  found  to  preside  over  the  coun- 
cils of  His  Catholic  Majesty  in  their  deliberations,  and  that  the  most  prompt  com- 
pliance with  these  stipulations,  which  are  designed  to  secure  the  rights  and  interests 
of  individuals  too  long  aggrieved  by  delays  in  the  prosecution  of  their  claims  for 
just  redress,  will  be  accorded  in  the  minor  part  which  Spain  has  covenanted  to  per- 
form in  regard  to  these  rights  and  interests." 

"  3d.  In  the  case  of  Richard  Meade,  the  documents  which  are  required  are  speci- 
fically described  in  the  papers  accompanying  the  appUcation  of  the  19th  December, 
1823." 


[Extract  of  a  letter  from  the  Count  of  Ofalia,  minister  of  despatch  and  of  foreign  affairs  of  Spain,  to 

Mr.  Nelson. — Translation.] 

Aranjuez,  14th  May,  1824. 
"  Your  penetration  saves  me  the  trouble  of  pointing  out  the  absolute  impossibility- 
of  collecting,  in  a  very  short  time,  the  documents  which  are  required,  either  on 
account  of  their  extent  in  some  of  said  cases,  or  their  great  number  in  others,  espe- 
cially in  that  of  Mr.  Richard  W.  Meade,  as  you  will  have  observed  by  looking  at  the 
list  which  accompanies  the  letter  of  the  American  commissioners  of"  the  18th  April, 
1823."  ^     ' 


[Extract  of  a  letter  from  Mr.  Nelson  to  the  Secretary  of  State,  No.  37.] 

Madrid,  July  Si,  1S34. 
"  The  Spanish  Government  seems  disposed  to  proceed  with  the  calls  made  upon 
them  for  papers,  and  we  may  now  be  permitted  to  indulge  the  hope  that  most  of  the 
records  which  have  been  asked  for  will  be  supplied  before  a  very  distant  day  From 
this  calculation  I  fear  we  must  exclude  the  papers  in  Meade's  case,  which  being  so 
voluminous,  although  entered  upon  by  the  Spanish  officers  apparently  in  good  faith 
to  supply  them,  seem  to  forbid  any  well-founded  expectation  that  they  ciSi  be  verv 
speedily  furnished."  ^  -./c  vcij 


Department  of  State, 
Washington,  February  -38,  1825. 
The  Secretary  of  State,  to  whom,  \>j  a  resolution  of  the  Senate  of  the  15th  instant, 
the  menional  of  Richard  W.  Meade,  with  the  accompanying  documents,  was  referred 
to  consider  and  report  thereon,  has  the  honor  of  reportin|  that  the  views  taken  bv 
him  of  Mr.  Meade's  claims  upon  the  Spanish  Government,  and  the  extent  S  which 
they  were  considered  by  him  as  embraced  by  the  treaty  of  22d  February   1819  have 
been  set  forth  m  various  papers  heretofore  submitted  to  the  Senate  aS'particularlv 
in  the  genera  instructions  to  the  minister  of  the  United  States,  now  resKin  Snain 
dated  the  28th  of  April,  1823,  and  in  a  letter  of  the  succeeding  day  to  thTcD 
d'affaires  of   Spam,  Mr  Salmon,  both  which  were  communilted  to  the  Senate 
among  the  documents  referred  to  in  the  message  of  the  Pre^deni^f  the  TTrJu!^  Qf  f 
to  botl  Houses  of  Congress  at  the  openingTthepreseS^  session  "^^  ^"^^ 


MARGARET   MEADE.  85 

To  these  papers  he  asks  leave  to  refer,  and  prays  that  they  may  be  taken  as  part 
of  this  report.  Since  that  time,  however,  the  commission,  instituted  under  the  stipu- 
lations of  the  above  mentioned  treaty,  have  closed  their  sessions,  the  claims  of  Mr. 
Meade  having  been  excluded  altogether  from  a  participation  of  the  indemnities 
awarded  by  the  commission,  conformably  to  the  stipulations  of  the  treaty.  How  far 
this  exclusion  was  attributable  to  a  definitive  opinion  of  the  commissioners  that  the 
claims  of  Mr.  Meade  were  not  included  in  the  provisions  of  the  treaty  at  all,  and 
how  far  to  the  inability  of  Mr.  Meade  to  adduce  the  evidence  essential  to  the  estab- 
lishment of  his  claims,  the  Secretary  of  State  is  not  informed.  If  it  rested  altogether 
upon  the  deficiency  of  evidence,  it  is  believed  the  facts  are  correctly  stated  in  Mr. 
Meade's  memorial,  which  deprived  him  of  the  means  of  obtaining  from  the  Spanish 
Government  the  documents  which  they  were  bound  to  furnish  in  season  to  lay  before 
the  commissioners  previous  to  the  closing  of  their  sessions.  It,  as  appears  to  be 
alleged  by  the  memorialist,  the  commissioners  upon  the  evidence  produced  by  him, 
admitted  the  validity  of  his  claim  as  embraced  by  the  treaty,  and  rejected  the  whole 
only  upon  the  deficiency  of  proof  sufficiently  specific  and  particular  of  the  items  and 
of  the  amount,  it  remains  for  Congress  to  determine  how  far  this  can  constitute  a 
claim  for  which  the  United  States  are  under  any  obligation  to  provide  an  indemnity. 
As  an  appeal  to  the  generosity  of  the  nation  it  must  stand  upon  this  ground  alone, 
and  will  be,  doubtless,  decided  upon  principles  equally  applicable  to  all  other  claim- 
ants alike  situated. 

All  which  is  respectfully  submitted. 

John  Quincy  Adams. 

The  President  of  the  Senate  pro  tempore. 


D. 

City  of  Philadelphia: 

On  the  7th  day  of  May,  1824,  before  me,  the  subscriber,  one  of  the  aldermen  of  the 
city  of  Philadelphia,  personally  appeared  John  Leamy,  a  citizen  of  the  United  States, 
and  resident  in  this  city,  who,  being  duly  sworn,  declares  and  says  that  the  annexed 
book  or  pamphlet,  printed  in  the  Spanish  language,  entitled  "Euina  escandalosa 
intentdda  por  la  Eegencia  de  las  Espailas  contra  Don  Ricardo  Meade,"  and  of  which 
a  translation  is  annexed,  is  the  very  identical  pamphlet  received  by  me  from  Rich- 
ard W.  Meade  in  the  year  1812;  that  it  has  been  in  my  possession  from  that  period 
till  the  present,  when  I  have,  at  the  request  of  the  said  Meade,  returned  it  to  him 
and  subscribed  this  deposition. 

John  Leamy. 

Sworn  and  subscribed  before  me,  this  7th  day  of  May,  1824. 

William  Milnor,  Alderman. 


Scandalous  attempt  by  tjtie  Regency  of  Spain  to  ruin  Richard  W.  Meade. 
[At  the  printing  house  of  the  Tormentaria — Cadiz,  1812.] 

There  is  nothing  so  valuable  to  a  man  of  probity  as  his  honor  and  the  interest  he 
has  in  proving  his  conduct  correct  when  malice  may  wish  to  involve  him  in  perse- 
cutions which  appear  to  afford  just  motives  for  doubting  his  integrity. 

Finding  mysetf  threatened  by  an  immediate  failure,  or  at  least,  a  suspension  of  my 
payments,  I  am  under  the  necessity  of  publishing  the  dreadful  history  relative  to  the 
affair;  a  history  that  must  shock  the  public,  and  will  serve  to  diminish,  in  a  great 
measure,  the  confidence  held  in  a  Government  so  unfit  and  devoid  of  probity  as  that 
of  the  existing  Regency,  at  the  same  time  that  it  manifests  the  rectitude  of  the  sov- 
ereign Congress  of  the  Spanish  nation. 

By  the  documents  that  I  present,  the  city  of  Cadiz,  and  particularly  the  class  of 
merchants,  will  be  convinced  of  the  deplorable  situation  under  which  the  Govern- 
ment so  unjustly  places  me,  as  a  reward  tor  all  the  sacrifices  and  services  that  I  have 
voluntarily  made  in  favor  of  a  nation  whose  cause  created  in  me  as  much  enthusiasm 
as  it  did  in  the  most  patriotic  individual. 

They  will  see  how  guiltless  and  innocent  I  am  in  this  unlocked  for  event;  and 
that  it  would  stain  my  reputation  had  I  not  the  energy  to  publish  it,  such  as  it  is. 

This  publication  will  also  serve  to  show  the  unjust  conduct  of  the  treasurer-gen- 
eral, Mr.  Victor  Soret,  his  low  subterfuges  to  frustrate  the  intentions  of  the  sovereign 
orders,  and  the  abuse  that  he  makes  of  his  office;  preferring  on  his  own  authority, 
the  payment  of  the  public  debts,  and  interfering  in  the  approval  and  disapproval  of 
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contracts,  notwithstanding  the  order  of  the  sovereign  himself  to  the  contrary;  a  con- 
duct that  can  not  do  less  than  occasion  infinite  crimes,  with  injury  to  the  private 
individual  and  notorious  discredit  to  the  Government  and  whole  nation.  _ 

I  do  not  attempt  to  make  the  just  observations  which  my  affair  gives  rise  to  upon 
the  inability  of  the  said  treasurer,  and  of  those  who  may  aid  in  supportmg_  him, 
when  it  so  openly  destroys  the  confidence  that  the  Government  ought  to  inspire  all 
its  citizens  with,  to  extricate  them  from  the  difficulties  in  which  existing  circum- 
stances have  placed  them.  . ,  .    ,  ,  „    . 

My  cause  is  that  of  every  merchant;  and  if,  from  a  stupid  indolence,  my  sufferings 
be  not  regarded  as  a  common  injustice,  and  public  opinion  does  not  call  for  its  repa- 
ration, the  Spaniards,  however  much  they  may  glory  in  their  liberty  and  constitu- 
tion, in  reality  will  remain  as  great  slaves  as  they  were  in  the  time  of  Godoy,  and 
continue  to  groan  under  despotism  as  they  have  heretofore  done. 


Cadiz,  S4fh  of  August,  1812. 

Sire:  Kotwithatanding  Your  Majesty's  resolution  of  the  19th  instant,  to  my  repre- 
sentation of  the  29th  July  last,  and  2d  of  the  present  month,  I  have  not  yet  experi- 
enced any  favorable  result;  nor  do  I  expect  it,  unless  Your  Majesty,  in  virtue  of  your 
sovereign  resolution,  and  the  evident  contempt  with  which  the  Kegency  wish  to 
elude  it,  deign  to  adopt  an  energetic  measure,  capable  of  making  yourself  obeyed  by 
the  Government  which  is  determined  to  support  the  injustice  and  obliquity  of  the 
actual  treasurer-general,  Victor  Soret,  including  the  sovereign  orders  of  Your  Majesty. 

Anxious  to  contribute  all  in  my  power  to  the  happy  issue  of  the  just  cause  of  the 
Spaniards,  and  confiding  in  the  most  sacred  promises  of  the  Government,  and  even 
of  Your  Majesty  himself,  I  did  not  hesitate  in  advancing  my  property  and  credit; 
and  Your  Majesty,  to  whom  these  acts  are  known,  has  given  me  evident  proofs 
of  your  gratitude  and  of  your  love  of  justice.  But,  sire,  the  desires  and  positive 
orders  of  Your  Majesty  are  not  sufficient  to  avoid  the  blow  which  threatens  the  ruin 
of  my  commercial  establishment,  and  with  it  the  discredit  of  my  honor.  The  Regency 
of  the  Kingdom,  insensible  to  this  ruin,  and  to  what  duty  and  the  most  sacred  rights 
dictate,  sustaining  with  obstinacy  the  treasurer-general,  or  from  other  motives  which 
I  do  not  comprehend,  places  me  under  the  hard  necessity  of  again  manifesting  their 
conduct  to  Your  Majesty,  and  of  offering  this  exposition  to  the  public,  in  order  to 
protect  my  honor  as  much  as  possible,  by  publishing  my  conduct  to  the  whole  world, 
and  particularly  to  the  mercantile  part  of  it,  with  whom  I  find  myself  more  inti- 
mately connected,  and  to  whom,  in  justice,  I  owe  an  irrefragable  proof  of  all  my  just 
proceedings  in  this  affair.  Having  applied  to  Your  Majesty  as  before  stated,  it  pleased 
Your  Majesty,  after  the  most  mature  examination  made  by  the  special  committee  of 
finance,  selected  from  your  body  of  my  representations,  to  approve  the  report  of  this 
committee,  and  to  communicate  to  the  Regency  the  resolution  contained  in  the  docu- 
ment No.  1,  herewith  annexed. 

This  resolution  of  Your  Majesty  was  not  communicated  to  me  literally  as  it  should 
have  been,  as  it  appears  by  the  official  note  dated  20th  of  this  month,  sent  to  me  by 
the  secretary  ad  interim  of  the  department  of  finance,  which  I  exhibit  No.  2. 
Under  the  same  date,  the  Regency,  however,  ordered  the  treasurer-general  Hhat  "he 
should  do  all  in  his  power  to  procure  me  some  pecuniary  assistance  on  account  of  my 
claims  against  the  royal  treasury,  in  order  to  prevent  my  failure;  and  that  the  well- 
known  Spanish  integrity  should  not  suffer,"  as  appears  by  document  No.  3. 

Having  received  these  official  notes  from  the  ministry,  and  desirous  of  avoiding  a 
failure  with  its  fatal  consequences,  and  supported  by  the  sovereign  resolution  of  Your 
Majesty,  I  addressed  to  the  same  ministry,  on  the  20th  and  22d  of  this  month  the 
notes  which  I  herewith  enclose  Your  Majesty,  marked  Nos.  4  and  5,  and  under  date 
of  the  said  22d,  I  also  addressed  that  marked  No.  6  to  the  treasurer-general  who 
answered  me  on  the  23d  what  is  contained  in  his  official  note  No.  7.       °  ' 

In  this  state  of  things,  apprehensive  of  the  conduct  of  the  treasiirer-ceneral  and 
having  positive  information  that  he  was  hastening  to  dispose  of  the  billl  upon  'Lou- 
^iTnT^^^^  *i,  fr  ,  mtis  possession,  and  which  bills  amounted  to  more  than  the 
$100,000  that  I  asked  for,  immediately,  in  order  to  avoid  my  failure,  I  had  recouree 


.J^,?''?'^^S°?y-'<^-?''5'"™™i'"''™^^™'i  S"!  inefficacious  order,  pretended  to  comnlv  with  th.t  «f 
the  Cortes;  but  if  its  desires  had  been  really  to  that  effect,  it  Would  haTeadopted-soLroVofthP 
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manner  Your  Majesty  will  see,  by  document  No.  9,  which  answer  renders  void  the 
sovereign  resolution  of  Your  Majesty.  Sire,  when  acts  are  presented  in  so  positive  a 
manner,  every  observation  in  favor  of  justice  becomes  useless. 

My  substantiated  representation  addressed  to  Your  Majesty  on  the  29th  of  July  and 
2d  of  this  month,  and  what  I  now  expose,  verified  by  documents  of  irrefragable 
dates,  which,  whilst  they  demonstrate  the  good  faith  and  rectitude  of  Your  Majesty, 
more  clearly  illustrate  the  want  of  rectitude  and  probity  of  the  Regency  or  its  sub- 
alterns and  its  absolute  ignorance  and  incapacity  for  public  administration.  The 
Regency  appearing  to  take  a  pleasure  in  contradicting  the  orders  of  Your  Majesty  and 
of  foTcing  me  to  a  bankruptcy  that  maj^  compromise  the  reputation  of  Spain,  sire,  I 
find  myself  on  the  point  of  failing  if  Your  Majesty  deigns  not  to  take  some  speedy 
and  efficacious  measure,  in  order  that  without  the  least  delay  the  Regency  may  com- 
municate an  order  to  the  (ayuntamiento)  municipality  of  this  city,  directing  that 
from  the  10,000,000  reals  with  which  they  ought  to  contribute  to  the  public  treasury 
they  should  deliver  to  me  the  sum  of  2,000,000  reals,  the  other  dispositions  of  Your 
Majesty  remaining  in  their  full  force  and  vigor,  as  contained  in  your  sovereign  reso- 
lution of  the  9th  instant,  relative  to  the  mode  of  satisfying  my  whole  claim.  In 
consideration  of  which  I  humbly  supplicate  Your  Majesty  to  be  pleased  to  order  it 
accordingly. 

P.  D. — In  case  that  the  Regency  should  have  disposed  of  the  10,000,000  reals  that 
the  junta  of  Cadiz  ought  to  collect.  Your  Majesty  may  order  that  they  should  give 
me  bills  of  the  English  Government  upon  London,  out  of  those  which  the  treasurer- 
general  receives  monthly,  or  that  this  sum  should  be  supplied  me  from  whatever 
other  funds  the  said  treasurer  may  have  at  his  command.  In  a  word,  sire,  if  Your 
Majesty  in  the  exercise  of  justice  do  not  positively  order  the  treasurer-general  to 
deliver  to  me  2,000,000  reals,  whether  in  bills  of  the  English  Governmen  upon  Lon- 
don or  in  cash.  Your  Majesty  may  rest  assured  that  my  inevitable  ruin  can  not  be 
avoided,  and  if  the  order  be  not  very  peremptory,  so  as  not  to  admit,  from  ambi- 
guity or  any  other  motive,  of  any  interpretation,  I  am  sure  that  your  sovereign 
resolution  will  never  be  executed. 


No.  1. 


The  Cortes  General  and  Extraordinary,  in  consequence  of  the  two  representations 
from  Mr.  Richard  Meade,  merchant,  dated  29th  of  July  last  and  2d  of  the  present 
month,  relative  to  the  payment  of  the  debts  which  he  holds  against  the  national 
treasury,  and  principally  as  respects  the  payment  of  three  bills  (hbramientos)  issued 
in  his  favor — the  first  on  the  25th  of  January  of  the  present  year  for  the  sum  of 
$88,000  in  specie,  and  the  others  on  the  7th  of  March,  each  one  the  sum  of  2,040,000 
reals  of  vellon,  all  arising  from  contracts  of  provisions  for  the  consumption  of  the 
armies,  approved  of  by  the  Government,  and  principally  so  by  the  Cortes  itself,  have 
resolved  that  as  respects  the  said  three  bills  (or  libramientos)  the  mode  of  payment 
should  be  altered,  giving  him  3,000,000  reals  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  duties  pay- 
able at  this  custom-house  on  account  of  the  gold  and  silver  that  may  arrive  in  the 
first  vessels  from  America  belonging  to  private  individuals,  without  this  mesfeure 
preventing  the  literal  tenor  of  the  rest  of  the  contracts  from  being  complied  with; 
and  from  the  great  interest  which  the  nation  has  in  preserving  the  credit  of  the 
Cortes  and  Government  it  has  also  resolved  that  every  possible  measure  be  used  to 
prevent  the  failure  of  Meade,  as  this  event  would  diminish  the  reputation  of  the 
probity  of  the  nation.  This  resolution  of  His  Majesty  was  communicated  under  date 
19th  August,  1812,  by  the  secretary  of  the  Cortes  to  the  secretary  ad  interim  of  the 
finance  department  of  Spain. 


No.  2. 

Cadiz,  SOth  August,  181S. 
The  Cortes  General  and  'Extraordinary  of  the  Kingdom,  having  before  them  the 
representation  of  the  29th  instant  that  you  have  presented  to  them  have  resolved  that, 
as  respects  the  three  (libramientos)  bills  of  the  25th  of  January  and  7th  of  March 
last  for  the  sum  of  the  first  mentioned  88,000  hard  dollars,  and  each  one  of  the  two 
latter,  of  2,040,000  reals,  arising  from  contracts  of  provisions,  to  alter  the  mode  of 
payment  of  your  credit  by  giving  you  on  account  3,000,000  of  reals,  the  proceeds  of 
royal  duties  that  may  arise  in  this  custom-house  on  the  gold  and  silver  that  may 
arrive  in  the  first  vessels  from  America  belonging  to  individuals  without  its  prevent- 
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ing  the  literal  tenor  of  the  rest  of  the  contracts  from  being  fulfilled,  which  I  com- 
municate to  you  for  your  intelligence  and  government,  assuring  you  that  under  this 
date  I  make  the  proper  communication  to  the  subdelegate  of  finance  of  this  place  in 
order  that  they  may  attend  to  its  fulfillment. 
May  God  preserve  you  many  years. 

FlQUEROA. 

To  Richard  Mbadb. 


No.  3. 

Cadiz,  SOih  August,  1812. 

By  a  resolution  of  the  Cortes  General  and  Extraordinary  of  the  Kingdom,  I  inform 
the  treasurer-general  under  this  date  that  he  must  do  all  in  his  power  to  procure  you 
some  assistance  on  account  of  the  claims  that  you  hold  against  the  royal  treasury 
proceeding  from  contracts  made  with  it,  in  order  to  prevent  you  from  failing,  and 
that  the  well-known  character,  Spanish  probity,  so  necessarj?  at  the  present  day, 
should  not  suffer,  of  which  I  inform  you,  by  order  of  His  Highness,  for  your  own 
intelligence  and  government. 

God  preserve  you  for  many  years. 

FlGUEBOA. 

To  EicHAKD  Meade. 


No.  4. 

Cadiz,  ZOih  August,  181S. 
Being  under  the  necessity  of  presenting  myself  before  the  tribunal  of  the  consulate 
of  this  city  as  a  bankrupt,  if  the  Regency  be  not  pleased  to  assist  me  with  the  sum  of 
$100,000,  whether  in  bills  of  the  English  Government,  on  London,  or  an  order  for  the 
said  sum,  payable  in  cash,  upon  the  ( ayuntamiento )  municipality  of  this  city,  to  be  paid 
out  of  the  10,000,000  reals  that  it  has  to  receive,  with  which  I  shall  be  able  to  meet 
the  engagements  I  have  contracted  in  this  place,  until  the  arrival  of  the  vessels 
expected  from  America,  I  have  to  beg  your  excellency  to  be  pleased  to  communicate 
the  same  to  His  Highness,  and  to  inform  me  of  his  answer  as  soon  as  possible. 
May  God  preserve  your  excellency  many  years. 

Richard  Meade. 
To  the  most  Excellent  Sir,  Acting  Seoretaby  of  the 

Department  of  Finance  of  Spain,  etc. 


No.  5. 

Cadiz,  SSd  August,  1812. 

Excellent  Sir:  Under  the  date  of  day  before  yesterday,  I  made  a  representation 
to_  your  excellency,  in  order  that  you  would  have  the  goodness  to  present  it  to  His 
Highness,  in  which  representation  I  stated  that  I  only  waited  an  answer  to  know 
whether  the  Council  of  the  Regency  would  not  assist  me  with  2,000,000  reals  to  pre- 
sent myself  before  the  consulate  of  this  place  as  a  bankrupt.  ' 

The  urgent  necessity  which  obliges  me  to  take  this  step,  makes  me  wait  with 
pa,tience  a  definitive  answer;  but  I  still  find  myself  without  any,  and  in  such  a  situ- 
ation that  it  is  impossible  for  me  to  h&sitate  any  longer  in  my  resolution  I  only 
wait  an  answer  from  His  Highness,  whether  favorable  or  not,  to  follow'the  path 
which  honor  dictates,  and  into  which  my  confidence  in  the  Government  excessive 
to  an  extreme,  has  precipitated  me.  His  Majesty,  the  Cortes  General  and  Extraor- 
dinary of  the  Kingdom,  has  remained  so  persuaded  of  the  impracticability  of  mv 
continuing  my  business,  that,  m  the  fulfillment  of  its  justification,  it  could  not  do 
HlrLnrt^'ItM  p°  ''^  ''^^^\'t  ^«"PP°se  your  excellency  is  already  informed, 
directing  that  the  Regency  should  make  an  effort  in  my  favor  to  prevent  the  ruin  of 
my  credit;  and  since  His  Majesty  has  had  the  goodness  to  take  so  much  interest  in 
behalf  of  my  situation,  I  have  a  right  to  suppose  that  His  Highness  could  not  bu 
possess  the  same  sentiments  towards  me,  in  which  case  it  is  very  easy  for  it  to  alle 
viate  my  situation.  •'        •'  "  "'^"^ 

May  God  preserve  your  excellency  many  years. 

To  the  most  Excellent  Sir,  Acting  Secretary  of  the  ^^^hard  Meade. 

Department  op  Finance  of  Spain. 
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S 

No.  6. 

Cadiz,  S2d  August,  1812. 

Under  date  of  the  20th  instant,  the  acting  secretary  of  the  department  of  finance 
writes  me  as  follows: 

"  By  a  resolution  of  the  Cortes  General  and  Extraordinary  of  the  Kingdom,  I  write 
under  this  date  to  the  treasurer-general,  to  do  all  in  his  power  to  procure  you  some 
assistance,  on  account  of  the  claims  held  by  you  against  the  royal  finance,  proceed- 
ing from  contracts  made  with  it,  in  order  to  prevent  your  failure,  and  that  the  well- 
known  Spanish  probity,  so  necessary  in  the  critical  circumstances  of  the  day,  should 
not  suffer." 

Before  receiving  this  decree  of  His  Majesty,  I  had  already  represented  to  His 
Highness  that,  if  it  did  not  immediately  assist  me  with  $100,000  in  cash,  or  in  bills 
of  the  English  Government  upon  London,  or  with  an  order  upon  the  (ayuntamiento) 
municipality  of  this  city,  that  my  public  failure  would  be  inevitable.  Your  Grace 
knows,  as  well  as  any  one,  how  delicate  a  thing  the  reputation  of  a  man  of  business 
is;  and  you  are  well  aware  how  much  my  credit  and  opinion  has  suffered  in  the  last 
few  days;  in  which  my  situation  with  regard  to  the  Government  has  prevented  me 
from  fulfilling  my  most  sacred  obligations. 

After  the  resolution  of  His  Majesty,  it  depends  upon  Your  Grace,  more  than  any 
one  else,  to  cause  his  intentions  to  be  fulfilled.  The  will  of  His  Majesty  is  known; 
and  the  desire  of  His  Majesty  to  see  the  contracts,  concluded  on  my  part  with  the 
Government,  properly  fulfilled,  must  also  be  known,  from  its  making  all  the  efforts 
in  its  power  to  protect  the  national  honor  which  the  Government  has  so  much  at 
heart.  I  wish  Your  Grace  would  have  the  goodness  to  inform  me  what  are  the 
efforts  Your  Grace  can  make,  in  order  that  the  ideas  of  His  Majesty  may  be  realized, 
under  the  positive  assurance  that  the  ruin  which  threatens  me  can  only  he  avoided 
by  giving  me  immediately  the  above-mentioned  sum  in  any  of  the  ways  there 
specified. 

I  expect  from  Your  Grace  the  favor  of  an  immediate  answer  for  my  own  Govern- 
ment. 

May  God  preserve  your  excellency  many  ywars. 

RiCHAKD  Meade- 

To  the  Tkeasukbr-Gbnebal  in  office. 


No.  7. 

Cadiz,  2Sd  August,  1812. 

I  have  received  your  official  letter  of  yesterday,  in  which  you  copy,  under  date 
20th  of  this  month,  what  the  honorable  secretary  ad  interim  of  the  department  of 
finance  writes  you;  the  object  of  which  is  to  inform  me  that,  by  a  resolution  of  the 
Cortes  General  and  Extraordinary  of  the  Kingdom,  they  order  me  to  make  every 
possible  effort  to  procure  you  some  assistance  on  account  of  the  claims  proceeding 
from  contracts  which  you  hold  against  the  public  treasury.  In  order  to  carry  this 
resolution  into  effect,  and  take  a  proper  determination  according  to  the  state  of  the 
public  treasury,  upon  your  new  solicitude,  to  which  you  refer  in  your  official  note 
relative  to  the  mode  you  indicate  of  receiving  immediately  the  $100,000  in  specie.  His 
Highness  has  commanded  me  to  furnish  my  opinion  to  him,  which  I  have  already 
done,  and,  consequently,  this  affair  depends  upon  the  resolution  of  His  Highness, 
which  is  all  I  can  answer  in  reply  to  your  said  letter. 

God  preserve  you  many  years. 

ViOTOK   SORET. 

To  EicHARD  Meade. 


No.  8. 

Cadiz,  2M  of  August,  1812. 
Most  Serene  Lord:  Under  date  20th  of  this  month  was  communicated  to  me,  by 
the  order  of  Your  Highness,  a  decree  of  His  Majesty,  the  Cortes  General  and  Extra- 
ordinary of  the  Kingdom,  ordering  that  they  should  change  the  mode  of  payment  of 
the  claims  I  hold  against  the  royal  treasury,  paying  me  3,000,000  reals  of  vellon, 
arising  from  the  duties  on  silver  and  gold  that  may  arrive  from  America,  and  that 
the  contracts  made  with  me  should  be  fulfilled  in  every  other  respect;  and,  also,  that 
every  possible  effort  should  be  used  that  may  be  in  the  power  of  Your  Highness  in 
order  to  prevent  my  commercial  establishment  from  being  ruined,  and  that  the  repu- 
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tation  of  Spanish  probity,  so  necessary  in  the  critical  «rcumste„ces  oH^^^ 
not  be  diminished     And  under  the  same  date  I  have  been  fF-"«^e4  ^^^^^^  l^^^l 
an  order  sent  to  the  treasurer-general  by  the  '^'^^^^ '"^^^^^^'^JT^ ^^tL^f 
should  do  all  in  his  power  to  procure  me  some  assistance  on  account  ot  the  ciaimai 

holdagrst  the  ro^al  treasu^.  In  two  official -^te^ff^nMo'i  The  ^rJsent 
Hio-hnpqg  throueh  the  department  of  finance,  dated  20th  and  22d  ot  tiie  preseni 
montri  steteTthatTn  order  to  avoid  the  scandal  which  the  ruin  of  my  commera^l 
house  would  occasion,  which  scandal  His  Majesty,  the  Cortes,  ^?«^^  «°  ^  with 
avoid,  it  was  indispensable  that  Your  Highness  should  assist  i°e  with  $100,000,  with 
which  I  should  me^Tuy  obligations  until  the  arrival  of  the  property  from  AmerMa. 
Fshowed  Your  Majesty  that  it  could  be  done  by  the  bills  upon  London  which  I 
knew  positively  that  the  treasurer-general  held  at  that  tune  ^r  by  an  order  upon 
the  (ayuntamiento)  municipaUty  of  this  place,  on  account  of  the  10,000,000  reals 

that  it  has  to  collect  in  this  city.  +v,;„v  t^,,  i,,™ 

I  have  not,  as  yet,  been  answered,  but  I  fear  Your  Highness  will  thmk  you  have 
done  all  that  is  sufficient  by  giving  an  order  to  the  treasurer^general  directmg  him 
to  do  all  in  his  power  to  assist  me;  but  this  is  of  no  use,  as  the  treasurer  pretends  he 
has  no  funds,  and  although  he  has  answered  me  officially  that  he  had  made  a  report 
to  Your  Majesty  respecting  my  request  of  being  assisted  with  $100,000,  and  conse- 
quently, the  said  affair  depends  on  the  resolutions  of  Your  Highness  I  am  informed 
by  a  person  worthy  of  trust  that  it  is  not  his  intention  to  assist  me,  having  declared 
last  evening  that  he  had  not  the  means  of  doing  so.       .,     ,     ,      ,  ,  .  , 

Your  Highness  will  therefore  permit  me  to  speak  with  the  freedom  which  a  man 
of  honor  ought  to  do,  and  which  circumstances  have  already  made  neces^ry. 

Mr.  Victor  Soret,  the  actual  treasurer  in  office,  is  my  personal  enemy,  and,  although 
he  might  have  in  his  hands  every  means  of  assisting  me,  he  will  not  do  it  with  one 
cent  while  he  can  avoid  it.  From  the  moment  he  entered  into  theoffice  of  treasurer 
he  has  done  all  in  his  power  to  ruin  my  commercial  house,  and  this  is  proved_  to  me 
by  acts  and  assertions  that  can  not  admit  of  doubt.  One  of  them  is  sufficient  to 
convince  every  impartial  man,  and  I  do  not  doubt  that  Your  Highness  will  remain 
convinced,  of  the  truth  of  what  I  assert.  I  am  the  only  person  who  with  his  prop- 
erty has  sustained  this  important  city  and  island  for  more  than  four  months,  havmg 
been,  since  the  beginning  of  the  year,  in  advance  for  more  than  14,000,000  reals,  not 
having  been  able  to  receive  in  all  this  time  (a  period  of  more  than  eight  months) 
any  more  assistance  than  $28,000,  while  it  appears  that  during  this  time  this  same 
gentleman  has  bought  provisions  at  prices  much  less  advantageous  to  the  State,  and 
has  even  made  some  scandalous  contracts  for  more  than  $1,000,000,  and  all,  without 
any  exception,  have  been  paid,  and  on  some  of  them  the  amount  has  even  been 
advanced  and  paid  before  due. 

I  know  very  well  that  Mr.  Soret  has  had  the  talent  to  blind  Your  Highness,  mak- 
ing you  believe  that  with  his  private  credit  he  has  rendered  important  services;  but 
it  IS  not  necessary-  to  know  much  to  discover  that  this  is  entirely  false,  and,  if  neces- 
sary, it  will  not  cost  me  much  to  prove  that  no  treasurer  has  done  less  with  the  means 
he  has  had  and  of  which  others  were  deprived.  One  of  the  resources,  the  bills  of 
exchange  upon  the  English  Government,  which  he  received  monthly  to  a  large 
amount,  has  served  him  for  his  purchases  as  effective  specie;  but,  notwithstanding 
my  contracts  were  the  most  sacred,  made  by  the  intervention  of  the  junta  of  Cadiz 
or  the  commissioners  named  by  the  Government,  and  even  one  of  them  by  the  order 
of  the  Cortes  itself,  he  has  been  constantly  determined  not  to  comply  with  them  nor 
assist  me.  From  whence  proceeds  this  decided  partiaUty?  If  the  provisions  that  I 
claim  had  been  consumed  before  Mr.  Soret  had  entered  into  office,  he  might  have 
alleged  that  they  were  old  accounts  (arier6),  and  that  he  was  not  obliged  to  account 
for  them.  But  it  is  not  so.  All  my  present  claims  against  the  Government,  with 
the  exception  of  a  small  quantity,  arise  from  provisions  commenced  to  be  delivered 
in  the  month  of  January  of  this  year  and  served  for  the  maintenance  of  the  troops 
in  the  first  four  months  of  this  year,  during  which  said  gentleman  has  been  in  office. 
It  is  certain  that  then  Mr.  Soret  did  not  act  in  the  double  capacity  of  minister  of 
finance  and  treasurer-general,  nor  had  he  been  permitted  to  usurp  the  functions  of 
director-general  of  provisions,  as  has  since  been  the  case;  and,  having  become  the 
collector  and  sole  distributer  of  the  public  funds,  his  whim  and  private  interest  have 
served  him  as  a  rule  of  his  proceedings. 

There  has  not  been  the  least  intervention  in,  or  control  over,  the  numerous  pur- 
chases he  has  made;  many  of  which,  I  again  repeat,  have  been  scandalous,  as  is 
proved  by  the  statement  of  the  general  directors  of  the  royal  provisions;  a  branch  of 
the  Government  reestablished  by  Your  Highness  himself,  but  which  has  only  served, 
as  it  does  serve  m  the  present  day,  for  the  purpose  of  distributing  the  provisions 
bought  by  Mr,  Soret,  notwithstanding  the  many  and  repeated  orders  of  H&  Majesty 
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that  the  purchases  of  provisions  should  be  made  with  all  publicity,  and  by  the 
corresponding  departments. 

The  special  committee  of  finance,  to  whom  my  solicitation  was  remitted  by  His 
Majesty,  the  Cortes  General  and  Extraordinary,  remained  perfectly  convinced  that 
Mr.  Soret  had  failed  to  comply  with  the  contracts  made  with  me;  and  it  ordered 
that,  after  having  altered  the  mode  of  payment  of  my  contracts.  Your  Highness 
should  do  all  in  your  power  to  assist  me.  After  such  an  order,  and  in  consideration 
of  the  important  services  I  have  rendered  on  different  occasions,  publicly  recognized 
by  the  various  administrations  since  the  revolution,  and  openly  acknowledged  and 
published  to  the  world  by  His  Majesty,  I  could  never  have  imagined  that  the 
Regency  of  Spain  would  permit  that,  from  the  caprice  of  an  individual,  I  should 
remain  sacrificed  and  ruined..  By  these  means  the  honor  of  the  nation  has  been 
compromised,  and  the  public  credit  has  been  undermined  and  destroyed,  for  private 
views;  neither  would  I  have  believed  it  possible  that  a  subaltern  would  refuse  to 
comply  with  the  order  of  His  Majesty,  treating  with  contempt  his  decrees  and  reso- 
lutions; but  thus  it  will  happen  if  Your  Highness  does  not  at  once  take  proper  steps 
to  put  an  end  to  such  a  scandalous  proceeding.  Mr.  Soret,  on  his  own  authority, 
collects  and  distributes  the  public  property;  he,  alone,  now  makes  the  contracts  that 
appear  most  suitable  to  him,  satisfying  their  value. 

But  these  contracts  must  be  those  made  privately  by  him,  and  not  those  concluded 
by  the  commissioners  of  the  Government,  nor  those  ordered  to  be  made  by  Your 
Majesty.  These  do  not  merit  the  attention  of  the  treasurer,  because  they  have 
been  made  publicly,  whilst  his  have  not  left  his  desk.  Let  Your  Highness  demand 
the  notes  of  the  purchasers  made  since  January,  and  Your  Highness  will  then  see 
the  truth  of  my  assertions.  Your  Highness  possesses  the  means  of  ascertaining  it:  all 
the  contractors  have  been  paid;  and  I  alone,  from  a  blind  confidence  in  the  honor 
of  the  nation,  remain  unpaid  for  my  whole  amount. 

Let  Your  Highness  ask  for  an  account  of  the  distribution  of  the  bills  of  exchange 
received  from  the  English  Government,  and  what  the  treasurer-general  means  to  do 
with  the  10,000,000  reals  when  he  receives  them  from  the  (ayuntamiento)  munici- 
pality, and  Your  Highness  will  find  that,  in  the  distribution,  a  sum  of  more  than 
800,000  reals  of  vellon  is  included  for  flour  bought  within  the  last  month,  which 
has  not  been  actually  paid  for  yet,  because  it  has  not  been  delivered,  whilst  he  refuses 
to  assist  me  for  flour  and  other  provisions  that  have  served  to  maintain,  for  four 
months,  this  place  and  island,  and  to  save  Alicante  and  Carthagena;  and  thus  it 
appears  I  alone  am  allowed  to  be  ruined,  whilst  the  particular  friends  of  Mr.  Soret 
are  punctually  satisfied. 

I  do  not  claim  any  favors  of  Your  Highness,  nor  of  the  treasurer-general.  I  claim 
and  demand  justice,  not  only  for  myself,  but  also  for  the  citizens  of  Cadiz,  to  whom 
I  owe  large  sums,  and  my  creditors  have  a  right  to  call  upon  me  for  an  account  of 
my  actions,  and  I  humbly  supplicate  and  beg  Your  Highness,  for  the  honor  of  the 
nation,  and  for  that  of  Your  Highness,  not  to  allow  the  event  to  take  place  of  my 
presenting  myself  before  the  consulate  to  give  an  account  of  my  actions,  because 
there  will  be  published  an  exact  account  of  the  indecorous  conduct  of  the  treasurer- 
general,  Mr.  Victor  Soret — a  conduct  subversive  of  every  priuciple  that  ought  to  be 
found  in  every  individual,  and  the  fruit  of  an  ignorance  and  stupidity  which  is  thus 
capable  of  sacrificing,  to  personal  rancor,  the  first  and  greatest  interests  of  its  country. 

God  preserve  Your  Highness  many  years. 

(Serene  lord.) 

Richard  Meade. 

To  His  Highness  the  Regency  op  the  Spains. 


No.  9. 

Cadiz,  ^Sd  August,  181$. 

Notwithstanding  the  desires  of  the  Regency  of  the  Kingdom  to  manifest  to  you  the 
esteem  that  your  good  services  merit,  and  to  relieve  you  from  your  present  situation, 
it  is  not  in  its  power  to  assist  you  with  the  2,000,000  reals  that  you  demand  in  your 
note  of  the  20th  of  this  month,  in  bills  of  the  English  Government  on  London,  or 
in  an  order  of  equal  sum  upon  the  (ayuntamiento)  municipality  of  this  place,  on 
account  of  the  10,000,000  it  ought  to  collect;  since  this  sum  is  not  suflicient  to  cover 
the  distribution  of  it  already  made  in  objects  of  the  greatest  urgency,  and  the  Treas- 
ury has,  at  the  present  moment,  no  bills  upon  London;  of  which  I  inform  you,  by 
order  of  Hia  Highness,  for  your  intelligence  and  government. 

God  preserve  you  many  years. 

FiGUEEOA. 

To  Mr.  Richard  Meade. 
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Cadiz,  ^9th,  of  July,  181S. 
For  the  information  of  the  public  are  presented  in  continuation,  the  two  repre- 
sentations made  to  His  Majesty,  the  Cortes  General  and  Extraordinary,  of  which  I 
make  mention  in  the  preceding  letter.  .  i,     4. 

SiIe  Mr  Richard  Meade,  cftizen  of  the  United  States  of  America,  and  merchant 
of  this  place,  with  the  most  profound  respect  informs  Your  Majesty  that  trom  the 
beginnihg  of  the  glorious  revolution  of  Spain  he  dedicated  himself  exclusively  in 
introducing  into  this  and  other  places  of  the  kingdom,  under  the  legitimate  Govern- 
ment, pr'ovisions  of  every  kind,  having  introduced  each  year  more  than  2,000,000 
of  dollars  in  flour  and  other  provisions,  with  which  the  armies  have  been  supplied; 
his  advances,  on  many  occasions,  to  the  different  governments,  since  that  epocha, 
having  amounted  to  1,000,000  of  hard  dollars.  '  At  the  present  moment  the  Govern- 
ment owes  him  the  sum  of  1,000,000  of  current  dollars,  including  in  the  said  sum 
$204  000  for  flour  delivered  for  the  support  of  the  cities  of  Carthagena,  of  the  i^eva^t, 
and  Ahcante,  which  contract  was  made  by  the  order  and  approbation  ot  the  Cortes 
itself,  and  it  was  ordered  to  be  paid  from  the  half  of  the  moneys  that  should  arrive 
by  the  first  and  second  vessels  from  America.  ,.  jii. 

It  is  well  known  that  if  your  supplicant  had  not  come  forward  and  supplied  these 
provisions  these  two  places  would  have  been  in  the  greatest  danger;  Valencia  hav- 
ing yielded,  and  the  armies  retreating  on  the  former  places  would  not  have  found  a 
single  ration  in  either  place,  how  would  they  have  resisted  the  attacks  of  the  enemy? 
And  trusting  in  so  sacred  an  approbation  as  that  of  Your  Majesty,  he  did  not  hesitate 
a  single  instant  in  advancing  what  was  necessary;  and  he  did  not  doubt  for  a  moment 
that  the  Regency  of  the  Kingdom  would  fulfill  the  obligations  of  paying  what  it  con- 
tracted in  the  mode  then  stipulated. 

Money  has  arrived,  little  or  much,  from  Lima,  and  latterly  from  the  Havana,  but 
I  have  not  been  able  as  yet  to  procure  any  part  of  it,  the  minister  of  finance  declar- 
ing, in  the  first  instance,  that  the  money  that  came  for  the  Government  was  but  little, 
and  in  the  second  availing  himself  of  the  miserable  subterfuge  that  the  funds  that 
had  arrived,  although  belonging  to  the  Government,  were  not  the  product  of  rents, 
but  donations,  and  consequently  payments  could  not  be  made  with  it,  notwithstand- 
ing the  contract  says  in  the  most  positive  and  determined  manner,  "from  the  first 
funds  that  may  arrive  from  America,"  without  specification  of  their  origin. 

The  injury  caused  to  the  supplicant  by  the  nonfulfillment  on  the  part  of  the  Regency 
of  its  most  sacred  obligations,  added  to  the  general  confusion  of  commerce  by  the 
embargo  in  the  United  States,  and  the  dreadful  situation  of  this  place,  obliged  the 
supplicant  to  have  recourse  to  the  Regency,  describing  his  situation  and  asking  its 
assistance.  But  seeing  by  its  answer  the  determination  it  had  taken  not  to  assist 
him,  he  proposed,  more  than  a  month  since  to  the  Regency  that  it  should  interest 
itself  on  his  behalf  with  the  English  ambassador  in  this  place  in  order  that,  instead 
of  a  sum  that  the  supplicant  owes  the  English  council,  the  latter  should  receive  three 
(libramientos)  bills  from  the  treasurer-general  in  office,  Mr.  Victor  Soret,  payable 
out  of  the  first  and  second  funds  that  ought  to,  arrive  from  America,  and  which 
amounted  together  to  292,000  hard  dollars. 

After  continual  and  repeated  steps  he  obtained  that  an  order  should  be  sent  through 
the  department  of  finance  to  the  department  of  state,  in  order  that  the  latter  should 
send  an  official  note  to  the  ambassador  asking  him  to  accept  of  these  (libramientos) 
bills  in  payment  of  what  Meade  owes  Mr.  Duff;  in  consequence  of  which  a  note  was 
sent  to  the  ambassador,  but  without  any  explanation  or  recommendation,  so  that, 
viewing  the  thing  as  an  individual  application,  it  was  refused. 

The  supplicant  had  once  more  recourse  to  the  minister  ad  interim  of  finance, 
describing  to  him  the  critical  situation  of  his  commercial  house,  and  stating  that  it 
was  impossible  for  him  to  continue  his  business  unless  the  Government  interested 
itself  in  earnest  to  obtain  from  the  ambassador  that  he  should  accept  the  security  of 
the  Spanish  Government  for  this  sum.  Your  supphcant  procured  the  junta  of  Cadiz 
to  exert  itself  in  his  favor  and  it  named  a  committee  to  call  upon  the  minister  of 
finance,  and  he  also  interested  in  his  favor  Mr.  Miguel  Lobo,  director  of  the  pub- 
lic credit.  Under  date  26th  of  the  present  month  he  renewed  his  request,  declaring 
the  critical  situation  he  found  himself  in,  and  stated  that  if  the  Government  did  not 
assist  him  he  would  be  obliged  to  make  a  pubUc  failure.  The  result  has  been  that 
the  secretary  ad  interim  of  the  department  of  finance,  Mr.  Joseph  Vasquez  Figueroa, 
has  had  the  request  in  his  possession  ever  since  without  having  delivered  it  until  last 
night  to  the  clerk  that  ought  to  make  an  extract  of  it. 

In  this  deplorable  situation,  and  seeing  himself  surrounded  by  difficulties,  he  haa 
determined  to  present  himself  to  Your  Majesty,  representing  hismelancholy  situation, 
caused  altogether  from  the  smgle  fault  of  having  had  too  much  confidence  in  the 
Government. 
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Sire,  the  ruin  of  my  credit,  and  the  failure  of  a  commercial  house  as  extensive  as 
mine,  will  occasion  incalculable  injury  to  the  cause  of  Spain.  What  will  the  world 
say  of  a  Government  that  has  countenanced  such  an  act  which,  by  the  most  simple 
means,  could  have  been  avoided?  Every  enlightened  government  does  all  in  its 
power  to  sustain  its  great  commercial  establishments,  without  ever  having  any  direct 
relation  with  them.  And  what  will  be  said  of  a  government  that,  owing  an  indi- 
vidual a  million  of  dollars,  refuses  to  assist  him,  or  take  a  single  step  by  which  he 
inay  be  assisted,  with  considerably  less  than  the  half  of  what  the  Government  owe 
him,  by  coming  under  an  obligation  to  pay  the  English  ambassador  a  small  part  of 
what  the  Government  is  obliged  to  pay  Meade.  Sire,  it  Your  Majesty  deign  not  to 
interest  yourself  in  this  affair  my  commercial  establishment  will  make  a  public  fail- 
ure; it  will  cause  a  scandal  through  the  civilized  world,  and  it  will  cause  a  general 
disorder  in  the  commerce  of  Cadiz,  because,  sire,  it  will  occasion  many  other  failures. 
Your  Majesty  himself  is  compromised,  because  I  exact  the  fulfillment  of  but  one  con- 
tract, and  that  has  been  made  by  the  order  and  particular  knowledge  of  Your  Majesty. 
In  consideration  of  what  I  have  said,  and  under  the  most  solemn  oath  that  I  have 
not  exceeded  the  truth  in  one  word,  and  making  myself  personally  responsible,  I 
humbly  supplicate  Your  Majesty  that  you  will  cause  to  be  nominated  a  committee 
in  order  that  it  may  inform  itself  of  the  facts  and  make  a  report  within  a  specified 
number  of  hours,  and  it  what  I  have  represented  proves  true  that  you  should  order 
the  Regency  to  assist  me  immediate^,  or  take  the  necessary  steps  with  the  English 
ambassador.     Thus  I  hope  it. 

EiCHAKD  Meade. 


Cadiz,  M  of  August,  181S. 

Sire:  Your  Majesty  having  deigned  to  take  into  your  consideration  the  memorial 
that  I  had  the  honor  to  present  to  you  by  referring  it  to  the  special  committee  of 
finance,  in  order  that  with  a  due  examination  of  the  documents  they  might  make  a 
report  on  the  subject,  I  have  thought  proper  to  inform  the  committee  of  the  particu- 
lars ot  my  situation  with  the  Government  and  of  my  well-founded  complaints  of  the 
tardiness  of  the  secretary  ad  interim  of  the  department  of  finance  and  of  the  treas- 
urer-general in  ofiice  not  wishing  to  assist  me,  nor  even  to  liquidate  my  other  accounts 
with  the  Government  that  are  pending. 

The  origin  of  the  three  (libramientos)  bills  that  I  have  in  my  possession  from  the 
treasurer-general,  Mr.  Victor  Soret,  which  amount  to  292,000  hard  dollars,  is  the 
following:  In  the  month  of  December,  1811,  by  a  contract  made  with  the  superior 
junta  of  this  city  and  approved  of  by  the  Regency,  among  other  conditions  for  the 
payment,  it  was  stipulated  that  they  should  pay  88,000  hard  dollars  from  the  first 
funds  that  should  arrive  from  any  port  of  America,  and  for  which  sum  they  gave  me 
(and  I  have  still  in  my  possession  the  libramientos)  bills  of  the  treasurer. 

Under  date  of  the  21st  of  January  of  the  present  year  I  called  the  attention  of 
the  committee  particularly  to  this  epocha,  it  being  precisely  the  time  when  the 
English  ambassador  had  refused  to  fulfill  the  contract  made  by  him  with  the  junta 
of  Cadiz  for  the  loan  of  $2,000,000  with  which  the  junta  expected  to  be  able  to  meet 
the  necessities  and  difficulties  of  this  place  and  island,  when  the  minds  of  all  were 
most  depressed  and  the  resources  of  the  Government  of  Spain  were  exhausted.  At 
this  moment  we  received  the  unfortunate  news  of  the  loss  of  Valencia,  and,  in  this 
jnelancholy  situation,  a  few  days  before  Mr.  Canga  Arguelles  went  out  of  office,  he 
sent  for  me,  and  describing  to  me  the  dreadful  state  of  things,  begged  me  to  come 
forward  and  do  the  nation  the  important  service  of  giving  the  necessary  flour  for 
the  speedy  succor  of  the  cities  of  Alicante  and  Carthagena,  without  which  succor  it 
was  impossible  they  could  be,  saved.  I  came  forward  immediately  and  offered  to 
furnish  the  flour,  provided  His  Majesty,  the  Cortes  general  and  extraordinary,  being 
informed  of  the  aHair,  should  approve  the  contract.  I  offered  30,000  barrels  of  flour, 
if  it  were  necessary,  their  value  being  more  than  f 500, 000.  The  contract  was  con- 
cluded, however,  for  only  12,000  barrels,  with  the  approbation  of  His  Majesty,  as 
appears  by  the  ofiicial  note  of  the  minister  of  finance,  a  copy  of  which  is  annexed, 
marked  No.  1. 

The  absolute  necessity  in  which  the  Government  found  itself  will  be  seen  by  the 
second  official  note,  marked  No.  2,  and  herewith  annexed,  which  proves  beyond  a 
doubt  the  small  means,  at  that  moment,  of  the  Government,  and  my  own  generous 
disposition. 

After  having  completed  the  delivery  of  the  flour  I  had  given  to  me  two  (librami- 
entos) bills  of  204,t)00  hard  dollars,  which  are  those  that  I  have  in  my  possession, 
half  to  be  paid  out  of  the  flrst  funds  that  should  arrive  from  America,  and  the  other 
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half  from  the  second  arrivals.  The.  authorities  who  /f^^f  ^hesL'^^f ^„3; 
aerated  to  me  the  official  nformation  which  they  stated  they  had  ot  the  speeay 
Irrival  of  tS  English  ship  the  Slandart,  that  had!  been  dispatched  from  Lima  to 
bring  funds  to  tte  K?n|,  and  the  prices  at  which  the  flour  was  sold  were  the  same 
as  cash  at  which  they  were  selling'^currently  in  this  city  for  ready  money,  which  I 
ran  nrove  bv  certificates  from  the  public  sworn  brokers. 

If  [en^h  the  ship  Star^art  arrived,  and,  whether  little  or  much  it  brought  money 
for  the  Government,  but  it  gave  me  nothing.  Afterwards  Your  Majesty's  brig  the 
S'r  arrived  from  the  Havana,  and  brought  near  200  000  hard  do  ars  for  the 
King  I  immediately  made  various  representations,  but  all  were  fruitless,  ine 
treaiurer-general  refused  even  to  give  me  an  answer  m  writing,  and  I  could  only  by 
dint  of  many  and  repeated  applications,  draw  from  him  the  official  letter,  here 
annexed,  marked  No.  3.  I  also  had  an  answer  in  writing  from  the  minister,  a  copy 
of  which  is  here  annexed,  marked  No.  4.  .  ,       ,  -i  j  ^.i,         i         t 

Both  of  these  gentlemen,  as  appears  by  their  official  notes,  availed  themselves  of 
the  miserable  subterfuge  of  saying  that  the  funds  that  had  arrived  did  not  anse  but 
in  a  small  part  from  the  rents  of  the  nation,  and  that  the  Government  did  not  think 
itself  obliged  to  pay  me  with  these  funds,  nor  with  any  other  money  but  what  was 
exactly  registered  as  royal  revenues,  notwithstanding  that  the  contract  and  even  the 
(Ubramientos)  bills,  copies  of  which  are  annexed,  marked  Nos.  9  and  10,  only  say 
' '  from  the  first  funds  that  may  arrive  from  America. ' '  However  much  1  have  urged 
the  treasurer-general,  I  have  not  been  able  to  obtain  anything,  though  I  positively 
know  that  he  has  the  means  of  assisting  me.  It  is  notorious  and  public  that  while  they 
were  receiving  my  provisions,  with  which  the  army  that  defends  this  city  and  island 
havebeenmaintainedsince  the  month  of  December,  without  their  having  paidme  more 
than  $28,000  on  account  of  $700,000,  they  have  concluded  a  contract  with  the  English 
Government  for  a  certain  quantity  of  money,  and  since  then  every  month,  as  appears 
by  the  statements  of  the  general  treasury,  Mr.  Soret  has  received  from  three  to  four 
millions  of  reals,  persisting,  however,  in  not  giving  me  a  single  cent,  and  buying 
flour  with  ready  money  at  15  or  20  per  cent  greater  price  than  had  been  a.greed  on 
with  me;  all  of  which  maybe  seen  by  actual  statement  of  the  treasury,  closing  every 
month  the  contracts  that  it  has  made,  the  result  of  which  is  that  the  provisions 
bought  in  June  and  July  are  already  paid  for,  and  those  which  I  delivered  many 
months  before  and  in  the  most  unfortunate  period,  and  with  the  approbation  of  the 
Cortes,  have  not  been  paid  for,  nor  I  assisted  with  one  cent. 

I  would  not  dare  to  make  this  representation  to  Your  Majesty  if  the  facts  were  not 
so  public  and  scandalous,  and  if  Your  Majesty  had  not  in  your  power  the  means  of 
ascertaining  the  truth  thereof  immediately. 

If  the  committee  wish  to  obtain  a  thorough  knowledge  of  these  facts,  by  only  ask- 
ing the  treasurer-general  for  a  statement,  particularly  of  flour  bought  since  January 
1,  Your  Majesty  will  see  that,  on  many  occasions,  the  payments  have  been  made  in 
advance,  and  that  all  have  been  regularly  paid,  except  what  I  have  delivered,  and 
that  mine  has  served  to  maintain  the  army  from  the  month  of  December  to  April 
and  May,  and  from  that  epocha  I  have  only  received  the  trifling  sum  of  $28,000, 
remaining  unpaid  for  the  rest. 

Tired  of  compjaining  uselessly,  and  deprived  of  the  resource  of  seeking  justice 
before  a  tribunal  because,  unfortunately,  all  the  tribunals  are  closed  when  one  of  the 
parties  is  a  public  officer. 

However  unjust  and  arbitrary  his  conduct  may  be,  I  have  suffered  with  patience, 
waiting  for  the  arrival  of  a  vessel  from  Vera  Cruz,  but  to  continue  my  business  I  was 
obliged  to  make  an  agreement  with  the  consul  of  His  Britannic  Majesty,  making  a 
deposit  of  flour  for  the  amount  of  292,000  hard  dollars;  the  same  amount  of  the  three 
bills  which  the  Spanish  Government  owed  me.  Before  this  sum  was  due,  that  is, 
the  period  at  which  I  had  stipulated  to  pay  it,  I  tried  all  in  my  power  with  the  junta 
of  Cadiz,  with  Mr.  Miguel  Lobo,  as  commissioner  of  the  Government  in  the  last  con- 
tracts, with  the  treasurer-general,  and  with  the  minister,  in  order  that  they  should 
obtain  from  theTiegency  of  Spain,  that  it  should  ask  the  English  ambassador  to  direct 
the  consul  to  receive  the  three  (Ubramientos)  bills  in  payment  of  what  I  owed  him 
and  to  release  the  flour  I  had  deposited  with  him. 

I  presented,  latterly,  to  the  acting  secretary  of  flnance  the  original  official  note 
which  I  received  from  Mr.  James  Duff,  wherein  he  very  plainly  tells  me  that  if  the 
Spanish  Government  would  interest  itself  in  the  business  he  believes  the  ambassador 
would  consent  to  the  arrangement  immediately. 

By  dint  of  repeated  appUcations  for  more  than  a  month,  I  obtained  from  them 
that  they  should  send  an  official  note  to  the  ambassador,  as  appears  by  the  one  sent 
me  by  the  minister  of  finance,  copy  of  which  I  here  annex,  marked  No  5;  but  as  the 
minister  of  state  was  wholly  ignorant  of  what  had  previously  passed,  he  sent  an  offi- 
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cial  note,  so  little  explanatory  and  without  recommending  the  affair,  that  it  waa 
refused,  as  appears  by  No.  6.  I  made  a  new  application;  I  went  to  see  the  minister 
of  state;  I  informed  him  of  the  whole  affair,  and  he  assured  me  that  he  would  do  all 
that  depended  on  him,  but  that  it  waa  necessary  the  minister  of  finance  should  pass 
another  note  to  him  renewing  the  application. 

I  again  represented  my  situation,  and  the  future  consequences  it  would  have,  but 
as  yet  all  has  been  useless,  and  I  have  been  under  the  necessity  of  addressing  myself 
to  Your  Majesty. 

I  present  to  Your  Majesty  an  account,  marked  No.  11,  by  which  Your  Majesty  will 
see  that  I  am  at  the  present  day  a  creditor  of  the  Government  for  more  than 
14,000,000  reals,  to  collect  the  half  of  which  I  have  to  go  to  America;  and  I  only  have 
asked  from  the  Eegency  to  interest  itself,  in  order  that  the  English  consul  may  take, 
on  his  own  account,  the  three  libramientos  that,  altogether,  do  not  amount  to 
6,000,000  reals,  and  that  they  should  pay  me  out  of  the  treasury  the  balance  of  the 
claims  there  pending  in  it.  With  respect  to  these  last,  I  am  ignorant  of  the  crime 
I  have  committed  that  could  authorize  the  treasurer  to  deny  me  every  kind  of  assist- 
ance and  justice,  whUe,  at  his  caprice,  ht;  pays  the  rest  of  the  creditors  of  the  state. 

Is  there  anyone,  I  ask,  who  has  done  as  much  for  the  cause  of  Spain  as  I  have?  I 
feel  myself  authorized  to  say  that  there  is  no  one  who  has  $10,000  pending  with  the 
Government  for  purchases  made  since  the  date  of  my  last  contracts;  yet  flour  and 
provisions  have  been  bought  to  the  amount  of  many  millions  since  then,  and  all, 
without  any  exception,  having  been  contracted  for  b)[  Mr.  Soret,  have  been  con- 
cluded and  j)aid.  From  whence  proceeds  this  distinction  and  decided  preference? 
I  refused  to  sign  the  contract  marked  No.  7  unless  the  Government  would  pledge 
and  bind  itself,  in  the  most  solemn  manner,  to  comply  with  the  agreement  and  pay- 
ment of  the  order  of  Soret  upon  Gandasegui,  of  London,  and  should  arrange  for  the 
payment  of  the  balance  of  my  claims  against  the  treasury,  for  which  reason  Mr. 
Komanillos  put,  in  his  own  handwriting,  these  words  in  the  contract: 

"The  Government  remain  under  the  obligation  of  paying  to  Meade  the  rest  of  his 
claims  that  are  pending  and  of  ordering  the  payment  of  the  letters  of  credit  upon 
London  as  soon  as  it  is  informed  of  its  not  being  speedily  paid,  substituting  in  its 
stead  bills  or  libramientos  upon  whatever  funds  the  royal  treasury  may  hold  in  that 
place." 

Since  then  not  a  week  has  elapsed  that  I  have  not  solicited  the  treasurer-general 
to  fulfill  this  article  of  the  contract,  and  have  directed  various  representations  to  the 
ministers  upon  the  same  subject,  and  the  result  of  this  has  been  the  ofiicial  note 
marked  No.  8,  in  which,  forgetting  the  most  sacred  and  solemn  obligation  contracted 
by  the  Government,  he  says  that  if  the  payment  is  not  realized  within  six  months 
then  the  Government  will  then  satisfy  it. 

I  attribute,  in  a  great  measure,  the  conduct  of  the  minister  in  office  to  the  many 
occupations  that  surround  him,  having  under  his  care  two  departments,  and  perhaps 
also  because  he  is  not  yet  perfectly  acquainted  with  the  business  of  the  department 
of  finance,  and  is  not  aware  or  informed  of  the  circumstances  nor  convinced  that  the 
honor  of  the  nation  and  public  credit  consist  in  the  exact  and  religious  fulfillment, 
on  the  part  of  the  Government,  of  all  the  engagements  contracted  in  its  name.  But, 
sire,  when  has  a  minister  had  the  right  to  annul  a  solemn  engagement  contracted  by 
his  predecessor  and  approved  of  by  the  regency?  Because  that  contract  was  approved 
of  by  His  Highness,  as  appears  by  the  official  note.  No.  11. 

I  should  be  too  tedious  and  troublesome  to  Your  Majesty  if  I  were  to  recapitulate 
the  numerous  and  well-founded  reasons  that  I  have  for  complaining  against  the 
minister,  and  more  particularly  against  the  treasurer-general,  who  is  at  present  the 

principal  person  charged  with  the  direction  of  the  operations  of    the  flsc ■. 

The  documents  which  I  present  are  sufficient  to  make  Your  Majesty  acquainted  with 
my  situation  in  regard  to  the  Government.  I  respectfully  submit  them  all  to  the 
consideration  of  Your  Majesty,  trusting  that  Your  Majesty  will  perceive  the  justice 
that  is  on  my  side,  and  will  not  permit  that,  from  caprice  or  any  less  delicate  motive, 
a  man  should  be  ruined  whose  only  crime  has  been  too  great  a  confidence  in  the  Gov- 
ernment and  in  the  characteristic  honor  of  the  Spanish  nation,  and  his  earnest 
desires  to  assist  all  in  his  power  towards  the  establishment  of  Spanish  liberty. 

RiCHAED  Meade. 

Note. — The  documents  mentioned  in  this  representation  are  not  here  annexed,  in 
order  not  to  make  this  pamphlet  too  voluminous,  and  because  their  authenticity  is 
established  by  the  examination  of  them  by  the  deputies  who  composed  the  special 
committee  of  finance,  and  by  the  resolution  of  His  Majesty  issued  in  consequence  of 
the  presentation  of  said  documents. 

Note. — At  the  time  the  printing  of  this  pamphlet  was  finished,  by  order  of  the 
Kegency,  was  sent  me  the  answer  to  my  representation  addressed  to  it,  which  forma 
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document  No.  8,  and  said  answer  I  present  to  the  public  as  a  proof  that  rectifies  the 
opinion  I  have  expressed  respecting  the  unjust  proceeding  of  the  Regency. 

"The  Regency  of  the  Kingdom  has  considered  your  memorial  of  the  23d  of  this 
month  and  if  it  were  in  its  power  it  would  extricate  you  from  your  difficulties,  but 
the  actual  circumstances  of  the  times  and  the  narrow  means  of  the  treasury  do  not 
allow  it  to  change  what  it  resolved,  and  I  communicated  it  to  you  under  the  same 
date  and  under  that  of  the  20th,  of  which  I  inform  you  now,  by  order  of  His  High- 
ness, for  your  own  government." 

God  preserve  you  many  years. 

To  Mr.  EiOHARD  Meade. 

City  of  Philadelphia,  ss: 

On  the  7th  day  of  May,  1824,  before  me,  the  subscriber,  one  of  the  aldermen  of 

the  city  of  Philadelphia,  personally  appeared  Felix  Merino,  a  citizen  of  the  United 

States  and  professor  of  the  Spanish  language  at  the  University  of  Pennsylvania, 

established  m  this  city,  who,  being  duly  sworn,  declares  and  says  that  the  foregoing 

is  a  literal  translation  of  the  annexed  printed  book  in  the  Spanish  language,  entitled 

"Ruina  escandalosa,  intentMa  por  la  Regencia  de  las  Espanas  contra  de  Ricardo 

Meade." 

Felix  jMerino. 

Sworn  to  arid  subscribed  the  day  and  year  above  written. 

James  M.  Bakkbe,  Alderman. 

No.  2— F. 

[Representation  of  Don  Victor  Soret,  actual  treasurer-general  to  the  Regency  of  Spain,  in  answer  to 
the  manifesto  of  Richard  Meade.] 

[Cadiz:  In  the  oflce  of  Don  Nicholas  Gomez  de  Requena,  printer  for  the  Government  of  His  Majesty. 

Board  Square,  1812.] 

My  private  opinion  being  secure  in  the  honor  which  obtained  for  me  the  public 
confidence  and  estimation,  I  do  not  present  myself  now  before  Your  Highness  to  vin- 
dicate the  outrages  with  which  Mr.  Richard  Meade  tries  to  destroy,  in  the  manifesto 
that  he  has  published,  the  good  opinion  that  I  enjoy  among  my  fellow-citizens. 
Established  in  a  public  capacity,  and  obliged  to  give  an  account  to  Your  Highness 
and  the  whole  nation  of  my  proceedings,  all  that  my  moderation  and  the  conviction 
of  my  conscience  may  prohibit  me  from  avenging  the  libels  that  Mr.  Meade  throws 
out  against  me  are  so  many  motives  why  it  is  permitted  me,  and  even  my  duty,  to 
justify  my  conduct  as  treasurer-general  in  office  and  to  remove  the  slanderous  impu- 
tations with  which,  offending  the  honor  of  Your  Highness,  he  attempts  to  introduce 
the  suspicions  of  your  justification  and  wisdom.  This  task,  no  doubt,  woiild  be 
superfluous  for  Your  Highness,  who,  in  the  very  proceeding  and  the  knowledge  of 
the  business  that  causes  the  insults  of  Meade,  has  the  best  confidence  in  the  conduct 
of  the  treasurer,  if  the  manner  with  which  that  merchant  has  openly  made  his  com- 
plaints to  the  public,  at  the  same  time  that  he  has  so  much  disguised  the  truth,  was 
not  the  most  designed  to  fascinate  the  multitude,  who  are  always  inclined  to  detrac- 
tion. Thus,  as  nothing  is  more  difficult  than  to  find  in  it  a  spirit  of  analysis  and  of 
observation,  so  is  there  nothing  more  easy  than  to  lead  it  astray,  or  mislead  them  in 
their  belief,  when  accumulating  taunts  and  insults;  it  is,  besides,  pleased  when  it 
hears  chided  the  conduct  of  those  functionaries  who,  by  the  magnitude  and  delicacy 
of  their  employments,  are  more  apt  to  bring  upon  themselves  the  spite  of  private 
resentments  rather  than  be  persuaded  of  the  hard  but  irresistible  power  that  neces- 
sity creates,  and  which  appertains  to  them  to  alleviate  and  succor.  Among  these 
no  one  is  more  exposed  to  cruel  blows  in  his  credit  than  the  treasurer-general;  and 
as  his  credit  is  that  of  the  very  nation,  it  is  not  only  necessary  that  I  should  bring  to 
the  view  of  Your  Highness  the  series  of  facts  that  have  intervened  in  the  negotiations 
with  Meade,  but  that,  presenting  this  explanation  to  the  public,  it  should  destroy 
the  suspicions  that  may  have  arisen  about  the  rectitude  and  integrity  of  my  manage- 
ment. The  commencement  of  the  credits  of  Mr.  Richard  Meade  against  the  Gov- 
ernment proceeds  from  the  following  articles,  which,  on  the  18th  of  December  1811 
he  contracted  with  this  provincial  junta:  '  ' 

13,000  barrels  of  fiour,  at  |16| «217  750 

1,500  weight  of  rice,  at  |6 j - '_'_ q  ^qq 

500  barrels  of  northern  beef ,  atfiej '[] 8'250 

450  barrels  of  pork,  at  |22 !.'!.!!.".!!!!!! 9'  900 

245, 650 
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The  payment  of  this  contract,  which  was  to  be  ratified  by  the  junta  under  its 
responsibiUty,  was  stipulated  in  this  form: 

$70,000  in  Government  letters  on  the  Havana,  the  half  at  30  and  the  half  at  60 
days'  sight,  for  the  value  of  $75,000,  in  which  the  exchange  agreed  on  was  included. 

$88,000  payable  in  London,  by  an  order  of  the  treasurer-general,  as  director  of  bills 
of  exchange,  on  Don  Juan  Manuel  GanJaaegui  to  pay  out  of  the  moneys  that  should 
be  in  his  possession  on  account  of  the  Government,  at  the  exchange  of  47  pence  for 
the  current  dollar  of  128  quarts  at  the  expiration  of  five  months,  which  having 
expired  without  this  sum  being  paid,  it  was  the  business  of  the  junta  to  see  it  done; 
$88,000  payable  from  the  first  moneys  that  the  Government  should  receive,  proceed- 
ing from  New  Spain  or  from  Peru,  for  which  amount  the  provincial  junta  would  take 
the  competent  bill,  and  would  indorse  it  in  favor  of  Jleade,  that  he  might  make  use 
of  it  as  he  pleased.  This  contract  being  approved  by  Your  Highness  on  the  19th  of 
the  said  month,  Meade  received  through  the  junta  the  bills  on  the  Havana,  the 
orders  against  Gandasegui,  and  the  drafts  of  ps.  fs.  88,000,  to  be  paid  with  the  first 
money  that  should  arrive  from  New  Spain  or  Peru,  which  was  expedited  by  the  gen- 
eral treasury  on  the  25th  of  last  January,  in  consequence  of  the  order  of  the  21st  of 
same  month. 

The  second  credit  of  Meade  arises  from  another  contract  of  12,000  barrels  of  fiour, 
that  he  contracted  with  the  Government  on  the  21st  of  January  of  this  year,  at  the 
price  of  $17  per  barrel,  the  amount,  say  $204,000,  to  be  paid  by  halves  from  the  first 
and  second  moneys  that  should  be  received  from  the  province  of  South  America. 
Meade  having  complied  with  his  part  of  the  contract,  1  was  commanded,  by  order  of 
Your  Highness,  on  the  3d  of  March  (No.  1),  that  I  should  adopt  the  necessary  means 
to  carry  into  due  effect  this  contract;  in  virtue  of  which,  on  the  7th  of  that  month, 
two  drafts  were  expedited  on  the  treasurer  of  the  national  finance  of  this  city  for  the 
amount  of  the  aheady  mentioned  provisions;  the  one  of  2,040,000  reals,  or  102,000 
hard  dollars,  to  be  paid  from  the  first  moneys  that  should  be  received  from  South 
America,  and  the  other  of  an  equal  sum,  to  be  paid  from  the  second  that  should 
arrive  from  the  same  places. 

The  last  credit  of  Meade  arose  from  the  contract  that,  by  order  of  Your  Highness 
(No.  2)  and  the  treasurer-general,  together  with  Don  Miguel  Lobo,  Don  Ildefonso 
Euiz  del  Rio,  agreed  to  on  the  27th  of  last  February,  for  the  following  provisions: 

14,000  barrels  of  flour,  at  S16f $234,  500 

2,500  weight  of  rice,  at  $8 20, 000 

800  barrels  of  salt  beef,  at  Sl8 14, 400 

600  barrels  of  pork,  at  824. 14, 400 

283, 300 

By  this  contract,  which  Your  Highness  approved  of  on  the  7th  of  the  following 
March,  Meade  agreed  to  deliver  on  shore  the  pro^'isions,  by  equal  parts,  in  the  months 
of  March  and  April;  and,  with  respect  to  his  payment,  it  was  agreed  that  they  should 
deliver  him  a  bill  on  the  coffers  of  Vera  Cruz,  at  30  days'  sight,  of  300,000  ps.  fs.  for  the 
sum  of  255, 000  ps. ,  deducting  a  premium  or  exchange  of  15  per  cent,  and  the  remainder 
of  28,300  ps.  would  be  paid  to  him  on  the  31st  of  the  present  month  of  May.  Besides, 
it  was  agreed  with  Meade  that  the  payment  of  the  bill  should  be  recommended  to  the 
Viceroy  of  Mexico,  granting  him  the  power  of  exporting  from  New  Spain,  for  the 
port  that  he  should  choose,  the  $300,000  free  of  all  duties;  it  being  in  his  power  to 
send  and  collect  them  in  a  Spanish  or  English  vessel,  on  condition  that,  if  it  were 
na,tional,  it  was  to  go  freighted  or  ballasted  according  to  the  laws  of  Spain;  and,  ii 
foreign,  only  in  ballast,  though,  in  either  case,  he  had  the  permission  of  sending  a 
person  of  his  own  confidence  to  take  charge  of  and  collect  this  property.  Finally, 
the  arrangement  and  a  payment  of  all  the  other  accounts  pending  with  Meade  was 
agreed  to,  and  it  was  offered  to  him  to  have  the  payment  of  the  order  given  to  him 
on  London  ratified,  in  the  terms  that  he  himself  offered,  by  the  balance  of  that 
former  account,  so  soon  as  it  should  be  known  of  the  order  he  held  not  being 
immediately  satisfied,  substituting  in  its  place  orders  or  letters  for  other  amounts  that 
the  Government  might  have  in  that  place.  Such  are  the  contracts  that  have  been 
made  with  Mr.  Meade  from  the  18th  of  December,  of  1811,  to  the  27th  of  February, 
of  the  present  year  of  my  employment,  and  their  respective  amounts  are  as  follows: 

Pesos  fuertes. 

First  purchase  of  provisions,  by 245, 660 

Second  purchase  of  provisions,  bj' 204, 000 

Third  purchase  of  provisions,  by 283, 300 


S.  Doc.  231,  pt.  1 T 
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This  sum  total,  as  is  seen,  is  very  near  15,000,000  of  reals,  and  is  without  doubt  the 
foundation  on  which  Meade  relies  to  support  his  assurance  to  the  Oreneral  and  Jixtraor- 
dinarv  Cortes  in  his  representation  of  the  29th  of  July  that  the  nation  was  owing 
to  him  near  a  million  of  current  dollars.  The  account  that  I  have  just  submitted  to 
Your  Highness' s  consideration  suffices  to  prove  the  impudence  with  which  Meade 
endeavored  to  surprise  the  Sovereign  by  the  obscurity  that  is  perceived  m  his  mode 
of  expressing  the  origin  of  his  agreements  and  actual  state  of  them,  and  m  the  gross 
subtlety  of  including  in  the  account,  to  engross  the  whole,  the  sum  of  what  is  already 
paid  and  what  is  yet  due,  giving  therein  the  most  solemn  testimony  that  he  was 
employing  a  subterfuge,  which  attempt  he  chose  to  hazard.  Nor  is  this  the  only 
proof  of  his  contradiction  and  maUce  that  are  found  in  the  representations  of  Meade: 
in  the  one  which  he  addressed  to  His  Majesty  on  the  2d  August,  already  reducmg 
the  amount  to  more  than  14;000,000,  he  says  that  he  has  to  go  to  America  to  recover 
the  half.  Before  entering  into  the  examination  of  this  subject,  which  in  the  vio- 
lated manner  with  which  he  presents  it  it  appears  to  him  of  serious  injury,  it  is 
necessary  that  Your  Highness  should  fix  your  attention  with  me  to  investigate  that 
sum  which  Meade  supposes  so  enormous.  Of  the  three  parts  into  which  the  pay- 
ment was  divided  of  the  first  contract  he  not  only  received  the  bills  on  the  Havana 
for  70,000  ps.  worth,  but  also  the  orders  given  on  the  28th  of  December  on  Gan- 
dasegui  for  88,000,  at  five  months,  were  satisfied  on  the  11th  of  March  of  thie  present 
year,  that  is  to  say,  nearly  two  and  a  half  months  from  its  date;  from  whence  it 
results  that  on  this  account  Meade  is  solely  creditor  of  the  88,000  ps.  of  the  bills 
that  were  expedited  to  him  on  the  25th  of  January^  to  be  paid  out  of  the  first 
moneys  that  the  Government  should  receive  from  New  Spain  or  Peru.  It  is  equally 
the  same  as  regards  the  two  bills  for  102,000  ps.  fs.  each. that  were  given  on  the  7th 
March  on  the  treasurer  of  finance  in  this  place,  value  of  his  second  contract,  and  to  be 
paid  from  the  first  and  second  moneys  that  should  be  received  from  South  America. 
The  283,300  ps.,  to  which  the  third  contract  amounted,  have  been  paid;  the  225,000 
in  bills  on  New  Spain,  according  to  the  tenor  of  the  stipulations  there  agreed  to,  and 
they  have  been  properly  recommended  to  the  viceroy  of  those  provinces,  and  the 
remainder  of  the  28,300  ps.  fs.  were  delivered  in  effective  money  by  the  treasurer- 
general  on  the  2d  of  June  of  the  present  year — that  is  within  two  days  of  the  time 
stipulated  for  the  payment.  Your  Highness  is  aware  that  Meade,  availing  himself 
of  the  permission  of  sending  a  national  or  foreign  vessel  to  recover  the  amount  of 
these  bills  on  the  Havana,  solicited  and  obtained  the  permission,  which  the  Cortes 
approved,  of  sending  an  English  vessel,  as  he  actually  did.  Calculating  now  the  three 
sums  that  are  undoubtedly  owing  to  Meade,  a  total  appears  of  292,000  ps.  fs.,  or  call 
them  5,840,000  rs.  vn.,  which,  joined  with  1,056,158  rs.  24  mrs.  of  various  reclama- 
tions held  by  him  on  different  objects,  among  which  there  are  some  suspended  by 
order  of  Your  Highness  till  some  points  are  cleared  up,  form  an  account  against  the 
Government  of  6,896,158  rs.  and  24  mrs.  vn.  From  whence,  then,  proceed  these 
fifteen  or  fourteen  millions  that  Meade  states  the  nation  owes  him?  So  palpable  a 
falsehood  would  appear  incredible  in  a  man,  who,  in  appealing  to  the  Sovereign, 
does  not  vacillate  to  insult  openly  the  Government  of  Your  Highness,  unless  the 
suspicious  manner  in  which  he  presents  his  account  did  not  prove  that  he  tended  to 
an  end  without  caring  much  about  the  means.  1  should  like  to  be  able  to  attach  to 
Meade  the  most  honest  intentions;  but  how  will  the  justice  that  he  calls  upon  be 
reconciled  with  the  mysterious  concealment  of  the  true  state  of  his  accounts?  How 
can  the  studied  neglect  with  which  Meade  feigns  to  forget  the  compliance  with  many 
stipulations  of  his  contracts  militate  with  good  faith?  Not  contented  with  increasing 
his  debt  to  make  the  proceedings  of  Your  Higness  more  odious,  he  conceals  carefully 
having  received  any  other  sum  than  that  of  28,000  current  dollars  and  even  this 
acknowledgment  he  makes  in  such  a  manner  that  it  only  serves  to  discredit  Your 
Highness.  This  payment,  which  is  one  of  the  most  evident  proofs  of  the  diligence 
with  which  the  treasury  has  complied  with  its  obligations  with  Meade  he  pretends 
to  darken,  saying  in  his  representation  of  the  2d  August  that  he  has  onlv  been  paid 
$28,000  on  account  of  700,000,  whereas  this  sum  was  the  only  one  of  all  liis  contracts 
which  had  a  fixed  period  for  its  payment.  But  if,  in  effect,  he  has  received  no  other 
part  but  the  insinuated  sum,  in  what  light  ought  the  300,000  hard  dollars  on  the 
coffers  of  New  Spam  to  be  considered?  What  apphcation  will  the  $88,000,  paid  in 
London  by  Gandasegui,  have?  There  is  no  doubt  Meade's  intention  has  been  to 
deceive,  and  to  obtain  it  he  has  not  hesitated  to  abuse  and  confound  the  most  sacred 
agreements;  and  if  these  last  88  000  were  not  to  be  mentioned,  so  that  the  exorbitancy 
of  his  fourteen  millions  might  be  more  visible,  the  necessity  of  going  to  America  to 
recover  half  of  it,  which  I  noticed  above  to  Your  Highness,  was  also  convenient  to 
augment  the  magnitude  of  his  services,  and  to  impeach  the  conduct  of  Your  Highness, 
who  so  little  deserved  it.    Meade,  conceaUng  that  the  recovery  of  this  half  in  South 
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America  had  been  stipulated  by  mutual  agreement  and  convenience,  has  injured  his 
honor  and  has  impaired  his  good  faith  when  we  consider  that  the  amount  of  the 
bills  is  an  object  that  ought  to  be  reputed,  settled,  and  paid;  he  feigns  ignorance  of 
the  validity  contained  in  the  contracts  themselves  in  order  to  include  the  whole  sum 
in  the  index  of  his  account  until  the  letters  and  bills  are  not  paid  at  the  time  of 
their  falling  due  and  until  the  Government  called  on  on  this  account  does  not  attend 
to  his  solicitude. 

Meadehas  no  right  to  exact  from  Your  Highness  the  6,000,000  of  its  value,  nor  is 
it  becoming  in  him  to  call  himself  a  creditor  for  this  part,  any  more  than  in  his  mer- 
cantile contracts  he  is  permitted  to  call  his  debtor  the  one  from  whom  he  has 
received  in  payment  ot  a  legitimate  and  liquidated  debt  one  or  more  bills  of 
exchange  not  yet  due. 

The  balance  of  Meade's  account  being  thus  cleared  up,  what  could  have  been  his 
meaning  in  exaggerating  it?  Your  Highness,  whom  he  offends  so  unjustly,  could 
not  be  deceived,  nor  was  it  in  my  power  to  augment  or  diminish  the  nature  of  his 
credits.  Is  it  his  wish,  perchance,  to  give  a  proof  on  those  14,000,000  of  the  injus- 
tice that  he  taxes  my  conduct  with?  But  if  it  was  so  easy  to  prove  this  falsehood, 
what  end  did  he  expect  from  so  indecent  a  subterfuge?  Was  it  to  fexasperate  the 
nation  or  blind  his  creditors?  To  both  it  appertains  to  give  the  just  value  of 
Meade's  exaggerations,  because  neither  Your  Highness  can  suffer  in  your  well- 
deserved  credit  of  being  religious  and  legal  in  your  dealings  when  assailed  in  a 
tumultuous  tone  and  with  such  ruinous  arms;  nor  do  I  think  it  necessary  to  vindi- 
cate myself  on  a  point  in  which  the  facts  and  dates  that  I  have  produced  speak  suffi- 
ciently for  themselves.  Not  thus  with  respect  to  the  obstinate  endeavor  with  which 
Meade  so  injuriously  supposes  me  to  disregard  the  payment  of  his  accounts,  which 
he  calls  the  most  just,  the  oldest,  the  most  urgent  and  preferable;  and  when,  as  he 
states,  I  only  have  attended  to  the  solvency  of  the  accounts  of  my  own  friends  and 
that,  having  the  means  of  aiding  him,  I  have  never  wished  to  do  so,  being  his  enemy. 
I  should  abstain  from  any  reflections  if  I  wrote  only  for  Your  Highness,  in  refuting 
a  charge  that  contains  so  much  malice,  since  the  treasurer-general  is  not  permitted 
to  execute  any  payment  without  a  preceding  order  that  should  determine  and  com- 
mand him  to  execute  it.  But  when  Meade,  citing  in  his  representation  of  the  29th 
of  July  the  moneys  that  were  received  from  South  America  by  the  vessel  Standart 
and  brig  Cazador,  lays  great  stress  on  the  stipulation  made  to  him  of  being  paid  with 
the  first  and  second  moneys  that' should  arrive  from  America,  it  is  necessary  to 
oppose  to  the  violence  of  his  assertions  the  irresistible  power  of  truth.  It  is  an 
undoubted  fact,  as  Meade  himself  says,  that  the  hope  of  the  funds  that  the  Standart 
was  to  bring  was  the  grounds  on  which  the  Government  counted  to  pay  for  the  flour 
that  was  purchased  to  send  to  Oarthagena  and  Alicante;  that  is,  the  204,000  hard 
dollars  of  the  second  contract.  Meade,  who  boasts  so  much  of  the  price  at  which  he 
gave  them,  had  undoubtedly  present  the  success  with  which  he  made  his  other  con- 
tract of  the  16th  of  July,  1811,  and  similar  circumstances  would  have  produced  simi- 
lar results  if  the  arrival  of  that  vessel  had  not  frustrated  the  best-founded  hopes.  It 
is  well  known  that  out  of  all  the  property  that  composed  the  register,  that  is,  that 
the  Standart  brought  only  30,121  hard  dollars  to  the  national  finances,  and  even  the 
greater  part  of  them  were  destined  for  the  fund  of  the  post-offices.  Tliose  that  were 
brought  from  the  Havana  by  the  brig  Cazador  were  of  different  corporations,  with  a 
small  part  of  the  State.  I  will  depart,  if  Meade  chooses,  from  the  great,  the  narrow, 
peremptory,  and  urgent  necessities  that  have  always  weighed  on  the  public  treasury, 
especially  at  the  time  of  the  arrival  of  these  two  vessels,  and,  appealing  to  his  con- 
science, I  will  ask  him  if  he  thinks  that  such  funds  were  what  he  looked  for  and  if 
he  understood  the  payment  of  his  bills  was  to  be  effected  out  of  such  funds.  These 
small  portions  of  money  arriving  from  South  America  do  not  deserve  the  name  of 
funds,  nor  in  that  sense  has  there  ever  been  anything  else  understood  but  those  large 
amounts  of  funds  which  was  expected  from  Peru  and  New  Spain.  Insufficient, 
therefore,  were  those  received  to  fulfill  Meade's  credit  and  which  was  the  most 
powerful  reason  that  aided  Your  Highness  to  dictate  the  order  of  May  10  (No.  3);  it 
was  not  I  myself  who  disposed  of  them  for  the  very  urgent  attentions  to  which  they 
were  destined;  and.  Your  Highness,  as  you  could  not  give  Meadea  greater  satisfac- 
tion, neither  did  you  leave  me  any  other  choice  than  to  obey  your  precept  of  attend- 
ing to  him  whenever  there  should  be  an  opportunity,  though  subjecting  me  to  the 
order  of  the  3d  June  (No.  4).  If  there  had  been  any  other  in  the  treasury,  in  order 
to  comply  with  the  recommendation  of  Meade's  debt,  first  of  Your  Highness  and 
afterwards  of  H.  M.,  is  what  I  now  am  going  to  explain.  I  shall  not  detain  myself 
in  a  relation  of  the  ordinary  ingress  from  the  10th  of  May  till  the  20th  oi  August,  on 
which  date  the  resolution  of  the  Cortes  was  communicated  to  me,  in  which  the  mode 
of  payment  of  Meade's  credit  was  changed,  because  neither  he  makes  mention  of 
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them  nor  have  they  ever  corresponded  to  the  magnitude  of  the  obligations.^   Limit- 
ing myself,  therefore,  to  the  charges  that  Meade  brings  against  me  on  this  point, 
none  more  apparent  nor  more  specious  than  the  bills  on  London,  which  he  aflSrms  I 
have  received  every  month.     This  error  has  arisen  from  the  examination  of  the  state 
of  the  treasury,  because  Meade,  noticing  in  them  the  debit  of  the  sums  received  from 
the  ambassador  of  His  Britannic  Majesty,  believed  that  these  proceeded  from  an 
agreement  concluded  with  the  English  in  virtue  of  which  I  have  received  ever  since 
every  month  from  3,000,000  to  4,000,000,  persevering  always  in  not  giving  him  a 
cent.    Meade  being  inclined  to  make  gratuitous  suppositions,  judges  in  me  a  crooked 
management  in  the  inversion  of  these  periodical  millions  that,  in  his  opinion, 
entered  into  the  treasury  to  be  distributed  at  my  will.     When  we  only  attend  to 
private  resentments  or  the  more  dangerous  influence  of  self-interest  we  stray  as  much 
from  truth  and  reason  as  we  approach  insult  and  injustice.     This  is  what  has  happened 
to  Mr.  Richard  Meade.    Your  Highness  knows  that  to  extricate  us  from  the  very 
narrow  exigencies  we  were  in  the  English  ambassador  has  given  us,  on  three  differ- 
ent occasions,  to  the  amount  of  13,000,000  reals,  in  bills  payable  at  four,  five,  and  six 
months  on  London,  with  the  express  condition  of  their  not  being  negotiated  in  this 
city  and  that  their  value  should  be  invested  in  purchases  of  provisions  for  the 
armies.     Without  this  condition  the  importance  of  the  object  itself  would  not  have 
permitted  you  to  have  used  for  other  objects  a  supply  given  for  this  end  only.     Then 
how  was  it  possible  to  dedicate  these  funds  to  Meade's  payment?    Between  a  debt 
that  has  its  proper  stipulations,  which  has  not  yet  been  complied  with  and  the  scar- 
city and  absolute  want  of  provisions — which  of  these  pressing  necessities  should  we 
attend  to  first?    Besides,  if  the  bills  were  solicited  and  obtained  on  this  condition, 
had  Your  Highness  the  power  to  change  their  destination?    Meade's  credits,  are  they 
more  sacred  than  the  very  subsistence  of  the  soldier?    Can  he  prove  a  single  act  that 
should  manifest  that  these  bills  have  had  any  other  emplo)rment?    Your  Highness 
has  not  been  able  to  succor  either  Meade  or  myself;  in  the  distribution,  which 
according  to  positive  orders  I  have  made  of  their  value,  no  means  have  been  left  to 
aid  him.     The  levity  with  which  he  criminates  all  my  operations  carries  him  on  to 
say  to  Your  Higjiness  in  his  representation  of  the  23d  of  August  and  to  repeat  in  that 
presented  to  His  Majesty  the  following  day,  the  24th,  that  on  the  20th  and  22d  of 
the  same  there  existed  of  those  bills  in  the  national  coffers  a  sum  exceeding  100,000 
hard  dollars,  which  I  hastened  to  dispose  of.     The  state  of  the  treasury  that  I  inclose 
Your  Highness  (No.  5)  is  the  most  convincing  proof  I  can  give  to  so  stupid  an  accu- 
sation; and  the  order  of  the  16th  of  the  same  August,  which  is  also  inclosed  (No.  6), 
in  which  Your  Highness  ordered  that  I  should  send  to  the  directory  of  provisions  the 
$100,000  that  were  intended  for  them  will  finish  destroying  this  imputation  if  it 
depends  on  the  existence  of  such  a  fund.     If  up  to  the  before-mentioned  epocha 
(20th  of  August)  Meade's  accusations  are  so  unfounded  they  have  less  correctness 
smce  the  decree  of  His  Majesty,  because  neither  in  the  short  time  that  has  inter- 
vened has  there  been  means  to  comply  with  it,  nor  with  respect  to  the  obstinacy 
that  Meade  attributes  to  me  in  not  paying  him  there  remained  but  one  other  impu- 
tation to  answer  and  that  is  the  charge  which  he  makes  of  the  indifference  with 
which  we  proceeded  to  solicit  the  ambassador  of  His  Britannic  Majesty  to  admit  his 
three  bills.     This  memorial  having  reached  the  hands  of  Your  Highness  it  pleased 
you  to  give  an  order  on  the  6th  of  July  that  I  should  give  my  opinion  on  the  matter, 
which  I  did  on  the  following  day  (the  7th)  in  the  following  words- 

"The  services  rendered  by  Meade  during  the  period  of  our  revolution  and  his 
large  disbursements,  originating  from  his  contracts,  make  him  a  creditor  to  every 
consideration  of  the  Government,  and,  on  this  account,  as  well  as  from  the  suspen- 
sion of  his  commerce,  other  serious  injuries  might  arise  to  those  houses  of  commerce 
flith  A,vhich  he  IS  concerned.  It  appears  to  me  very  proper,  from  the  equitv  and  justice 
of  \  our  Highness,  that  you  should  recommend  to  the  English  ambassador  the  already 
stated  solicitude,  assuring  him  that,  from  the  first  moneys  that  arrive  from  America 

f^nn  'fi^  ^'  ^""^  ^^^  ^?,*^'f  °  ^^'■'^  '^°"™  "^  "^^  t^"  fi^«t  bills,  and  the  renSer 
froni  the  second,  in  which  no  injury  can  arise  to  the  Government,  as  the  obligation 
tioMd*^^     '"  constituted  by  the  contracts  is  to  satisfy  the  bills  in  the  former  men 

This  opinion,  which,  conscientiously  made  known  to  Your  Highness  is  probablv  a 
sufficient  answer  to  the  confirmed  desire,  Meade  says,  of  ruining  h?s  house  of  com^ 
merce;  but  I  still  can  bring  to  Your  Highness's  recol  ection  all  the  other  stwsthaU 
took  m  this  affair,  which  certainly  was  not  frustrated  for  want  of  effi<Lcy  fXecom- 
mendation.  I  do  not  doubt  the  information  Meade  says  he  received  from  the  consS 
Mr  James  Duff,  telling  him  that  it  was  his  belief  that  the  ambJsadS  would  accede 
to  the  admission  of  the  292,000  hard  dollars  of  the  bills  so  «nrvn  a=  tvl  f?„  acceae 
should  interpose  with  its  influence.     Mr.  John  Jos'^  "rrt:Tnd"M\^^J^riZnb 
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Curazo,  members  of  this  provincial  junta,  who  accompanJeotjne  in'rtiy  yiait  to  the 
consul,  not  only  can  testify  of  my  efforts  for  the'  attainment  ^  pie_pret|ensipn  that 
carried  us  there,  but  of  the  solemn  promise  that  I  made  toMyoi/iatftiiiiV^honor,  of 
paying  the  bills  at  the  arrival  of  the  stipulated  moneys.  Duffj-^wittrTiis  natural 
frankness,  said  that  he  would  speak  to  the  ambassador,  as  he  had  not  the  faculty  to 
comply  with  my  request.  Then  being  of  the  same  opinion  with  the  wishes  expressed 
to  me  by  Mr.  Miguel  Lobo,  and  Mr.  fldefonso  Ruiz  del  Rio,  I  represented  to  Your 
Highness  the  urgency  of  interesting  the  ambassador  to  avoid  the  transcendency  that 
the  bankruptcy  of  Meade  would  have  in  the  commerce,  which  event  it  was  necessary 
to  prevent.  The  Secretary  of  state  received  an  order  to  pass  the  correspondent 
official  letter  to  his  excellency  the  English  ambassador,  and  I,  having  noticed  the 
delay  of  his  answer,  urged  anew  that  the  ambassador  should  be  reminded;  who 
answered,  at  last,  that  he  had  not  the  authority  to  admit  the  bills.  Finally,  Meade 
having  repeated  this  solicitude,  I  spoke  again  to  the  secretary  of  finance,  in  order 
that  he  might  again  urge  the  admission  of  it  to  his  excellency.  These  steps  are  all 
known  by  Your  Highness.  "Can  they  be  called  an  information  without  any  sort  of 
explanation  or  recommendation,  that  the  affair,  looking  as  an  individual  pretension, 
was  denied?"  If  Your  Highness  was  not  already  assured  that  Meade  is  not  very 
scrupulous  in  his  asseverations,  you  would  admire  the  effrontery  with  which,  after 
describing  Your  Highness  as  insensible  to  the  ruin  of  a  creditor  of  the  State,  or  as  an 
egotist,  indifferent  to  the  preservation  of  the  honor  of  the  country  intrusted  to  your 
government,  he  stops,  also,  to  recompense  with  falselioods  and  insults  the  officious 
and  efficacious  steps  with  which,  to  the  duties  of  public  functionary,  I  added  the 
diligence  of  a  private  agent.  But  Meade,  who,  in  all  his  writings,  has  not  disproved 
in  one  single  line  the  character  of  impeacher  of  the  actions  of  Your  Highness,  and  of 
my  obedience  to  your  orders,  is  equally  constant  in  his  purpose  of  making  use  of 
insult  for  better  reasons.  He  does  not  accuse  me  of  so  much  disobedience  to  the 
orders  of  His  Majesty,  as  he  does  Your  Highness,  who  he  says  has  either  passively 
looked  over  my  excesses  on  this  head,  or  has  contributed,  with  your  orders,  to  the 
unpunished  contempt,  that  he  attributes  to  me,  of  not  complying  with  the  sovereign 
mandates.  Your  Highness,  who,  in  the  confidence  of  the  august  Congress,  and  in 
the  respect  of  the  Spanish  public,  has  the  grandest  guaranties  of  your  rectitude  and 
fidelity,  ought  not  even  to  deign  to  despise  so  insolent  an  accusation.  But  I,  who, 
from  the  delicacy  of  the  situation  in  which  I  am  placed,  require  to  encounter  the 
fatality  of  being  criticised  in  all  my  operations,  with  so  much  more  rancor  and  injus- 
tice, inasmuch  as  the  difficulty  of  satisfying  all  the  wants  and  even  the  fancies  of 
some  men  is  greater,  who  only  consult  their  private  interest,  it  is  necessary  that  I 
should  detain  myself  to  confound  the  atrociousness  of  this  charge.  According  to  the 
order  of  20th  August  (No.  7) ,  Your  Highness,  wishing  to  comply  with  the  disposition 
of  the  Cortes,  commanded  me  to  make  out  a  detailed  account  of  the  urgent  object 
in  which  the  ten  millions  of  the  sum  recovered  by  the  municipality  of  this  place 
ought  to  be  employed;  and  on  the  foundation  of  which  Meade  claimed  to  be  assisted 
with  100,000  dollars.  On  the  following  day,  the  21st,  I  exposed  to  Your  Highness, 
through  the  minister  of  finance,  what  may  be  seen  in  the  copy  that  I  annex  (No.  8), 
in  consequence  of  which  Your  Highness  commanded  that  the  order  which  he  pub- 
lished in  his  manifesto,  with  the  No.  9,  should  be  communicated  to  Meade.  Can  my 
opinion,  expressed  in  this  report  with  the  frankness  and  freedom  that  my  duty  and 
conscience  dictated  to  me,  be  called  impudent  contempt  of  the  sovereign  mandates? 
Was  it  in  my  power  to  deliver  the  three  millions  which,  under  special  circumstances, 
the  credit  of  Meade  had  been  ordered  to  be  paid  by  His  Majesty?  Could  I  answer 
in  any  other  way  to  his  paper  of  the  22d  of  August  (No.  9),  but  what  I  manifested  on 
the  23d  of  the  same  date?  (No.  10). 

The  urgency  that  the  Cortes  recommended,  ought  I  to  have  done  it,  or  was  it  not 
Your  Highness  to  whom  the  determination  appertained?  And  moreover,  what  were 
the  means  that  Your  Highness  had  to  comply  with  this  urgency?  Could  Your  High- 
ness disregard  the  other  equally  sailed  obligations  which  the  note  expresses,  and 
which  were  included  in  my  report?  (No.  11. )  Could  it  ever  have  been  the  intention 
of  His  Majesty  that,  because  other  creditors  had  not  gone  to  implore  his  generous 
mercy,  their  credits  should  be  left,  and  that  that  fidelity  should  be  tarnished  which 
His  Majesty  had  endeavored  to  save  iu  his  condescendence  to  the  solicitude  of  Meade? 
To  comply  prematurely  with  his  stipulations,  could  they  be  wanting  to  others  more 
peremptory  and  equally  important?  The  orders  that  Your  Highness  gave,  that  the 
grant  of  the  three  millions  should  be  complied  with,  is  it  not  a  testimony  of  the 
obedience  which  the  sovereign  mandates  experience?  And  if,  with  this  conduct,  it 
remains  proved  that  Your  Highness  does  not  boast  of  opposing  the  dispositions  of  the 
Cortes,  as  Meade  rashly  expresses  it,  of  what  avail  would  be  the  endeavors  of  the 
treasurer,  when  he  neither  had  bills  on  London,  nor  had  the  eight  millions  which  he 
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was  to  have  received  from  the  municipahty  entered  into  his  possession,  nor  were 
they  sufficient  to  cover  other  obligations  more  preferable?  Grantuig  that  Meade  s 
case  is  a  pamful  one,  is  it  Your  Highness's  fault  that  the  moneys  from  South  America 
should  not  have  arrived  at  the  time  expected?  The  small  quantities  received,  would 
they  have  sufficed,  even  though  they  had  been  freely  delivered  to  Meade,  to  extri- 
cate him  from  his  troubles?  Was  this  possible  or  imaginable?  In  the  short  space 
that  has  elapsed  from  the  recommendation  of  the  Sovereign  to  the  publication  of 
Meade,  has  it  been  possible  to  procure  means  to  aid  him?  Have  any  particular 
registers  or  funds  arrived,  the  duties  on  which  have  been  retained  or  refused  him? 
Has  any  considerable  amount  entered  into  the  treasury?  Has  there  been,  before 
this  epocha,  more  than  sufficient  funds  to  pay  the  provisions  that  were  newly  con- 
tracted for?  Are  all  the  contracted  stipulations  on  this  head  complied  with?  Are 
Meade's  the  only  ones?  It  little  signifies  that,  by  the  effrontery  with  which  he 
affirms  it,  this  presumption  should  be  on  his  side.  Mr.  James  MoCann,  Mr.  James 
Wardrop,  Mr.  Ignacio  Oasal,  and  the  house  of  Picardo,  and  many  other  creditors, 
win  answer  for  me  to  Meade's  imposture,  without  which,  to  diminish  the  atrocity  of 
his  publication,  he  can  allege  that  his  debt  is  more  sacred,  or  is  of  a  more  modem 
date.  They  all  proceed  from  purchases  of  provisions,  as  is  insinuated  in  the  note 
that  I  present  (No.  11) ,  and  they  all  contain  positive  stipulations  more  explicit  than 
those  of  Meade,  and  which  are  not  subject  to  the  arrival  of  moneys  which  have  not 
yet  been  received.  This  necessary  condition,  that  can  not  be  considered  as  infringed 
by  the  arrival  of  the  vessel  Standart  and  the  sloop  of  war  Cazador,  far  from  authoriz- 
ing Meade  to  complain  with  so  much  acrimony  of  the  want  of  compliance  of  Your 
Highness  of  the  most  solemn  obligations,  is  the  most  irrefragable  proof  that  I  can 
offer  of  the  injustice  of  that  merchant,  and  of  the  impossibility  in  which  Your  High- 
ness has  found  yourself  of  fulfilling  the  stipulations  made  with  him.  Perhaps,  can 
Meade  say  that  other  funds  have  arrived  from  America?  Inwardly  convinced  that 
Your  Highness  could  not  do  more  to  comply  with  his  contracts,  he  has  recourse  to 
calumny  and  personalities,  in  order  to  prove  the  accusations  that  he  makes  against 
me — the  despair  to  which  he  has  been  reduced  by  the  want  of  combination  in  the 
order  of  events,  or  the  folly  of  his  bad  calculations.  He  adopts  a  conduct  to  make 
up  for  his  want  of  reason,  and  to  attract  partisans  to  his  inflamed  representations. 
I  shall  not  attempt  to  answer  the  imposture  with  which  Meade  affirms  that  all  the 
contracts  celebrated  with  me  are  settled  and  paid,  and  that  those  that  are  not  in  this 
situation  are  so  because  the  deliveries  have  not  been  concluded.  The  note  of  the 
21st  ot  August  answers  the  first  part  of  this  accusation;  and  Messrs.  McCann,  Ward- 
rop, Casal,  and  Picardo  can  confound  the  second.  The  charge  is  more  spurious,  in 
which  he  terms  me  a  criminal  and  a  despot,  whose  caprices  and  interests,  besides 
ruining  his  house  of  commerce,  are  the  sole  rule  that  govern  all  the  payments  of  the 
national  treasury,  and  that  which  presides  at  the  scandalous  contracts  that,  in  the 
obscurity  of  my  office,  I  celebrate  with  my  friends  without  anj'  intervention,  by  an 
arbitrary  proceeding  denounced  as  such  by  the  Sovereign.  It  is  necessary,  serene 
Highness,  that,  though  at  the  risk  of  troubling  your  attention  with  a  trivial  refer- 
ence of  facts,  which  Your  Highness  is  acquainted  with,  since  everything  has  been 
under  the  direction  of  Your  Highness,  that  I  should  endeavor  to  wash  away  this 
infamous  stain  that  annihilates  my  honor  as  a  public  functionary  and  as  a  citizen. 
It  is  necessary  to  destroy  the  first  principle,  of  which  no  one  ought  to  be  wanting. 
It  is  neccessary  that  rancor  should  be  more  powerful  than  all  the  stimulus  of  probity 
and  a  good  name.  It  is  necessary  to  prefer  the  fame  of  being  stupid  and  ignorant,  to 
the  coiifession  of  a  painful  truth,  in  order  that  Mr.  Richard  Meade  should  insist  in 
supposing  me  sole  owner  and  disposer  of  moneys  that  come  into  the  treasury. 

He  himself,  the  whole  nation  knows,  that,  by  one  of  the  most  inviolable  laws  of 
this  establishment,  the  treasurer  can  not  pay  the  smallest  sum  without  a  previous 
order  from  the  Government,  nor  invest  any  property,  the  distribution  of  which  has 
not  been_  disposed  or  approved  of  by  the  same  authority.  If  this  fact  does  not  admit 
any  species  of  doubt,  m  what  manner  will  Meade  prove  the  arbitrary  proceeding 
which  he  pretends  has  been  admitted  even  by  the  very  Sovereign?  Can  the  ruinous 
passions  of  a  depraved  spite  reach  even  to  Your  Highness,  whose  order  ought  to  be 
given  in  whatever  payment  I  should  make  to  Meade  himself?  But  if  Your  Highness 
who  IS  the  one  who  suffers  most  insults  from  the  mordacity  of  this  man?  How  will 
this  charge  be  destroyed,  when  defended  by  so  many  for  whom  the  country  has  no 
other  necessity  than  for  this  man?  By  so  many  who,  careful  onlv  of  their  preserva- 
tion pour  bitterness  on  the  cruel  wounds  of  this  very  countrj'?  In  vain  would  I 
apply  to  the  immutable  laws  of  truth  and  of  justice,  to  counteract  an  imputation 
that  mines  and  undermines  all  the  foundation  of  confidence  in  the  Spanish  Govern- 
ment, If  the  august  Congress,  whom  it  also  outrages,  did  not  answer  with  their 
unchangeable  rectitude,  with  their  love  for  the  good  of  the  Spanish  nation,  to  the 
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wild  excesses  of  Meade,  who  owes  his  fortune  to  the  Government  that  he  despises 
and  slanders.  Yes,  sir,  the  consequence  that  is  derived  from  this  imputation  is  as 
insulting  as  it  is  liable  to  misrepresentation.  I  seduce  Your  Highness,  and  Your  High- 
ness is  wanting  in  the  sacred  duties  which  your  eminent  station  imposes  on  you. 
To  such  an  extremity  does  the  daring  of  Meade  extend  itself.  The  part  of  this 
charge  in  which  he  supposes  the  mysterious  obscurity  of  my  contracts,  and  the 
usurpation  that  I  have  made  of  the  means  of  the  general  direction  of  provisions,  is 
no  less  malicious.  Meade  easily  forgets  the  experience  that  made  the  execution 
impracticable,  or,  rather,  the  application  of  the  sovereign  precept  of  intervention  or 
control  dictated  for  another  class  of  contracts  than  those  executed  in  this  place. 
Your  Highness  is  well  aware  of  the  causes  which  made  it  necessary  not  to  observe 
the  formalities  that  had  proved  so  fruitless  in  the  commencement,  or,  more  properly 
speaking,  served  only  to  impede  the  procuring  supplies.  Meade  may  ask  the  junta 
of  Cadiz,  and  the  other  junta  that  was  afterwards  established  with  the  name  of  sub- 
sistence, what  were  the  just  reasons  for  not  continuing  to  announce  the  contracts  by 
public  edicts?  And  if,  in  the  first  part  of  this  accusation,  Meade  feigns  to  disbelieve 
the  same  that  he  has  experienced,  in  the  second  he  aspires  to  draw  on  me  every 
species  of  execration.  I  will  depart  from  the  custom  that  I  found  established  on 
entering  on  the  office  of  treasurer,  and  will  recall  to  Your  Highness  the  suspension 
which,  at  that  epocha,  that  establishment  was  in — suspension  that  was  prolonged 
to  the  month  of  March.  If  Meade,  for  particular  views,  declares  himself  now  pro- 
tector of  the  director  of  provisions,  what  reason  can  he  have  for  not  disapproving  the 
contracts  that  he  entered  into  previously  witn  the  treasury?  Why  does  he  not  inves- 
tigate the  causes  that  produced  the  usurpation  of  one  of  the  faculties  of  the  directors? 
Be  this  as  it  may,  I,  besides  conforming  myself  with  an  established  custom,  and  even 
an  indispensable  one  on  account  of  the  singularity  of  the  circumstances,  I  have  never 
entered  into  an  engagement  of  provisions  without  a  special  mission  from  Your  High- 
ness, whose  orders  I  might  cite  if  I  were  not  speaking  to  Your  Highness  himself. 
What  motive  will  dictate  these  dispositions?  It  does  not  belong  to  me  to  inquire  if 
it  has  been  no  other  than  to  give  a  guaranty  to  the  venders,  which,  in  the  discredit 
that  lately  that  direction  found  itself  reduced  to,  persons  refused  to  enter  into  con- 
tracts with  it  without  the  engagement  or  obligation  of  the  treasurer.  And  what 
better  mode  of  compromising  the  treasurer  than  that  he  should  make  the  purchases 
which  the  directors  could  not  verify  for  want  of  means,  and  because  the  wants  of  the 
nation  were  made  use  of  for  the  more  direct  obligations  of  the  public  treasury?  The 
experience  that  the  venders  had  of  this  fact  induced  them  to  solicit  that  the  pur- 
chases might  be  made  by  the  treasurer,  well  persuaded  that  their  payments  would 
be  better  complied  with,  once  that  they  could  press  or  call  on  him  to  comply  with 
an  obligation  of  his  own  contracting.  Having  proved  that  far  from  having  usurped 
the  attributions  of  the  direction  of  provisions,  I  have  only  obeyed  the  orders  of  Your 
Highness,  communicated  sometimes  through  the  minister  of  finance,  and  at  others 
from  yourself  direct,  it  is  not  necessary  that  I  should  bring  to  your  recollection  the 
many  occasions  in  which,  with  the  greatest  vehemence,  I  had  the  honor  of  request- 
ing you  verbally  to  exempt  me  from  this  charge,  that  was  revolting  to  my  mind, 
and  that  was  a  fertile  source  of  discontents.  Your  Highness  not  only  would  not 
admit  this  prayer,  but  the  order  of  the  16th  of  July,  which,  out  of  many  others,  I 
quote  on  account  of  its  recent  date  (No.  12),  is  the  most  authentic  testimony  of  your 
decided  will  that  I  should  be  the  person  to  furnish  the  articles  that  would  secure 
food  for  the  soldiers. 

But  persevering  in  my  purpose  of  liberating  myself  of  a  commission  that,  besides 
being  delicate  and  painful,  caused  a  continual  warfare  against  my  opinions  and  good 
conduct,  I  had  at  last  the  satisfaction  that  Your  Highness  acceded  to  my  repeated 
solicitations,  particularly  in  that  presented  by  me  on  the  24th  of  July,  in  which  I 
stated  that  "the  serious  occupations  of  my  office  prevented  me  from  attending  to 
these  details,  and  on  that  account  I  hoped  that  Your  Highness  would  be  pleased  to 
exonerate  me  in  future  from  this  commission,  and  determine  that  the  persons 
employed  in  the  branch  of  provisions  should  enter  into  all  the  contracts  that  should 
be  required  as  a  business  belonging  exclusively  to  them." 

The  anterior  date  of  this  request  to  all  the  representations  of  Meade,  does  it  agree 
with  the  crimes  that  he  supposes  to  the  injury  of  private  individuals,  and  to  the  noto- 
rious discredit  of  the  Government,  and  of  the  whole  nation?  ' '  Can  this  solicitude 
be  united  with  the  intention  of  favoring  my  friends  and  with  the  arrangements  of 
my  office?"  But  if  those  crimes  arose  principally  from  the  approbation  and  dis- 
approbation with  which  I  meddle  in  the  contracts,  what  value  is  due  to  the  orders 
of  Your  Highness  of  the  20th  of  February,  6th  of  March,  27th  of  May,  5th,  9th,  16th, 
26th,  and  28th  of  June,  1st,  6th,  19th,  21st,  23d,  24th,  26th,  and  28th  of  July,  in  which 
are  finally  approved,  one  by  one,  as  many  contracts  as  1  have  made  by  reiterated 
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frcSi  beTng  aSted  to  a  cantract.  %eade  can  not  attempt  to  talk  without  heapi^ 
uD7alsehoods-  and  though  the  want  of  experience  may,  in  a  measure,  leave  him 
appaSyta  the  right  or  with  the  presumption  on  his  part  of  being  so,  he  is  unfor- 
tSteTnL^entingfhese  same  falsehoods  and  has  against  him  ?;^o^her  proof  much 
more  convincing,  since  it  is  not  imaginary  but  positive.  Let  him  boast  ot  the  lowness 
S  prices  that  lere  never  offered.^  Have  tl^ej^y  chance  been  a^  beneficial  to  t^^^^ 
public  treasury  aa  those  he  has  always  exacted?  The  contract  of  t^^ -^^th  of  July 
1811,  to  whom  was  it  in  a  great  degree  advantageous?  I  have  got  to  a  pomt  in  which 
it  is  neclssary  to  present  the  truth  in  allits  brilliancy;  the  decorum  o  Your  H  ghness 
exacts  it,  ana  the  credit  and  majesty  of  the  nation  that  Meade  slanders  likewise 
require  it,  enumerating  and  boasting  of  his  services  and  depressing  and  lowering  the 
pXtuality  with  which  his  contracts  have  been  fulfilled  and  the  enormous  adVan- 
S^Ts  that  Irom  them  he  has  received.  Let  Your  Highness  interrogate  tbecommerce 
of  this  place,  and  do  not  rely  on  the  assertions  of  a  functionary  whom  Meade  calls 
his  enemy.  AH  scandaUzed  will  tell  Your  Highness  that  the  object  of  this  merchant 
has  never  been  any  other  than  to  get  into  his  hands  all  the  flour  that  arrived  at  this 
place  to  make  of  them  a  traffic,  which,  at  the  same  time  that  it  should  be  exclusive, 
would  oblige  Your  Highness  to  submit  to  the  law  that  would  be  imposed  on  you  by 
the  cold  indifference  of  a  mercantile  speculation.  No  means,  no  step,  no  disposition, 
has  been  omitted  to  accomplish  this  favorite  object;  and  if  the  nation  has  not  groaned 
under  the  weight  of  so  horrible  a  calculation,  it  is  the  work  of  chance,  not  of  the 
inactivity  or  negligence  of  this  man  whom  the  national  cause  has  made  so  enthusi- 
astic. And  after  this,  Meade's  services,  will  they  still  be  praised?  Will  it  be  said 
that  in  the  contracts  he  has  celebrated  with  the  Government  he  has  done  anythmg 
else  beyond  securing  to  himself  gains  impossible  to  have  been  obtained  with  any  pn- 
vate  individual,  and  even  without  the  delay  in  the  recovery  for  which  he  is  so  much 
irritated?  The  treasury,  who,  to  comply  with  obligations  even  more  sacred,  has  not 
been  able  till  the  present  moment  to  return  the  sums  that  came  registered  from  South 
America  for  private  citizens,  and  which  it  was  obliged  to  use;  the  Government  who 
has  found  itself  obliged  to  fail  in  its  solemn  offers  made  to  the  commerce  of  Cadiz  to 
restore  their  loans  without  interest  already  due;  ought  it  to  dedicate  to  Meade  the 
succors  that  the  English  ambassador  has  destined  for  the  present  subsistence  of  the 
armies  when  there  were  no  other  means  to  meet  such  powerful  necessities,  nor 
were  the  stipulations  with  Meade  infringed  through  any  fault  of  Your  Highness?  Not 
I,  sir,  but  the  nation,  ought  to  solve  this  problem,  having  present  that  the  generos- 
ity of  the  Congress  has  granted  an  exception  to  Meade,  that  no  other.  Spanish  cred- 
itor has  acquired  of  the  many  that  have  sacrificed  themselves  for  the  country,  and 
who  until  now,  have  suffered  in  a  resigned  manner  their  indigence,  knowing  the 
impossibility  in  which  the  treasury  finds  itself  of  making  the  payments  of  numberless 
debts  without  neglecting  those  obligations  of  the  moment  on  which  the  preservation 
of  the  country  depends. 

But  it  appertains  to  me  to  disavow  solemnly  the  sum  of  20,000,000  which  he  pre- 
tends the  contracts  made  by  me  amount  to,  the  total  of  which  scarcely  amounts  to 
$650,000,  and  also  to  do  away  the  illusion  to  which  the  punctual  payment  of  those 
that  were  contracted  posterior  to  his  may  give  rise  to.  This  same  reason,  which 
Meade  cites  as  an  injustice  or  undue  preference  to  Your  Highness,  is  the  one  which 
convinces  me  more  of  his  malice,  because  it  is  obvious  that  the  treasury  was  not  in 
possession  of  the  bills,  the  only  means  with  which  all  those  paid  on  account  of  the 
last  contracts  have  been  satisfied,  when  his  contracts  were  made.  This  resource  hav- 
ing been  procured  since,  Meade  makes  a  violent  comparison,  and  unhinges  every 
thing,  as  the  different  contracts  have  their  different  stipulations,  which  ought  to  be 
complied  with,  unless  the  good  faith  and  credit  of  the  nation  is  ruined.  The  pay- 
ment of  Meade  was  agreed  on  when  the  money  should  arrive  from  the  other  side  of 
the  Atlantic,  in  the  same  manner  as  it  was  stipulated  to  satisfy,  with  bills  on  London, 
the  purchase  of  provisions  which  were  since  made;  consequently,  there  being  no 
identity  in  the  circumstances,  there  can  be  none  in  the  results.  The  passion  which 
carries  Meade  away  has  blinded  him  so  as  not  to  discern  such  simple  principles  of 
justice,  and  to  suppose  me  capable  of  committing  scandalous  things  in  the  contracts 
made  by  me,  by  order  of  Your  Highness.  No  one  is  better  acquainted  than  himself, 
notwithstanding  the  formalities  that  are  inseparable  to  all  the  operations  of  the  gen- 
eral treasury;  and  with  respect  to  the  excesses  that,  without  particularizing,  he 


MAEGAEET   MEADE.  105 

announcea  in  the  contracts,  I  appeal  to  Your  Highness's  judgment,  to  the  current 
prices  at  the  different  epochs  in  which  they  have  been  made,  and  to  the  convictions 
of  Meade  himself.  "With  respect  to  the  want  of  intervention,  and  to  the  crimes  that 
he  infers  from  this  conduct,  it  is  sufficient  that  Your  Highness  should  deign  to  order 
that,  as  the  original  stipulations  exist  in  the  Secretary  of  Finance's  office,  they  should 
be  reexamined,  to  ascertain  whether  the  approbation  which  my  contracts  have 
always  received  devolved  or  not  on  the  security  of  not  being  able  to  find  a  better 
niethod  and  on  the  fullest  satisfaction  of  my  fidelity  and  disinterestedness.  To  con- 
vince Meade  how  pure  this  has  been,  and  to  give  Your  Highness  a  new  proof  that  this 
merchant  has  not  always  been  as  generous  as  he  calls  himself,  and  to  convince  the 
public  of  the  want  of  truth  with  which  he  complains,  I  will  appeal  to  Mr.  John 
White,  a  person  well  known  for  his  honesty  in  this  city.  Commissioned  by  Meade, 
he  presented  me  a  note  of  provisions,  of  which  I  offered  to  take,  in  the  name  of  Your 
Highness,  4,000  barrels  of  flour,  paying  for  each  one  at  the  price  of  20 J  hard  dollars, 
and  delivering  for  their  value  bills  on  London  at  six  months'  sight  and  exchange  of 
49;  on  which  conditions  the  house  of  Mr.  James  Wardrop  offered  them,  to  whom  he 
should  be  preferred.  At  the  expiration  of  twenty-four  hours  White  returned  to 
inform  me  that  this  proposal  did  not  suit  him.  This  fact,  which,  without  further 
explanation,  contradicts  the  assertion  of  not  being  attended  to  in  the  late  purchase 
of  provisions,  affords  two  documents  to  decipher  the  character  of  Meade's  representa- 
tions. In  that  of  the  2d  of  August  he  affirms  that  I  have  bought  flour  at  a  higher 
price  than  I  might  have  procured  it  from  him;  but  if  it  is  known  to  Your  Highness 
that  the  highest  price  per  barrel  that  has  been  bought  during  this  year  has  not 
exceeded  20J  hard  dollars,  and  if  this  same  price  is  what  Meade  despises,  where  was 
the  great  cheapness  of  his  flour?  Where  are  my  scandalous  contracts?  Of  this  kind 
are  Meade's  observations,  all  doubtful  and  distorted,  when  they  are  not  defamatory 
and  malicious.  I  care  but  little  for  his  epithet  of  inept  with  which  he  treats  me,  and 
to  the  comparison  that  he  wishes  to  make  between  my  manner  of  fulfilling  obliga- 
tions and  that  of  my  worthy  predecessors.  Whatever  may  be  my  merits  on  this 
score,  if  Your  Highness  is  satisfied  with  my  services,  I  shall  tranquilly  despise  not 
only  this  vent  of  his  passion,  but  the  impertinent  judgment  of  a  man  who  not  even 
in  the  serenity  of  reason  holds  in  his  power  the  criterion  by  which  the  actions  and 
efforts  of  the  public  functionaries  ought  to  be  appreciated;  but  Meade,  in  the  tumult 
of  his  imagination,  has  thought  everything  allowable;  and  when  his  caustic  censure 
has  not  taken  into  consideration  the  most  regulated  operations  of  Your  Highness 
how  can  it  appear  strange  that  he  should  offend  many  of  the  ministers,  and  present 
me  as  the  principal  person  charged  with  the  direction  of  the  opinions  of  the  Finance 
Department?  He  first  presents  me  to  Your  Highness  as  a  hypocrite  or  intriguer,  who 
"had  the  talent  to  blind  the  Government,  making  it  believe  that,  with  my  private 
credit,  I  had  performed  important  services."  My  political  life  is  the  only  thing  that 
I  oppose  to  so  black  a  thought;  and  though  I  have  never  trumpeted  my  services  it 
is  now  indispensable  that  I  should  overcome  the  bashfulness  that  so  injurious  a  cal- 
umny costs  me.  Many  days  had  not  elapsed  after  the  happy  installation  of  Your 
Highness  when  a  commercial  house  of  this  place  proposed  to  Your  Highness  to  fur- 
nish provisions  to  the  amount  of  a  million  and  a  half  of  hard  dollars,  provided  I 
would  become  responsible  for  its  payment  as  a  mere  private  individual.  Your  High- 
ness, who  heard  this  proposal,  and  also  heard  my  answer,  may  infer,  without  any 
other  proofs,  whether  I  merit  the  odious  name  with  which  I  am  taxed,  and  if  I  ever 
had  the  fatal  talent  that  is  attributed  to  me,  and  which  is  intended  to  cover  me  with 
execration  in  the  face  of  the  whole  nation.  Having  dedicated  myself  to  its  happi- 
ness, not  through  any  sordid  views  of  interest,  but  from  love  and  duty,  I  shall 
abstain  from  bringing  to  Your  Highness's  mind  all  the  series  of  my  conduct  in  the 
fulfillment  of  an  employment  in  which  the  disagreeables  keep  an  exact  oroportion 
with  enmities.  I  have  laid  before  Your  Highness  all  the  proceedings  and  circum- 
stances of  Mr.  Richard  Meade's  claim,  and  the  little  or  no  foundation  that  he  has  had 
to  give  the  nation  so  scandalous  and  afflicting  a  day.  Men  from  all  parts  of  the 
world  will  not  see  without  astonishment  an  exposition  which,  from  its  manner  and 
accusation  ought  to  have  been  founded  on  the  strictest  rules  of  justice  and  of  truth, 
is  but  a  web  of  untruths  and  exaggerations,  because  his  claim  neither  amounts  to 
15,000,000,  nor  has  Your  Highness  been  wanting  in  the  stipulations  made.  Even  of 
the  6,897,158  reals  and  24  maravedis  of  vellon,  which  is  the  result  of  what  the  nation 
owes,  Meade  can  only  be  called  a  creditor  for  1,056,158  reals,  in  consequence  of  his 
illiquidated  claims,  as  the  other  5,840,000  reals  are  morally  satisfied  with  the  three 
bills  given  to  him;  which,  however,  have  not  been  paid  on  account  of  the  circum- 
stance on  which  their  fulfillment  is  founded.  Your  Highness  can  not  be  responsible 
for  events  the  accomplishment  of  which  are  not  in  your  power;  and  if  Your  High- 
ness had  it  not  in  his  power  to  cause  the  ship  Standart,  of  H,  B,  Majesty,  and  the 
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brig  Corrio  Cazador,  to  bring  moneys  properly  belonging  to  the  treasury,  or  a  sum 
equivalent  to  the  hopes  and  promises  which,  with  different  expectations,  had  been 
made,  neither  could  Your  Highness  be  answerable  for  the  unfortunate  termination 
which  the  steps  practiced  so  efficaciously  with  the  ambassador  of  England  produced. 
And  since  Your  Highness  has  not  deliberately  failed  in  your  engagements  with 
Meade,  his  ruin,  if  it  should  take  place,  is  the  effect  of  those  contmgencies  which 
heretofore  have  been  prosperous  to  his  fortune,  and  may  sometimes  be  adverse, 
through  imperious  circumstances,  and  also  through  errors  of  calculation  to  which 
every  man  of  business  is  subject.  In  relation  to  myself,  I  may  be  justified  in  the 
rectitude  of  Your  Highness,  but  my  honor,  as  so  public  a  functionary,  and  as  a  citi- 
zen so  well  known,  is  greatly  tarnished  with  so  foul  a  stain.  The  rights  which  Your 
Highness  owes  to  justice;  those  which  I  have  to  defend,  my  management,  my  repu- 
tation, and  my  innocence;  those  which  are  vested  in  the  august  Congress,  and  in  the 
whole  nation,  to  examine  my  conduct,  and  demand  an  account  of  my  operations, 
all  require  that  Your  Highness  should  order  that  Mr.  R.  Meade  should  formally 
accuse  me  before  a  competent  tribunal,  and  be  obliged  to  prove  the  calumnies  which 
his  publication  contains  against  me.  The  honor  of  the  Spanish  nation  is  interested 
in  this  cause,  to  prove  to  the  world  that  neither  the  rank  of  the  officer  nor  the  dis- 
tance between  him  and  a  contractor  can  elude  the  vigilance  of  the  laws  nor  close 
the  doors  of  the  tribunals  to  reason  and  justice,  as  insolently  this  foreigner  has 
dared  to  say.  Yes,  serene  sir,  if  the  services  which  at  all  times  I  have  done  to  my 
country;  if  these  services,  which  my  lips  have  never  uttered  to  solicit  a  reward,  are 
acceptable  to  Your  Highness  and  the  nation;  if  they  merit  any  distinction  or  estima- 
tion, let  Your  Highness  deign  to  remunerate  them  by  condescending  with  this  hum- 
ble prayer.  Your  Highness  being  encharged  with  the  high  office  of  seeing  the  laws 
put  in  force,  it  is  your  duty  to  comply  with  the  most  august  of  its  functions,  which 
is  to  protect  the  good  from  the  assaults  of  the  evil  disposed  and  to  chastise  the 
criminal  or  perverse.  Let  it  be  done,  in  order  to  procure  me  the  means  of  wiping 
away  this  stain  from  that  honor  which  finds  itself  for  the  first  time  outraged,  and 
outraged  with  the  greatest  atrocity  and  vileness. 

Serene  sir,  Victor  Soret. 

Cadiz,  the  9th  of  September  of  181S. 


No.  1. 

Cadiz,  3d  March,  1812. 

Mr.  Eichard  Meade  having  fulfilled  his  part  of  the  contract,  which  he  celebrated 
on  the  21st  of  January  last  with  the  late  Council  of  Regency,  for  12,000  barrels  of 
flour,  and  one  of  the  conditions  being  that  its  amount  should  be  paid  at  the  rate  of 
.  P?'  ^^"^1'  the  half  out  of  the  first  and  the  other  half  out  of  the  second  moneys 
that  should  arrive  from  America,  the  Regency  of  the  kingdom  has  been  pleased  to 
order  that  I  should  notify  you  of  it  in  order  that  the  stipulation  of  what  the  Gov- 
ernment has  contracted  should  be  complied  with,  communicating  the  necessary 
orders  to  the  treasurer  of  the  royal  finance  of  this  city  for  when  the  funds  should 
arrive. 

God  preserve  you  many  years. 

rr    J.V,    m  ^  .  Antonio  Rans  Romanillos. 

To  the  Treasurek-General,  in  office. 


No.  2, 

T  .  C.VDiz,  Z7ih  February,  181-2. 

delCrhrfXwingf'^*''^'^*^'  *°  ^^-  Miguel  Lobo  and  to  Mr.  Udefonso  Ruiz 

RicW?tfp»H^  "i*".  ^^'"g-Jo"!  l^?s  seen  the  conditions  and  prices  with  which  Mr 
Richaid  Meade  offew  to  supply  vari.ms  articles  of  subsistence  for  our  trows  and  vo^^^^ 
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understanding  that,  for  the  present  6,000  barrels  of  flour  should  be  sent  to  Catalonia 
and  3,000  to  Oporto,  with  the  corresponding  quantities  of  the  other  articles.  I  send 
this  to  you  for  your  information  and  compliance  with  what  corresponds  to  you. 

God  preserve  you  many  years. 

Antonio  Rans  Romanillos. 

The  Treasurer-General,  Mr.  Victor  Soket. 


No.  .S. 


Cadiz,  lOlh  May,  181S. 
I  communicate  to  Mr.  Richard  Meade,  under  this  date,  the  following: 
In  answer  to  your  paper  of  the  29th  of  April  last,  and  reiteration  of  it  on  the  1st 
and  5th  of  this  month  the  Regency  of  the  Kingdom  has  resolved  that  I  should 
inform  you  that,  although  it  is  true  that  you  ought  to  be  paid  the  sum  you  ask  them 
from  the  first  moneys  that  should  arrive  from  New  Spain  or  from  Peru,  it  can  not 
be  accomplished  with  the  sum  of  30,131  hard  dollars  that  was  brought  by  the  ship 
Standart  nor  with  the  duties  proceeding  from  the  effects,  or  ready  money  that  she 
brought,  it  not  being  of  that  class,  nor  with  the  250,000  hard  dollars  registered  in  the 
name  of  the  National  Bank  of  St.  Carlos,  it  being  a  private  corporation  to  which  they 
belong  and  not  to  the  royal  finance.  It  is,  notwithstanding,  the  will  of  His  High- 
ness that,  in  consequence  of  your  particular  services  in  the  present  hard  times,  and 
to  your  large  disbursements  you  should  be  attended  to  whenever  there  is  an  oppor- 
tunity. A  copy  of  which  order  I  send  to  you,  by  order  of  His  Highness,  for  your 
information  and  government  in  the  part  that  corresponds  to  you. 

Jose  Vasquez  Fiqueroa. 
The  Tkbasurer-Genekal,  in-  office. 


No.  1. 

Cadiz,  3d  June,  181^. 
I  communicate  to  Mr.  Richard  Meade,  under  this  date,  the  following: 
The  regency  of  the  Kingdom  is  disposed  to  satisfy  you,  according  to  the  agreement 
made,   with  the  moneys  that  should  arrive  from  America,   proceeding  from  the 
national  rents  in  those  dominions,  the  2,040,000  reals  for  the  amount  of  the  flour  you 
facilitated  for  the  succor  of  the  cities  of  Alicante  and  Carthagena;  but  they  do  not 
think  themselves  obliged  to  effect  it  with  the  moneys  brought  from  the  Havana  by 
the  brig  C'orreo  Cuzudor,  they  not  proceeding  from  that  source,  but  belonging  to  dif- 
ferent corporations  who  have  placed  them  at  the  disposal  of  the  Government,  with 
the  object  of  succoring  them  in  their  great  and  peremptory  obligations.     A  copy  of 
which  I  send  your  excellency,  by  order  of  his  Highness,  for  your  information. 
God  preserve  you  many  years. 

Jose  Vasquez  Figubkoa. 
.  Treasurer-General,  in  office. 


No.  6. 

Cadiz,  16th  August,  181S. 
The  Regency  of  the  Kingdom  have  determined  that  your  excellency  should  place 
at  the  disposal  of  the  director,  encharged  with  the  general  direction  of  provisions, 
the  2,000,000  of  reals  of  vellon  in  bills,  that  your  excellency  will  have  regularly 
received  from  the  commissioners  of  the  municipality,  junta,  and  consulado  of  this 
place,  on  account  of  the  services  decreed  by  the  Cortes  that  the  city  of  Cadiz  is  to 
make,  which  by  order  of  his  Highness,  I  communicate  to  your  excellency  for  your 
punctual  compliance  therewith. 
God  preserve  your  excellency  many  years. 

JosK  Vasquez  Figueroa. 
Treasurer-General,  in  office. 


No.  7. 

Cadiz,  Wth  of  August,  1812. 

Mr.  Richard  Meade  solicits  that,  in  order  to  meet  the  engagements  that  he  has 
contracted  in  this  place,  and  not  be  obliged  to  present  himself  in  its  consulado  in. 
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public  failure,  that  he  should  be  succored  with  100,000  hard  dollars,  either  in  bills 
of  the  English  Government  upon  London,  or  in  an  equal  order  on  the  niunicipal- 
ity  of  this  city,  out  of  the  10,000,000  that  is  to  be  received  from  it,  and  m  order  that 
the  Refenoy  of  the  Kingdom  may  examine  whether  it  is  possible  to  attend  to  this 
demand  in  the  manner  in  which  the  Cortes  express  themselves  under  date  of  yester- 
day and  of  which  I  informed  your  excellency  to-day,  it  has  been  pleased  to  determme 
that  your  excellency  should  make  a  detailed  relation  of  the  urgent  objects  m  which 
all  or  the  greater  part  of  the  said  10,000,000  are  to  be  employed,  of  which  I  inform 
your  excellency  for  your  government  and  compliance. 
God  preserve  your  excellency  many  years. 

Jose  Vakquez  Figueeoa. 

Treasurer-Genekal,  in  office. 

No.  8. 

Cadiz,  Slst  of  August,  18W. 
Your  excellency  communicates  to  me,  under  date  of  the  20th  of  the  present 
month,  two  orders  of  the  Regency.  In  the  one,  you  send  me  a  copy  of  the  decree 
of  the  19th,  of  the  secretaries  of  the  Extraordinary  and  General  Cortes,  in  which 
they  participate  to  you  the  determination  of  the  same,  given  to  two  representations 
of  Mr.  Richard  Meade,  relative  to  the  recovery  of  the  claims  that  he  has  against  the 
general  treasury,  proceeding  from  contracts  of  provisions  for  the  consumption  of  the 
armies,  and  for  which  three  bills  were  drawn  to  him,  to  be  paid  from  the  first  and 
second  moneys  that  should  come  from  America — one  for  the  amount  of  88,000  hard 
dollars,  and  the  other  two  for  the  sum  of  2,040,000  reals  of  vellon  each.  His  Majesty 
having  been  pleased  to  command  that,  with  respect  to  the  three  bills  Meade  claims, 
payment  of  should  be  altered,  by  giving  him  3,000,000  reals  from  the  proceeds  of  the 
royal  duties  which  may  fall  due  in  this  custom-house  on  the  moneys  of  gold  and  sil- 
ver belonging  to  private  individuals  that  should  arrive  in  the  first  vessel  from  Amer- 
ica, without  prejudice  to  the  fulfillment  of  the  literal  tenor  of  his  contracts  in  every 
other  respect;  and  that,  for  the  great  interest  that  the  nation  has  in  preserving  the 
credit  of  the  Cortes  and  Government,  this  latter  should  make  every  possible  effort,  in 
order  to  prevent  Meade  from  being  obliged  to  present  himself  in  bankruptcy,  and, 
by  which  measure,  occasion  would  be  given  to  lessen  the  idea  of  Spanish  honor; 
and  your  excellency  informs  me  that,  adopting  those  means  I  should  think  oppor- 
tune, I  "should  endeavor  to  carry  into  effect  what  his  Majesty  has  ordered  in  the  part 
that  corresponds  to  me.  In  the  second  order,  your  excellency  informs  me  that  Mr. 
Richard  Meade  solicits  that,  to  be  able  to  meet  the  engagements  he  has  contracted 
in  this  city,  and  not  be  obliged  to  present  himself  in  bankrujotcy,  that  he  requires  to 
be  aided  with  100,000  hard  dollars,  either  in  bills  of  the  English  Government  upon 
London,  or  an  order  for  an  equal  sum  on  the  municipality  or  this  place,  on  account 
of  the  ten  millions  that  is  to  be  received  from  it;  and,  in  order  that  the  Regency 
may  examine  if  this  demand  can  be  attended  to,  according  to  the  idea  the  Cortes 
express  in  the  anterior  decree,  you  have  been  pleaseA  to  order  that  I  should  give  a 
detailed  account  of  the  urgent  objects  to  which  the  whole  or  a  part  of  the  ten  mil- 
lions are  to  be  applied.  With  respect  to  Meade's  pretensions,  it  is  requisite  to  hold 
in  mind  that  the  state  of  his  affairs  proceeds  from  errors  of  calculation,  to  which  all 
persons  are  liable,  or  from  want  of  foresight  in  his  speculations.  Meade  made  his 
contracts  with  the  stipulation  of  their  being  paid  with  the  fmids  from  America,  under 
the  idea  that  these  would  shortly  arrive.  It  did  not  so  happen,  through  occurrences 
well  known,  and  in  which  no  blame  can  be  attached  to  the  Government;  and  from 
this  originates  his  exaggerated  accounts  of  his  advances,  and  the  state  of  his  affairs. 
With  better  success,  he  made  his  contract  of  the  16th  of  July,  1811,  at  prices  notori- 
ously high,  with  respect  to  the  current  prices  of  the  city  at  that  moment,  to  be  paid 
with  the  moneys  brought  by  the  ship  Mino.  It  was  approved  of  on  the  19th  of  the 
same  month,  and  in  the  course  of  the  next  dav  the  said  ship  arrived-  from  which 
resulted  that  he  immediately  received  6,000,000'of  reals,  and  that,  had'  the  Govern- 
ment retarded  their  approbation  of  said  contract  two  days  longer,  it  is  to  be  supposed 
thej;  would  have  obtained  the  provisions  with  other  advant^es.  This  proves  that 
the  injuries  of  Meade  are  not  caused  for  want  of  honor  in  the  Government  in  not 
complying  with  their  agreements,  but  from  the  mistaken  calculation  or  idea  of  the 
contractor.  This  prmciple  allowed,  the  cited  determinations  of  succoring  Meade, 
u  ®,V?  ^'^^  manner  accorded  by  the  Cortes,  or  through  the  means  your  Highness 
should  be  pleased  to  adopt  m  relation  to  his  solicitations,  it  ought  to  be  considered 
as  an  anticipation  or  amelioration,  in  consideration  of  the  state  of  his  affairs,  and  not 
as  obligation  of  the  contract;  but  this  disposition  does  not  appeal-  compatible,  or  that 
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it  can  be  carried  into  effect,  in  consequence  of  the  exigence  of  tiie  finance  department, 
and  the  absolute  necessity  of  sustaining  obligations  of  greater  urgency.  The  pay- 
ment of  100,000  hard  dollars  that  he  asks,  in  bills  of  the  English  Government  on 
London,  is  clear  can  not  be  verified,  they  not  choosing  to  lend  themselves  to  the 
delivery,  because,  in  the  general  treasury,  said  bills  do  not  at  present  exist;  those 
which  were  in  it  having  been  destined  to  the  payment  of  other  provisions.  Nor  can 
it  be  effected  by  drawing  said  sum  on  the  municipality  of  this  city,  on  account  of 
the  ten  millions  for  the  service  decreed  by  the  Cortes.  Two  millions  of  them  are 
already  delivered  to  the  directory  of  provisions  by  order  of  your  Highness;  of  the 
eight  millions  that  remain,  sums  mentioned  in  the  inclosed  note  are  required  with 
urgency.  These  amount  to  10,306,300  reals  of  vellon,  and,  of  course,  exceed  in 
2,306,300  reals  of  vellon  of  what  we  ought  to  receive,  without  taking  into  considera- 
tion the  salaries  due  to  the  civil  officers,  which  are  so  much  behindhand,  as  your 
excellency  is  well  aware.  The  Fortaless  of  Cuita,  galleys,  etc.,  require  to  be  sup- 
plied, whose  demands,  worthy  of  every  consideration,  will  have  to  be  covered  with 
the  new  means  which  it  seems  indispensable  to  adopt,  as  the  rents  and  ordinary 
contributions  are  so  small  that  they  hardly  reach  for  the  present  necessary  pay  of 
the  armies,  navy,  and  the  gunboats,  and  others  which  will  not  allow  of  the  least 
delay.  Your  excellency  will  be  pleased  to  make  it  known  to  the  Regency,  that  they 
may  determine  what  they  think  proper. 

God  preserve  your  excellency  many  years. 

Victor  Soret. 

His  excellenc)'  the  Secretary  of  De.spatch  and  Finance. 


No.  9. 


Cadiz,  August  ^S,  1S12. 

Under  date  of  the  20th  of  the  present  month  of  August,  the  director  ad  interim  of 
the  despatch  of  finance  says  to  me  as  follows: 

' '  By  decree  of  the  General  and  Extraordinary  Cortes  of  the  Kingdom,  I  inform  the 
treasurer-general,  under  this  date,  that  he  should  make  every  possible  effort  to  fur- 
nish you  some  succor  on  account  of  the  claims  you  have  against  the  royal  treasury  in 
consequence  of  the  contracts  made  with  it,  in  order  to  avoid  your  failure,  and  that 
the  opinion  of  Spanish  honor,  so  necessary  in  the  present  critical  circumstances, 
should  not  be  lessened." 

Before  receiving  this  decree  of  His  Majesty,  I  had  informed  your  Highness  that  if 
you  did  not  succor  me  at  once  with  the  sum  of  100,000  hard  dollars,  either  in  cash  or 
in  bills  on  London  of  the  English  Government,  or  an  order  on  the  municipality  of 
this  city,  that  my  public  failure  would  be  certain.  Your  excellency  is  as  well  aware 
as  anybody  else  how  delicate  the  credit  of  a  man  of  business  is,  and  your  excellency 
is  aware  how  much  my  credit  and  opinion  has  suffered  within  these  few  days  when 
my  situation  \A-ith  respect  to  the  Government  has  prevented  the  fulfillment  of  my 
most  sacred  obligations.  After  the  resolution  of  His  Majesty  it  is  for  your  excellency, 
more  than  any  other  person,  to  see  that  his  intentions  are  complied  with.  The  will 
of  His  Majesty  is  known,  as  well  as  the  desire  of  His  Highness  that  the  contracts 
made  in  the  name  of  the  Government  should  literally  be  complied  with,  making,  for 
this  purpose,  every  possible  effort  so  as  to  cover  the  national  honor,  which  the  Gov- 
ernment takes  so  much  to  heart.  I  wish  that  your  excellency  would  have  the  good- 
ness to  inform  me  what  are  the  efforts  that  your  excellency  can  make,  so  as  the 
intentions  of  His  Majesty  may  be  complied  with,  under  the  perfect  condition  that  the 
ruin  which  menaces  me  can  only  be  avoided  by  giving  me  immediately  the  sum  men- 
tioned above  from  any  of  the  three  measures  that  I  there  propose.  I  expect  from 
your  excellency  the  favor  of  a  prompt  answer  for  my  government. 

God  preserve  your  excellency  many  years. 

Richard  Meade. 

To  the  Treasurer-General,  in  office. 


No.  10. 

Cadiz,  August  S3,  181S. 
I  received  your  note  of  yesterday  in  which  you  transcribe  to  the  order  dated  20th 
instant,  in  which  the  secretary  pro  tem.  of  the  despatch  of  finance  sent  to  you,  reduced 
to  informing  you  that  by  a  decree  of  the  General  and  Extraordinary  Cortes  of  the 
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Kingdom  I  was  directed  to  make  every  possible  effort  to  ^^  y""^""^^^'' To 
account  of  the  claims  that  by  your  contracts  you  hold  agamst  the  royal  finance,  lo 
carr^his  decree  into  effect  and  agree  on  what  is  most  proper,,  taking  the  situation  of 
the  treasury  into  consideration,  together  with  your  new  solicitation,  to  which  you 
refer  m^Fn  your  note,  that  out  of  the  means  pointed  out  you  should  he  reheved  with 
100  000  hard  dollars.  His  Highness  ordered  me  to  make  a  report  to  him  on  the  sub- 
ject which  I  have  done,  and  consequently  said  determination  depends  on  the  pleasure 
of  hirnighness,  which  is  all  I  can  answer  you  in  reply  to  your  mentioned  paper. 
God  preserve  you  many  years.  ^^^^^  g^^^^ 

Mr.  RiCHAKD  Me.\de. 


No.  11. 

Cadiz,  August  SI,  181S. 

Moneys  owing  under  my  responsibilUy,  and  whose  payment,  in  consequence  of  tlieir  time 

being  up,  is  urgent. 

To  Mr.  James  McCann,  the  remainder  of  the  contracts  of  pro- 
visions—rials  of  vellon ,--;-,-, It?' 222 

To  the  same,  for  672^  barrels  of  flour,  at  19  hard  dollars 262,  280 

To  Mr.  James  Wardrop,  balance  ot  4,000  barrels  of  flour 216, 480 

To  Mr.  Ignacio  Casal,  for  375  barrels  of  pork  at  24i  ditto 189, 551    2, 066,  300 

To  the  same,  for  230  of  the  same  beef,  at  16 J  hard  dollars...        80, 189 

For  a  loan  in  specie 420,  800 

For  the  supplies  made  in  Abrantis,  by  Mr.  Anthony  Picardo, 

for  the  carriage  of  provisions  to  Ciudad  Rodrigo 175,  000 

By  royal  order  of  the  16th,  of  Hia  Highness,  I  was  ordered  to 
remit  to  Mr.  Manuel  Jos6  Alonso  Marban,  in  Lisbon,  for  the 

payment  of  a  contract  of  provisions  for  Badajos 440, 000 

By  another  of  the  20th  instant,  it  is  ordered  to  be  immediately 
given  to  the  gunboats  a  fifteenth  that  is  owing  on  account  of 

eleven  months ---  1,400,000 

By  a  contract  celebrated  by  the  directory  of  provisions,  with 
Mr.  Anthony  Picardo,  of  2,500  barrels  of  flTour,  to  be  paid 

in  effective  money,  which  amounts,  more  or  less,  to 1,050,000  , 

To  the  same  provisions,  a  complement  of  4  millions  of  rials, 
which,  by  a  close  calculation,  they  will  want  for  a  month, 

deducting  the  former  part 2,  950,  000 

Besides,  I  have  accepted  the  amount  of  200,000  rials  of  vellon, 
in  bills  drawn  by  Mr.  Manuel  Gandasegui,  of  London,  for 
30,000  pounds  sterling  that  he  lent  the  Government  in  the 
month  of  February,  of  this  year,  and  are  due  in  the  ap- 
proaching month  of  October,  and  which  it  is  necessary  to 
pay  at  once,  to  avoid  any  want  of  confidence  in  the  Gov- 
ernment   2,  400,  000 

10,  306,  300 

Therefore,  destining  to  the  payment  of  said  preferable  claims  the  eight  millions  of 
rials  that  the  municipality  still  has  to  deliver,  the  ten  millions  of  reals  decreed  by  the 
Cortes,  thereare  stillwantingtocompleteit2,306,300  reals  of  vellon.  AVith  the  small 
entrance  of  rents,  and  other  contributions  adopted  up  to  the  present  day,  it  is  not 
possible  to  attend  to  said  payment,  and  to  the  other  peremptory  obligations  of  the 
army,  navy,  and  militia  forces,  leaving  many  others  worthy  of  recommendation,  and 
of  the  greatest  consideration,  unattended  to. 

SOKET. 

No.  12. 

Cadiz,  July  16,  181^. 
The  directory  general  of  provisions  states,  under  this  date,  the  necessity  in  which 
it  has  found  itself  to  ask  the  loan  of  some  barrels  of  flour  in  this  city,  and  the  island 
of  Leon,  because,  in  both  places,  the  article  had  been  entirely  consumed.  It  also 
informs  that,  although  your  excellency  has  procured  600  barrels,  as  out  of  them  they 
are  immediately  to  deliver  those  they  had  borrowed,  very  few  are  left  them  for  the 
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{ 
maintenance  of  the  troops,  and  they  fear  the  want  of  them  will  produce  irreparable 
evils;  and,  to  avoid  them,  the  Regency  of  the  Kingdom  expects,  from  the  activity 
and  knowledge  of  your  excellency,  that  you  will  endeavor  to  attend  to  this  urgency 
\vith  the  speed  its  importance  requires,  procuring  this  and  other  articles  of  consump- 
tion, so  that  the  necessary  food  of  the  soldiery  may  not  be  wanting.  God  preserve 
your  excellency  many  years.  ^ 

Jose  VAsauEz  Figuekoa. 
To  the  Tkeasukee-Genbkal. 

Note. — To  give  a  new  proof  of  the  falsehood  with  which  Mr.  Richard  Meade 
affirms  that  the  steps  taken  with  the  ambassador  of  England  was  reduced  to  a  simple 
note,  without  either  explanation  or  recommendation,  I  vill  copy  here  the  article 
that  Mr.  Ignacio  Pezuela,  secretary  pro  tem.  of  the  office  of  state,  communicated  to 
the  compiler  general,  and  was  inserted,  by  him  in  his  No.  456,  of  the  12th  of  Sep- 
tember: 

"Sie:  Reading  the  paper  which,  with  the  title  of  Scandalous  Ruin,  &c.,  Mr.  Rich- 
ard Meade  gives  to  the  public,  I  have  noticed  some  things  which  I  ought  not  to  let 
pass  silently,  because  they  bring  in  question  acts  of  the  ministry  during  my  pro  tem. 
employment. 

"In  his  representation  of  the  2d  of  August  last,  directed  to  the  National  Congress, 
Meade  says  (pages  41,  42,  and  43)  the  efforts  that  I  had  made  through  the  minister 
of  finance,  with  His  Britannic  Majesty's  ambassador,  in  order  that  the  consul,  Mr. 
James  Duff,  should  receive,  in  payment  of  what  Meade  owed  him,  the  three  bills 
that  he  had  in  his  possession  of  the  Spanish  Government;  and  that,  after  repeated 
solicitations,  he  obtained  a  note  should  be  passed  to  the  ambassador;  but  that  as  the 
minister  of  state  was  totally  ignorant  of  the  proceedings,  he  passed  a  note  so  dry, 
and  with  so  little  explanation  or  recommendation,  that  it  was  denied.  The  note 
contained  a  clear  explanation,  and  very  honorable  to  Meade,  and  the  most  proper  that 
the  recommendation,  which  depended  on  it,  should  have  effect.  That  the  services 
rendered  by  Mr.  Richard  Meade,  during  the  war,  and  his  great  disbursements  for  the 
fulfillment  of  the  contracts  of  provisions  formed  with  the  royal  finance,  entitled  him 
to  the  consideration  of  the  Government,  and,  for  that  reason,  the  Regency  of  the 
Kingdom  had  commanded  me  to  recommend  to  his  excellency  the  ambassador  his 
solicitation  that  the  consul  of  His  British  Majesty  should  receive  in  payment  of  his 
debt  the  bills  that  the  treasurer-general  had  given  Meade.  Such  were  the  expressions 
of  the  note.  Meade  says,  afterwards,  that  he  solicited  anew;  that  he  informed  me 
of  everything,  and  that  I  answered  him,  saying  that  it  was  necessary  that  the  finance 
department  should  pass  me  another  note  repeatingthe  solicitation;  but  he  does  not 
mention  that,  in  effect,  he  sent  it  me  under  date  of  the  4th  of  August,  and  so  ex- 
pressive, that,  after  encharging  me  to  beg  the  ambassador  anew  to  admit  Meade's 
solicitation,  it  added,  'it  is  necessary  to  the  welfare  of  the  state,  and  the  consider- 
ation which  Meade  merits  from  the  Government  required  it  for  his  signal  services, 
in  the  epoch  of  our  revolution.'  I  thus  communicated  it  in  my  new  note  to  the 
ambassador,  saying  that  great  evils  might  arise  to  the  interests  of  the  state  from  its 
not  being  acceeded  to.  Nor  did  I  content  myself  with  these  notes.  I  went  in  per- 
son to  see  his  excellency.  I  spoke,  and  pressed  him  with  all  the  efficacy  in  my 
power;  and  he  answered  me,  giving  a  great  many  reasons  why  he  regretted  not  being 
able  to  accede  to  the  demand;  and  the  same  has  he  repeated  to  me  lately  in  writing, 
authorizing  me  to  publish  that  he  had  not  the  power  to  comply  with  the  wishes  of 
the  Regency,  for  the  reasons  he  alleges. 

'■Ignacio  De  La  Pezuela. 
'"  Cadiz,  September  10,  18Z1. 

' '  P.  8.  — So  that  nothing  respecting  this  subj  ect  with  me  should  be  unknown,  I  ought 
to  say  that  several  persons,  among  them  Mr.  Figueroa,  then  minister  of  finance,  and 
especially  the  treasurer,  Mr.  Victor  Soret,  spoke  to  me'very  earnestly  that  I  should 
make  the  greatest  efforts  with  the  ambassador." 


City  op  Philadelphia: 

On  the  7th  day  of  May,  1824,  before  me,  the  subscriber,  one  of  the  aldermen  of 
the  city  of  Philadelphia,  personally  appeared  John  Leamy,  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States  and  resident  m  this  city,  who,  being  duly  sworn,  declares  and  says  that  the 
annexed  book  or  pamphlet,  printed  in  the  Spanish  language,  entitled  "  Representa- 
cion  del  Tesorero  General  en  exercicio,  Don  Victor  Soret,  &  la  Regencia  de  las 
Espafias,  en  contestacion  al  maniflesto  de  Don  Ricardo  Meade,"  and  of  which  a 
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translation  is  annexed,  is  the  very  identical  pamphlet  received  by  me  from  Kcjiard 
"W  Meade  in  the  year  1812;  that  it  has  been  in  my  possession  from  tha,t  period  till 
the  present,  when  I  have,  at  the  request  of  said  Meade,  returned  it  to  him  and  sub- 
scribed this  deposition.  ^         ^ 

John  Leamy. 

Sworn  and  subscribed  before  me  this  7th  day  of  May,  1824. 

WiLMAM  MiLNOK,  Alderman. 


City  of  Philadelphia,  ss. 

On  the  7th  day  of  May,  1824,  before  me,  the  subscriber,  one  of  the  aldermen  for 
the  city  of  Philadelphia,  personally  appeared  Felix  Merino,  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States  and  professor  of  the  Spanish  language  at  the  University  of  Pennsylvania, 
established  in  this  city,  who,  being  duly  sworn,  declares  and  says  that  the  foregoing 
is  a  literal  translation  of  the  annexed  printed  book  in  the  Spanish  language,  entitled 
"  Eepresentacion  del  Tesorero  General  en  exercicio,  Don  Victor  Soret,  &  la,  Eegencia 
de  las  Espafias,  en  contestacion  al  manifiesto  de  Don  Kicardo  Meade." 

Felix  Mebino. 

Sworn  to  and  subscribed  the  day  and  year  above  written. 

James  Baeker,  Aldennan. 


[Representation  presented  to  the  Regency  of  the  Kingdom  by  the  Secretary  of  State  of  the  Marine 
Department  and  ad  interim  of  Finance,  Mr.  Joseph  Vasquez  Figueroa,  in  consequence  of  the  rep- 
resentation published  by  Mr.  Richard  Meade.    Cadiz,  1812,  at  the  royal  printing  house.] 

Serene  Highness:  "  There  is  nothing  so  valuable  to  a  man  of  probity  as  his  honor, 
and  the  interest  he  has  in  proving  his  conduct  correct,  where  malice  may  wish  to 
involve  him  in  persecutions  which  appear  to  afford  just  motives  for  doubting  his 
integrity." 

These  are  the  very  words  with  which  Mr.  Eichard  Meade  begins  the  pamphlet  he 
has  just  published  in  defamation  of  your  Plighness,  and  in  violation  of  truth,  and  I 
employ  these  same  words  to  defend  the  good  name  and  opinion  of  the  Government 
and  my  own,  unjustly  offended  by  him.  I  confess  to  your  Highness  that  it  is  very 
repugnant  to  me  to  be  obliged  to  call  your  attention  from  those  serious  affairs  in 
which  you  are  occupied;  but  I  am  obliged,  in  order  to  fulfill  my  duty,  to  give  an 
account  of  the  contracts  with  Meade,  and  to  show  the  exactitude  in  the  fulfillment 
of  their  conditions,  and  the  steps  taken  in  order  to  release  him  from  the  difficulties 
in  which  he  says  he  finds  himself. 

On  the  19th  of  November,  1811,  an  order  was  sent  by  my  predecessor,  Mr.  Joseph 
Canga  Arguelles,  to  the  treasurer-general,  that  he  should  adopt  proper  measures  for 
the  payment  of  the  claims  of  Meade;  he  should  liquidate  the  same,  expressing  the 
contracts  from  which  they  proceeded,  which  the  treasurer  did;  and  the  result  of 
this  exposition  was  that  the  contracts  approved  of  on  the  11th  of  May  and  19th  of 
August,  of  the  same  year,  including  various  expenses  paid  by  Meade,"  amounted  to 
16,323,766  reals  and  28  maravedis,  of  which  he  had  received  18,987,589  reals  and  9J 
maravedis  of  vellon,  remaining,  therefore,  in  his  favor  at  that  date  on  those  contracts 
the  balance  of  2,836,227  reals  and  8J  maravedis.  For  the  payment  of  these  was 
appropriated  the  credit  which  the  treasury  has  upon  the  house  of  Eeid,  Irving  &  Co., 
of  London,  by  a  resolution  of  the  said  24th  of  November.  Mr.  Canga  himself  issued 
the  necessary  orders  for  its  fulfillment  by  agreement  with  Meade. 

The  latter  requested  afterwards  that  this  order  should  be  made  general,  to  be  paid 
out  of  any  of  the  funds  that  the  Government  might  have  in  that  place,  and  although 
his  request  was  acceded  to  by  a  royal  order,  dated  January,  1812,  the  commissioners 
in  London  were  never  directed  to  fulfill,  on  account  of  the  injury  which  the  high 
treasurer  represented  would  arise  from  such  an  amplification  of  the  order-  and  it 
was  ordered  on  the  16th  sf  April  of  the  same  year,  by  an  oflicial  commuAication 
trom  Mr.  Anthony  Pans  Romanillos,  that  the  resolution  of  the  24th  of  November 
should  be  observed,  with  the  responsibility  of  refunding  to  said  agent  in  case  he 
should  have  acted  on  this  second  order,  of  which  he  had  been  informed  bv  Meade 
by  a  certified  copy,  and  not  by  the  individual  of  the  royal  finance  authorized  for 
tnese  kind  of  transactions,  who  is  the  treasurer-general. 

According  to  the  agreement  of  the  contract  of  19th  December,  of  the  same  year, 
he  was  ordered  to  be  paid  88,000  hard  dollars  of  his  claim  with  the  funds  that 
might  arrive  from  the  treasuries  of  New  Spain  and  Peru,  for  which  nurnose  was 
issued  on  the  25th  of  January  following,  the  necessary  biu'in  favor  of  ^tSe^?unlirf 
this  place  and  provmce.     And  the  same  was  done  for  the  204,000  hard  dollars,  the 
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amount  of  the  contract  of  the  21at  of  January  last,  although  with  the  conditions  that 
had  been  stipulated,  that  the  half  of  this  sum  was  to  be  paid  from  the  first  funds 
that  might  arrive  from  America,  and  the  remainder  from  the  second  arrivals;  so  that 
these  sums,  added  to  the  first  mentioned,  it  results  that  he  was  to  be  paid  190,000 
hard  dollars  from  the  first  funds  that  arrived,  and,  with  the  latter,  102,000. 

The  Government,  with  the  desire  of  paying  both  sums  without  waiting  for  the 
stipulated  period,  in  consequence  of  the  difiiculties  in  which  Meade  said  he  found 
himself,  informed  the  secretary  ad  interim  of  the  Department  of  State,  through  me, 
on  the  11th  of  July,  that  he  must  send  an  oflicial  note  to  the  ambassador  of  His 
Britannic  Majesty,  in  order  that  the  consul  of  the  same  nation  might  admit  the  above 
bills,  instead  of  the  flour  received  from  Meade  in  deposite,  and  with  which  he  had 
made  himself  secure  for  the  payment  of  an  equal  sum,  which  official  mediation  was 
repeated  on  the  4th  of  August,  as  the  ambassador  had  not  on  the  first  Upplication 
acceded  to  it.  The  Government  observed  the  same  scrupulosity  in  the  fulfillment 
of  the  contracts  concluded  with  Meade  on  the  27th  of  February  last,  as  besides  having 
issued  on  the  11th  of  March  following  the  proper  bills,  therein  agreed  on,  against  the 
treasuries  of  Vera  Cruz,  for  which  place  an  English  vessel  has  already  sailed  to 
collect  the  amount.  It  was  agreed,  on  the  27th  of  May  last,  that  he  should  be  paid 
on  the  31st  of  said  month  by  the  treasurer-general,  as  was  done,  the  balance  of  the 
amount  of  said  contract. 

Thus  the  conditions  of  all  the  contracts  were  exactly  fulfilled,  and  therefore  the 
claims  and  complaints  of  Meade  are  groundless,  since  the  funds  that  came  from 
America  on  board  the  English  ship  Standart  and  the  Spanish  brig  Cazador,  and  of 
which  no  use  has  been  made,  an  he  says,  in  his  favor,  were  the  same — that  is,  $54,057 
and  3J  reals  of  plate — proceeding  from  donations  of  individuals  with  the  express 
object  of  employing  them  in  the  subsistence  of  the  armies;  and  it  was  to  be  feared 
that  the  enthusiasm  of  those  patriots  would  be  damped  if  they  heard  that  another 
destination  had  been  made  of  them,  as  would  be  the  case  if  they  had  been  used  for 
paying  creditors.  In  a  word,  in  this  case  the  Government  would  have  employed 
this  money  in  another  object,  which  it  neither  could  nor  ought  to  do,  against  the 
will  of  the  donors.  Neither  can  Meade  consider  as  funds  appropriated  to  the  pay- 
ment of  his  last  contracts  the  other  funds  to  the  net  amount  of  59,179  hard  dollars 
and  7J  reals  of  plate,  entered  at  the  office  of  the  general  treasury,  belonging  to  the 
order  of  Charles  III,  the  post-office  department,  the  crusade,  hydrographic  depart- 
ment, and  other  departments,  since,  besides  these  funds  having  their  particular 
appropriations,  that  is,  that  of  their  own  branches  at  that  time,  and  now  that  of 
provisions. 

The  treasurer-general  took  possession  of  them  by  order  of  the  Regency,  who  was 
obliged  to  so  order  it,  even  to  the  prejudice  of  the  objects  to  which  they  were  des- 
tined, in  order  to  supply  the  urgent  wants  that  did  not  admit  of  the  least  delay;  but 
even  if  these  funds  had  been  appropriated  to  the  payment  of  creditors,  the  assist- 
ance that  could  have  been  afforded  to  Meade  out  of  them  would  have  been  but  small, 
because,  as  it  was  just  and  necessary  to  do,  the  other  creditiors  placed  in  similar 
situations,  and  with  equal  rights,  ought  to  be  likewise  paid,  such  as  the  consulate  of 
this  place,  for  the  third  part  of  the  loan  of  15,000,000  reals,  of  which  it  had  delivered 
13,598,767  reals  28  maravedis;  the  provincial  junta  of  this  place  for  the  amount  of 
623,775  reals  28  maravedis,  and  Mr.  James  Wardrop  for  the  amount  of  385,000  reals, 
the  value  of  1,000  barrels  of  flour,  of  which  incidents,  as  well  as  of  the  exactitude 
in  the  fulfillment  of  the  contracts,  I  have  informed  the  special  committee  of  finance 
the  three  times  that  I  have  met  there  with  the  treasurer-general,  this  committee 
remaining  satisfied,  in  my  opinion,  with  the  system  and  order  observed  in  the  business. 

All  this  appears  from  the  original  documents,  which  I  herewith  subjoin. 

It  does  not  belong  to  the  department  of  finance,  which  has  been  under  my  charge 
ad  interim,  to  ascertain  the  personal  resentments  that  may  exist  between  the  treas- 
urer-general, Victor  Soret,  and  Meade.  My  only  duty  was  to  examine  into  the 
conduct  of  the  former,  and  whether  the  claims  of  the  latter  were  just  or  not,  about 
which  I  have  already  exposed  to  Your  Highness  what  is  sufficient  to  prove  the  bad 
faith  of  Meade,  and  his  desires  of  blinding  those  who  have  not  before  them  docu- 
ments to  undeceive  them.  As  yet  the  actions  of  Soret  are  presented  under  the 
aspect  of  probity  and  disinterestedness,  since,  in  all,  a  desire  of  doing  the  best  is 
visible,  and  to  attend  with'preference  to  the  objects  that  do  not  admit  of  delay. 

The  contracts  that  he  has  celebrated  since  January  were  made  through  a  broker, 
according  to  custom,  and  if  any  have  been  made  without  this  requisite,  he  has  saved 
the  brokerage  without  augmenting  the  price  as  respects  the  cost  as  appears  by  them; 
and  he  has  been  obliged  to  satisfy  their  value  with  bills  upon  the  English  Govern- 
ment and  other  means,  in  order  to  provide  supplies  which  he  could  not  have 
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obtained  if  lie  had  failed  iu  his  promises  in  those  contracts,  with  serious  discredit  to 
the  Government.  . 

Notwithstanding  these  considerations,  my  dehcacy  and  impartiahty  in  the  semse 
urged  me  to  give  an  account  to  the  Regency  of  the  Kingdom  of  Meade  a  exposition 
of  the  23d  of  this  month,  which  he  inserts  in  his  publication,  and  to  propose  that  the 
charges  resulting  from  said  exposition  should  be  made  to  the  treasurer-general.  But 
as  Your  Highness  thought  that  there  did  not  appear  the  least  suspicion  of  bad  admin- 
istration, but  rather  an  exact  fulfillment  of  the  repeated  verbal  orders  that  I  had 
given  him  for  the  succor  of  the  troops  and  other  objects  in  the  greatest  difficulties, 
Your  Highness  thought  proper  not  to  notice  my  indication,  but  to  limit  yourself  to 
order  on  the  21st  of  August  that  Meade  should  be  informed  that  circumstances  did 
not  permit  any  alteration  of  what  had  been  resolved  on  in  consequence  of  the  deter- 
mination of  His  Majesty  on  the  19th  of  the  same  month,  as  appears  by  the  original 
official  letter  and  the  minutes  of  the  orders  that  were  communicated  for  its  fulfill- 
ment; it  being  very  strange  that  Mr.  Richard  Meade  should  complain  that  the 
resolution  of  His  Majesty  was  not  communicated  to  him,  when  he  ought  to  demon- 
strate his  gratitude  for  the  means  I  adopted  to  ameUorate  his'  situation  and  release 
him  with  honor  from  his  difficulties. 

The  resolution  that  he  cites  comprehends  two  points:  One,  that  he  should  be  paid 
3,000,000  reals  from  the  duties  that  may  arise  in  this  custom-house  upon  the  gold  and 
silver  belonging  to  individuals  that  may  arrive  in  the  first  vessels  from  America;  and 
the  other,  that  the  Government  should  do  all  in  its  power  to  avoid  his  presenting 
himself  as  a  bankrupt,  and  with  this  failure  lessen  the  idea  of  Spanish  legality.  I 
communicated  both  to  him  under  the  same  date,  although  by  different  official  letters, 
with  the  view  that  the  first  might  serve  him  to  show  those  creditors  that  most 
pressed  him,  assuring  them  of  the  payment  of  his  credits  without  the  necessity  of 
manifesting  his  immediate  failure  in  case  of  this  not  suiting  his  interest,  and  the 
second  in  order  that  if  the  latter  circumstance  was  already  made  too  public  he  might 
demonstrate  the  interest  that  the  Government  took  in  changing  his  credit  for  the 
better,  and  silence  by  these  means  those  who  intended  to  oblige  him  to  become  a 
bankrupt. 

This  conduct  would  fill  with  gratitude  every  man  capable  of  such  feeling,  but  it 
has  not  done  so  with  Meade,  as  appears  by  his  publication.  It  is  equally  strange  the 
obstinacy  with  which  he  tries  to  classify  as  suspicious  the  not  having  given  him  a 
complete  copy  of  the  above-mentioned  resolution  of  the  Cortes,  as  if  there  was  any 
law  to  order  it.  I  have  already  demonstrated  the  absurdity  of  this  complaint,  but 
notwithstanding  that  said  copy  was  not  given  to  him  it  has  not  been  a  difficult  matter 
for  him  to  procure  it,  without  having  obtained  much  for  all  that,  as  appears  by  hia 
own  publication,  although  this  is  of  little  consideration  when  compared  with  the 
discovery  he  makes  to  us  of  his  having  a  person  of  confidence  to  inform  him  even  of 
the  private  proposals  of  the  treasurer,  as  he  affirms  in  page  22. 

This  is,  sir,  the  true  history  of  the  facts,  proved  by  the  original  documents  herewith 
subjoined,  by  which  the  reasons,  so  called  by  Meade,  intended  to  blind  the  people 
are  refuted;  but  as  he  attacks  the  fulfillment  of  duty  in  my  department  it  is  necessary 
for  me  to  make  some  observations  with  respect  to  the  rest  of  the  contents  of  his 
publication. 

In  a  note  in  page  9  he  says  that  Your  Highness  was  not  disposed  to  comply  with 
the  resolution  of  the  Cortes.  It  belongs  to  Your  Highness  to  revenge  this  disrespect, 
and  it  is  my  duty  to  state  it  for  the  share  that  I  may  have  in  the  clear  illustration  of 
the  proceedings,  because  Your  Highness  knows  well  which  are  the  debts  that  ought 
to  be  paid  first;  and  in  truth  that  of  Meade  was  not  so  worthy  of  preference,  as  the 
conditions  of  the  contracts  were  not  obligatory— that  is,  no  funds  which  the  Govern- 
ment could  dispose  of  have  arrived  from  America.  The  circumstance  of  its  being  of 
an  old  date  might  give  him  some  preference  amongst  creditors  of  the  same  kind  but 
not  that  of  urgency,  because  Your  Highness  knows  we  were  attending  to  objects  of 
the  greatest  importance  with  those  funds  that  he  wanted  to  exact  from  us,  as  can  be 
proved  by  the  difierent  departments,  and  without  which  means  even  the  defense  of 
this  place  would  have  perhaps  remained  paralyzed,  even  it  the  results  should  not  be 
refeTed  otm?™  """^  ^^^  whether  in  this  case  his  claim  was  to  be 

He  affirms  with  sufficient  arrogance  that  he  alone  has  supported  this  important 
place  and  the  island  for  the  apace  of  four  months.  This  was  not  in  my  time,  as  I 
th.  ,.  /^?  ^  department  of  finance  on  the  22d  of  April  last,  but  merchaAts  of 
the  same  places  can  say  what  the  case  is  and  how  far  Meade  has  been  able  to  do  it. 

lam  only  obliged  to  show  that  since  the  moment  I  have  managed  this  kind  of 
business  we  have  bought  without  distinction  from  Spaniards  as  wefl  as  foreigM^ 
that  is,  from  anyone  who  sold  best  and  cheapest,  according  to  the  tunes,  as  it^ 


MARGAEET  MEADE.  115 

proved  by  the  contracts  celebrated  at  the  current  prices  of  the  place.  Upon  which 
point,  however,  those  who  made  the  purchases  will  be  able  to  inform  you  more 
extensively,  because  the  business  of  Your  Highness  has  been  only  to  approve  the 
contracts  under  such  and  such  grounds,  and  to  take  care  that  the  conditions  should 
be  fulfilled  in  the  manner  stipulated.  And  it  is  very  certain  that  if  it  had  been  agreed 
with  Meade  to  pay  in  cash  or  equal  conditions  that  the  Government  would  have  been 
obliged  to  satisfy  him  with  the  money  that  was  employed  in  extraordinary  and  indis- 
pensable purchases. 

Meade  asserts  in  page  23  that  the  treasurer-general  was  accustomed  to  perform  the 
functions  of  the  minister  of  finance,  and,  indeed,  this  is  not  understanding  the 
business  at  all,  nor  being  able  to  distinguish  one  thing  from  another.  The  treasurer- 
general  fulfills,  and  will  probably  always  fulfill,  that  part  of  furnishing  the  reports 
that  contribute  to  illustrate  the  proceedings — an  indispensable  practice  which  has 
been  esta,blished  many  years.  Meade  ought  to  know  that  the  general  treasury  is 
the  deposite  of  news  and  detailed  information,  to  which  every  government  who 
wishes  to  act  with  rectitude  and  not  despotically,  a  thing  that  all  do  not  like,  is 
obliged  to  have  recourse  to  in  order  to  avoid  giving  unjust  resolutions  and  room  for 
the  intrigues  and  monopolies  which  without  this  requisite  would  take  place,  as  it  is 
the  case  where  the  Government  does  not  depend  upon  the  intermediate  departments 
or  persons. 

This  is,  then,  all  the  part  that  the  treasurer  has  in  the  ministry  of  the  finance,  and 
if  this  is  being  the  minister  the  junta  of  finance  will  also  be  the  minister.  Respecting 
other  branches,  the  same  may  be  said  of  the  board  of  revenue  when  established,  and, 
in  short,  every  person  whose  report  the  Government  may  call  for. 

I  am  far  from  flattering  myself  with  being  a  financier,  my  career  having  been  very 
different,  as  verbally  and  in  writing  I  demonstrated  to  Your  Highness  from  the 
moment  that  you  encharged  me  with  this  department;  but  I  do  flatter  myself  that  since 
then  the  business  has  been  conducted  in  a  manner  that  I  could  not  myself  have  imag- 
ined at  first,  although  this  is  due  in  a  great  measure  to  the  meritorious  officers  of  the 
secretary  departments  of  finance  and  Indies,  which  at  present  are  combined  in  one, 
who,  uniting  to  their  information  and  assiduity  a  decided  determination  of  assisting 
me  with  honor  in  the  discharge  of  a  situation  so  foreign  to  me,  and  thus  procured  the 
country,  as  I  think,  being  well  served. 

Heasserts,  in  the  said  page  23,  that  the  functions  of  thegeneral  direction  (board)  of 
provisions  had  been  usurped.  Your  Highness  knows  well  that  this  usurpation  con- 
sists in  the  necessity,  in  which  Your  Highness  has  seen  yourself  frequently,  of  ver- 
bally ordering  the  treasurer-general  to  make  the  purchases  which  the  direction 
(board)  ought  to  make,  and  with  so  much  more  reason,  as  Your  Highness  knew,  and 
it  was  stated  to  you  by  one  of  the  directors  that  it  was  necessary  that  it  should  be  so, 
since  the  establishment  not  possessing  sufficient  credit  and  the  heads  of  said  depart- 
ment not  being  known  in  this  place.  Soret  was  the  only  one  to  whom  the  venders 
presented  themselves  to  treat,  on  account  of  his  individual  credit  and  on  account  of 
his  private  and  known  funds;  and  I  must  add  that  these  very  directors  will  be  blam- 
able  if,  knowing  that  such  scandalous  purchases  had  been  made,  they  had  not 
acquainted  the  Government  with  the  fact,  but,  as  they  have  not  done  it,  I  am  per- 
suaded that  ev^n  this  assertion  of  Meade  is  false.  In  short,  Your  Highness  can  ascer- 
tain this  point  whenever  you  please,  as  well  as  that  of  the  purchases  by  contracts, 
either  by  investigating  the  affair  or  by  comparing  said  contracts  with  those  made  by 
the  directors.  Since,  although  Meade  states  that  the  committee  of  finance  has 
remained  completely  convinced  that  Soret  has  failed  in  those  made  with  him,  I  can 
not  help  saying  that  I  doubt  it  much. 

He  also  complains  and  calls  an  absurdity  the  treasurer-general's  collecting  and  dis- 
tributing the  funds,  and,  considering  it  in  this  light,  he  solicits  its  remedy.  I  would 
pass  over  silently  such  an  absurdity  if  it  did  not  afford  a  clear  proof  of  the  ignorance 
of  Meade,  and  that,  according  to  these  principles,  it  will  never  be  more  satisfactory 
to  h™,  and  he  would  find  it  more  in  order  that  Your  Highness  should  be  the  col- 
lector and  cashier,  or  that  anybody,  never  mind  who,  should  be  put  in  that  place, 
but  not  in  the  capacity  of  treasurer,  because  in  that  case  we  should  fall  into  the  same 
error  which  he  pretends  to  correct.  One  of  the  things  that  offends  me  the  most  in 
Meade's  publication  is  his  supposition  that  I  retained  in  my  hands  for  several  days 
his  memorial,  and  full  of  moderation,  contrary  to  the  general  spirit  of  his  publica- 
tion, he  calls  me  dilatory;  therefore  I  see  myself  under  the  necessity  of  stating  that 
there  is  no  memorial  that  I  do  not  deliver  to  the  first  clerk  for  its  dispatch  thirty 
minutes  after  its  reception;  and  thus  the  delay,  if  any,  must  have  been  owing  to  some 
occurrences  of  great  importance  and  interest  to  the  country,  of  which  he  does  not 
take  notice,  he  being  persuaded  that  his  business  is  the  only  one,  or  at  least  the  one 
that  ought  to  be  dispatched  in  preference  to  any  other.    Besides,  Your  Highness 
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knows  that  there  were  many  and  long  discussions  and  consultations  whether,_a8  the 
United  States  had  declared  war  against  Great  Britain  and  Meade  being  a  citizen  of 
said  United  States,  the  mediation  between  the  English  ambassador  ought  to  be 
repeated  or  not,  he  having  refused  to  accept  of  it  before  said  circumstance  occurred; 
and  nobody  with  good  faith  can  classify  me  as  tardy  if  I  had  to  take  all  these  steps  and 
to  attend  besides  to  all  the  urgent  business  of  the  department  in  the  two  or  three 
days,  not  complete,  that  passed  between  the  26th  of  July,  in  which  the  memorial  of 
this  date,  that  Meade  quotes,  was  received  by  me  (unless  it  was  retained  in  his 
own  hands  or  some  one  else) ,  until  the  night  of  the  28th,  when  he  says  (and  it  is  say- 
ing much)  that  I  delivered  it  to  the  clerk.  In  fine,  this  memorial  produced  the 
effect  desired  by  Meade— that  is,  that  I  ordered  the  secretary  charged  with  the 
department  of  state  to  send  an  official  communication  to  the  ambassador,  asking  a 
second  time  his  mediation,  as  appears  by  the  documents. 

Meade  could  not  have  chosen  a  more  disadvantageous  attack  for  him  against  me 
than  that  of  tardiness.  Your  Highness  is  a  witness  of  the  contrary,  and  likewise  the 
anterior  administration,  all  my  subalterns  in  both  departments,  all  the  individuals 
and  corporations  that  are  in  correspondence  with  me,  and  from  the  declarations  of 
all  will  be  seen,  if  required,  the  absurdity  of  such  an  assertion  and  the  mistaken 
ideas  of  Meade  about  my  character.  His  object  rather  appears  to  be  to  abuse  and 
injure  the  persons  to  whom  the  nation  has  intrusted  the  management  of  its  affairs 
and  interests  than  to  show  the  justice  that  he  may  think  on  his  side,  with  the  cir- 
cumspection with  which  every  man  of  sense  does  it,  preferring  reason  to  disrespect. 
This  appears  to  be  the  case  from  the  contents  of  the  last  paragraph,  page  45. 

I  am  perfectly  convinced  that  the  national  honor  and  public  credit  consist  in  the 
Government's  fulfilling  exactly  and  religiously  all  the  obligations  contracted  in  ifa 
name,  of  which  honor  every  citizen  participates  when  he  wishes  to  behave  like  an 
honest  man;  and  1  having  given  repeated  proofs  of  my  being  as  honest  as  any,  we 
must  conclude  that,  desiring  the  good  and  knowing  the  way  of  obtaining  it,  I  shall 
have  omitted  nothing  toward  it,  however  much  the  malice  of  certain  beings  may  try 
to  censure  my  proceedings,  without  first  regarding  whether  their  own  has  gained 
them  the  good  or  bad  opinion  of  the  public. 

If  Meade  had  come  forward  to  investigate  the  qualities  that  form  my  personal  char- 
acter, he  would  have  been  sufficiently  undeceived  to  express  himself  in  more  secure 
and  firm  language,  without  making  use  of  words  insignificant  in  the  way  in  which 
he  has  presented  them,  and  which  contain  a  second  intention.  Such  are,  besides  the 
above-rnentioned,  the  words  he  makes  use  of  to  tell  me  that  the  resentments  and 
complaints  that  he  has  against  me  are  many.  Let  him  speak  plainly,  and  I  have  no 
doubt  about  my  satisfying  him  completely;  but,  in  the  meantime^  I  can  not  help 
observing  that  perhaps  these  complaints  of  Meade  would  have  been  converted  into 
eulogies  if  I  had  contributed  to  his  having  been  paid,  as  he  wished,  even  though 
that  very  day  the  armies  should  have  gone  without  food  and  the  ruin  of  the  country 
followed,  which  can  not  interest  him  as  much  as  it  does  me.  The  publication  of 
Meade  is  as  wanting  in  truth  as  in  foundation,  as  inconsiderate,  as  rude,  and,  in  fine, 
as  darmg  and  mjurious  against  the  country,  against  Your  Highness,  and  against  all 
those  who  form  the  high  Government;  that  he  alone  is  sufficient  to  overthrow  the 
social  order,  compromising  the  authorities  that  sustain  it,  without  his  being  able  to 
allege  his  great  services,  which,  although  they  are  certain,  lose  their  merit  published 
by  himself,  showing  by  these  means  that  the  inducement  for  doing  them  has  not 
been  altogether  the  love  of  the  cause  of  Spain;  and  I,  far  from  such  arrogance,  omit 
to  relate  mine,  m  order  that  the  public  may  draw  comparisons,  who,  without  this 
requisite,  will  know  how  to  do  it  to  my  advantage.  It  is  well  known  to  Your  Hiffh- 
ness  that,  m  order  to  fulfill  the  duties  belonging  to  both  departments,  I  have  not  rested 
one  single  moment  to  the  infury  of  my  health,  that  more  than  once  has  felt  if  and 
I  am  sure  that  m  all,  as  well  as  in  the  particular  affairs  here  referred  to,  I  have  ful- 
filled my  duty  in  a  manner  that  has  merited  the  approbation  of  Your  Highness;  and 
Hn.  "t^L^'fl  T  ""deserving  of  that  of  the  public,  and  with  this  internal  satisfac- 
^^min  ^!  +i°  "^F  '=i'"C"P>stance  of  not  possessing  at  the  present  day  ( let  it  be  per- 

mitted me  to  say  so  at  once)  the  slightest  stain  that  even  the  least  impartial  can  attach 
to  me  I  might  be  passive  under  the  un  ust  accusations  of  Meade  Let  it  not  be  said 
that  the  liberty  of  the  press  authorizes  these  acts.  The  just  libertv  of  the  preS  h^ 
ite  limits.  But  let  us  suppose  that  this  was  not  so.  Ho  v  is  it  possib  e  serenTlord 
that  a  man  in  my  station  can  abandon  the  affairs  under  his  care  (as  hS  afmost  hlt 
pened  to  me  m  these  days,  having  in  his  hands  alternately  thes?doTunS  th?n 
others  and  now  this  answer,  with  the  risk  of  not  understanding  them  exactlvHn 
order  to  vindicate  his  opinion,  answering  by  means  of  the  press  whoever  iSv  or 
I'.Ttf  ^k"'''^-  ""'-.'^  to  .dimmish  his  reputation,  criticising  thriiTeasures  of  hirdem^ 
ment?    How  is  it  possible,  either,  that  any  man  of  honor  can  be  Sens  ble  toXe^ 
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imputations  as  to  hear  them  without  endeavoring  to  refute  them?  And  if  he  has  to 
support  his  reputation  at  such  a  cost,  what  time  will  he  have  for  attending  to  the 
affairs  of  the  country?  What  injuries  must  not  necessarily  follow  if,  to  occupy  my- 
self in  such  contestations,  that,  with  equal  reason,  all  those  who  do  not  see  their 
desires  fulfilled,  have  a  right  to  exact,  I  abandon  the  necessary  affairs  of  the  depart- 
ment? He  certainly  would  not  have  selected  a  more  effectual  way  to  retard  the  oper- 
ations of  the  Government,  when  these  require  to  be  managed  with  all  rapidity.  There 
will  not  be  wanting  some  restless  spirit,  who,  classifying  these  my  observations  as 
tending  to  despotism,  will  allege  that,  if  the  Government  and  ministers  would  act 
liccordmg  to  justice,  they  would  avoid  this  trouble,  and,  in  truth,  that  reason  is 
destroyed  in  this  case,  because,  having  acted  with  the  greatest  impartiality  and  as 
the  good  of  the  country  required,  neither  Your  Highness  nor  I  have  been  able  to 
escape  from  calumny;  and  where  is  the  affair  that  the  Government  decides  that,  how- 
ever justly  it  may  be  decided,  does  not  produce  some  discontent?  So  that  the  occu- 
pation of  time  in  these  answers  does  not  fail  to  be  an  effectual  evil,  and  in  not  cor- 
recting it  the  Government  itself  must  experience  its  results.  I  have  frequently 
addressed  Your  Highness,  both  by  word  and  in  writing,  that  you  should  be  pleased 
to  name  me  a  successor,  even  though  he  should  be  ad  interim,  because  it  was  impos- 
sible for  me  to  fulfill  the  duties  of  the  department  of  finance;  but  Your  Highness, 
honoring  me  highly,  wished  not  to  accede  to  my  solicitations,  but  to  wait  the  arri- 
val of  the  one  elected  as  proprietor.  For  my  happiness,  this  so  much  desired  moment 
has  arrived,  and  to-day  I  have  delivered  to  him  the  business  of  that  department;  but 
I  have  the  misfortune  to  leave  the  office,  not  as  I  should  have  done  previous  to  this 
business,  but  with  the  offensive  note  that  Meade  wishes  to  impute  to  me,  if,  with 
what  has  been  related,  it  is  not  refuted.  Therefore,  I  conclude,  serene  lord,  with 
announcing  to  you  that,  if  these  scenes  are  to  be  repeated,  no  one  will  be  able  to 
remain  at  the  head  of  affairs,  and  even  Your  Highness  will  have  to  give  them  up  if 
you  are  called  on  to  exculpate  yourself  before  the  public  from  such  imputations  as 
those  that  Meade  makes,  or  maintain  for  this  object  one  or  more  writers  that  may 
do  it.  So  that  I  hope  that  Your  Highness,  being  convinced  of  these  truths,  and  that 
for  the  decorum  of  the  Government,  and  particularly  for  the  good  of  the  country, 
you  will  adopt  the  most  prudent  measures,  that  each  one  may  fulfill  his  duty  and  be 
confined  thereto,  since  this  case  will  be  an  example  that  may  serve  as  a  model  to  the 
rest. 

Cadiz,  6th  September,^  1812. 

Whilst  they  were  printing  this  representation,  Mr.  Ignacio  de  la  Pezuela,  secretary 
ad  interim  of  the  department  of  state,  published  the  following  letter: 

"Dear  Sir:  Reading  the  representation  entitled  Scandalous  Ruin,  &c.,  given  to 
the  public  by  Richard  Meade,  I  observed  some  things  that  I  ought  not  to  pass  over 
in  silence,  because  they  relate  to  a  department  of  the  ministry  under  my  charge. 

"In  his  representation  of  the  2d  of  August  last,  addressed  to  the  National  Congress, 
Meade  says  (pages  41,  42,  and  43)  the  endeavors  he  had  made  through  the  depart- 
ment of  finance,  in  order  that  the  Regency  of  the  Kingdom  should  interest  itself 
with  the  ambassador  of  H.  B.  M. ,  in  order  that  the  consel,  Mr.  James  Duff,  should 
receive  in  payment  from  Meade  the  three  bills  that  the  latter  held  of  the  Spanish 
Government;  that,  after  repeated  importunities,  he  at  last  obtained  that  an  official 
letter  should  be  sent  to  the  ambassador,  but  as  the  minister  of  state  was  wholly 
ignorant  of  the  preceding  events,  he  sent  an  official  letter,  so  dry  and  without  any 
explanation  or  recommendation  that  it  was  denied. 

' '  The  official  letter  was  clear,  and  a  very  honorable  explanation  for  Meade,  and  the 
most  proper  in  order  that  the  recommendation  depending  upon  it  should  have  effect. 
It  stated  that  the  services  rendered  by  Meade  during  the  war,  and  his  large  advances 
for  the  fulfillment  of  contracts  of  provisions  made  with  the  royal  finance  made  him  a 
creditor  to  the  considerations  of  the  Government,  and  that,  on  this  account  the 
Regency  of  the  Kingdom  commanded  me  to  his  excellency  the  ambassador,  the 
solicitation  that  the  consul  of  H.  B.  M.  might  accept  of  Meade  in  payment  of  his 
debt  the  bills  given  to  him  by  the  treasurer-general.  Such  were  the  expressions  of 
the  official  letter. 

"  Meade  then  refers  that  he  solicited  again,  and  that  he  informed  me  of  everything 
relating  to  the  business  and  that  I  replied  that  it  was  necessary  that  the  minister  of 
finance  should  send  me  another  official  letter  repeating  the  request;  but  he  does  not 
add  that  in  fact,  it  was  sent  to  me  under  date  of  4th  of  August,  and  so  pressing  that, 
after  encharging  me  to  request  the  ambassador  a  second  time,  in  order  that  he  should 
admit  Meade's  solicitation,  it  added:  '  Since  this  is  required  for  the  good  of  the  State, 
and  is  exacted  by  the  consideration  that  Meade  merits  it  from  the  Government  on 
account  of  his  signal  services  in  the  epocha  of  our  revolution. '  Thus  I  communicated 
it  in  my  second  letter  to  the  ambassador,  saying  that,  by  not  granting  the  request 
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serious  injury  might  accrue  to  the  interests  of  the  state.  Nor  was  I  contented  with 
the  letters;  I  went  personally  to  see  his  excellency;  I  spoke  to  him  and  exhorted 
him  with  all  the  force  in  my  power,  and  he  answered  me,  givmg  many  reasons  that 
he  was  sorry  that  he  could  not  accede  to  the  demand;  and  he  has  repeated  the  same 
to  me  since  in  writing,  authorizing  me  to  publish  that  he  had  not  the  power  to  satisfy 
the  desires  of  the  Regency  from  the  motives  he  expressed. 

"Ignaoio  de  j,a  Pezuela. 
"Cadiz,  10th  of  September,  181S. 

"  p.  B.— In  order  that  nothing  that  has  passed  on  this  affair  with  me  may  be  con- 
cealed, I  must  say  that  several  persons,  among  others  Mr.  Figueroa,  then  minister  of 
finance,  and  particularly  the  treasurer,  Mr.  Victor  Soret,  desired  me,  with  much 
earnestness,  that  I  should  repeat  my  solicitations  to  the  ambassador." 

And  this  being  a  proof  which  confirms  the  interest  that  the  Government  took  in 
favor  of  Meade,  to  avoid  the  injury  that  he  himself  complains  of  in  his  representa- 
tion, it  has  been  convenient  to  insert  it  here,  in  order  that  the  public  may  be  con- 
vinced of  the  want  of  reason  with  which  Meade  has  given  to  his  representation  the 
title  under  which  it  has  been  published. 

Serene  lord,  Joseph  Vasquez  Figueroa. 

Note. — Those  who  may  wish  to  ascertain  the  truth  of  what  this  manifest  contains 
may  apply  to  the  secretary,  ofiice  of  state  and  the  department  of  finance,  where  will 
be  shown  the  affair  and  all  its  original  documents. 


City  of  Philadelphia: 

On  the  7th  day  of  May,  1824,  before  me,  the  subscriber,  one  of  the  aldermen  of  the 
city  of  Philadelphia,  personally  appeared  John  Leamy,  a  citizen  of  the  United  States 
and  resident  in  this  city,  who,  being  duly  sworn,  declares  and  says  that  the  annexed 
book  or  pamphlet,  printed  in  tlie  Spanish  language,  entitled  ' '  Exposicion  presentada 
&  la  Regencia  del  Reyno,  por  el  Secretario  de  Estado  y  del  Despacho  de  Marina  y 
Interino  del  de  Hacienda,  Don  Jos6  Vasquez  Figueroa,  en  vertud  del  manifiesto 
publicado  por  Don  Ricardo  Meade,"  and  of  which  a  translation  is  annexed,  is  the 
very  identical  pamphlet  received  by  me  from  Richard  W.  Meade,  in  the  year  1812; 
that  it  has  been  in  my  possession  from  that  period  till  the  present,  when  I  have,  at 
the  request  of  said  Meade,  returned  it  to  him,  and  subscribed  this  deposition. 

John  Leamy. 

Sworn  and  subscribed  before  me,  this  7th  day  of  May,  1824. 

William  Milnob,  Alderman. 
City  op  Philadelphia,  sa: 

On  the  7th  day  of  May,  1824,  before  me,  the  subscriber,  one  of  the  aldermen  of  the 
city  of  Philadelphia,  personally  appeared  Felix  Merino,  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States,  and  professor  of  the  Spanish  language  at  the  University  of  Pennsylvania, 
established  in  this  city,  who,  being  duly  sworn,  declares  and  says  that  the  foregoing 
is  a  literal  translation  of  the  annexed  printed  book  in  the  Spanish  language,  entitled 
"Exposicion  presentada  &  la  Regencia  del  Reyno,  por  el  Secretario  de  Estado  y  del 
Despacho  de  Marina  y  Interino  del  de  Hacienda,  Don  Jose  Vasquez  Figueroa,  en 
vertud  del  manifiesto  publicado  por  Don  Ricardo  Meade." 

Felix  jNIerino. 
Sworn  to  and  subscribed  the  day  and  year  above  written. 

James  N.  Barker,  Alderman. 


G.— No.  4. 

^^?™^l-  W  ^I'-  Richard  Meade  to  the  representations  published  by  the  ex-minister  o£  finance  Mr 
Joseph  Vasquez  Figueroa,  and  the  treasurer-general,  Mr.  Victor  Soret.  Cadiz  piiblished  at  the 
pnntinghouseof  the  Tormentaria,  1812,]  '-"lui^,  puuuMiea  at  me 

To  the  public: 

■  ?^°"  ^^°rZ^^  *^^*  *™!^  °"'y  '"j"''^^  and  offends  those  who  wish  to  conceal  their 
injustice.  The  means  of  knowing  truth  can  only  be  ascertained  by  the  liberty  of 
spea.king  it.  Under  these  principles,  indubitable  for  all  those  who  do  not  possess  a 
ministerial  logic,  from  the  prison  m  which  despotism  and  not  the  laws  h^  placed 
me,  and  where,  with  as  little  generosity,  the  defenders  of  the  former  still  persecute 
me  with  an  implacable  animosity,  I  will  endeavor  to  place  before  thine  eves  the  facte 
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and  reasons  that  will  prove  beyond  doubt  the  truth  of  what  I  have  asserted  in  my 
former  complaints  against  the  Government,  and  the  sophistry  of  the  late  statement 
of  the  ex-secretary  of  finance,  Mr.  Joseph  Vasquez  Figueroa,  published  either  to 
excuse  himself  and  the  officers  who  have  been  concerned  in  this  affair,  or  with  the 
view  of  depriving  thee  of  a  right  which  thou  hast  recovered  by  the  blessings  of  the 
constitution,  and  of  which  thou  shouldst  be  very  jealous,  since  on  that  depends  thy 
civil  liberty,  and  in  the  exercise  of  which  thou  hast  been  placed  in  order  to  restrain 
the  despotism  of  those  who  govern  thee,  as  is  very  clearly  expressed  in  the  regula- 
tions relative  to  the  liberty  of  the  press. 

That  minister  begins  his  statement  by  making  an  analysis  of  the  contracts  which 
the  Government  celebrated  with  me  on  the  11th  of  May  and  19th  of  July,  and  not 
19th  of  August,  as  he,  through  mistake,  asserts. 

On  the  24th  of  November  of  that  year  the  Government  owed  me,  as  appears  by 
that  account  balanced,  2,336,227  reals  and  18  maravedis.  In  continuation,  he  adds 
that,  for  the  payment  of  this  debt,  the  Government,  under  that  date,  appropriated  a 
credit  of  equal  amount  upon  the  house  of  Eeid,  Irving  &  Co.,  of  London,  having 
issued  the  proper  orders  for  this  purpose,  by  agreement  with  me.  Lastly,  he 
adds  that  I  afterward  required  that  this  order  should  be  made  a  general  one  against 
all  the  funds  that  the  Government  might  have  in  London.  I  call  the  attention  of 
my  reader  to  the  very  words  of  the  minister — "  Although  his  request  was  acceded  to 
in  January,  1812,  no  advice  was  sent  to  the  agent  for  its  fulfillment  on  account  of  the 
injury  which  the  treasurer-general  stated  might  accrue  to  the  Government  by  thus 
making  the  order  general." 

The  public  will  no  doubt  be  led  to  believe  that  this  claim  of  mine  has  been  paid, 
and  tha1>I  have  nothing  more  to  demand  on  this  subject,  or  rather  it  will  think  that 
instead  of  complaints  against  the  informality  and  tardiness  of  the  minister  and  treas- 
urer-general, I  ought  to  thank  them  for  the  punctual  fulfillment  of  the  payment  of 
those  contracts  made  by  me  with  the  Government;  but  it  will  be  scandalized  as  soon 
as  it  is  acquainted  with  the  facts  relative  to  this  business,  which  for  the  sake  of  the 
Spanish  Government  I  did  not  wish  to  see  published  either  here  or  in  London, 
though  my  correspondents  thought  it  their  duty  to  make  them  known,  until  now  that 
Mr.  Figueroa  has  placed  me  under  the  necessity  of  so  .doing. 

In  effect,  the  Government  was  indebted  to  me  for  the  sums  mentioned  by  the 
minister,  proceeding  from  a  contract  approved  of  by  the  council  of  the  Regency. 

But  the  minister  ought  to  have  added  that  this  was  to  have  been  paid  in  cash  in 
the  month  of  July,  1811,  and  that  I  had  been  obliged  to  make  repeated  applications 
for  its  payment,  and  not  being  able  to  obtain  it  I  agreed  on  the  24th  of  November 
to  receive  the  bills  in  question.  The  minister  ought  to  have  stated  (if  he  wishes  to 
speak  frankly,  and  knows  the  value  of  the  sacred  obligations  of  a  contract) ,  that  even 
at  present  I  have  only  received  a  part  of  said  bill,  and  this  against  his  consent  and 
that  of  the  treasurer,  as  appears  by  the  documents  marked  No.  1  to  17,  which  I  think 
proper  to  annex  to  this  representation  in  order  that  the  public  may  be  convinced  of 
the  grounds  of  my  complaints,  and  of  the  little  delicacy  with  which  these  gentlemen 
have  acted  in  spite  of  the  manifest  danger  they  have  exposed  themselves  to  of  ruin- 
ing forever  the  credit  of  the  Government  itself,  because  anyone,  without  being  a 
minister  of  finance,  may  know  that  no  debtor  pays  a  debt  with  a  bill  that  is  pro- 
tested, as  has  been  the  case  with  the  one  given  to  me. 

The  house  of  Reid,  Irving  &  Co.  being  one  of  the  most  respectable  in  London,  I 
did  not  hesitate  to  receive  a  bill  on  them;  nay,  I  solicited  that  it  should  be  posi- 
tively against  said  house;  but  having  forwarded  it  to  my  correspondents  there,  they 
informed  me  by  return  of  packet  that  the  bill  had  neither  been  accepted  nor  paid, 
because  Reid,  Irving  &  Co.  had  assured  them  that  they  had  no  funds  in  their  posses- 
sion belonging  to  the  Government,  and  that  they  had  no  hopes  of  receiving  a  single 
cent  from  said  house. 

With  this  information  I  solicited,  through  Mr.  Joseph  Canga  Arguelles,  secretary 
of  finance  at  that  time,  an  order  from  the  Regency  that  said  bill  should  be  paid  out 
of  any  other  funds  that  the  Government  might  have  in  London.  It  was  so  ordered 
by  the  Regency,  as  fully  appears  by  documents  Nos.  5  and  6,  of  which  the  treasurer 
was  duly  informed,  as  said  document  also  proves. 

Unfortunately,  Mr.  Soret,  who  had  become  acting  treasurer,  and  ought  to  have 
complied  with  said  order,  instead  of  obeying  it,  thought  only  of  eluding  a  compli- 
ance with  it,  as  appears  by  the  official  notes  marked  7  and  8.  As  soon  as  I  received 
Mr.  Canga  Arguelles'  note,  marked  7,  without  losing  one  moment  I  caused  it  to  be 
certified  by  the  consul  of  His  Britannic  Majesty,  and  sent  it  to  my  correspondents, 
who,  owing  to  Mr.  Soret  not  having  prefixed  any  exchange,  were  only  able  to  collect 
1,998,278  reals  and  20  maravedis,  but  not  out  of  any  funds  of  the  house  of  Reid, 
Irving  &Co.,  but  from  those  of  Cockrane  Johnstone,  which  money  would  not  have 
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been  recovered  bo  easily  by  the  Spanish  Government  if  it  had  not  been  by  the  con- 
stant applications  and  repeated  solicitations  of  my  correspondents. 

To  recover  the  whole  amount  of  my  debt,  it  became  necessary  that  the  treasurer, 
Mr.  Soret,  should  approve  of  the  payment  of  that  part  recovered  by  my  correspond- 
ents, and  that  he  should  fix  the  exchange;  but  all  my  efforts  were  useless  to  obtain 
it  i  may  be  seen  by  documents  Nos.  11,  12,  and  13.  This  was  the  state  of  this 
business  in  the  month  of  February,  1812,  when  the  Government,  bemg  again  m 
want,  saw  itself  obliged  to  make  a  new  contract  with  me,  which  was  concluded  on 
the  27th  of  that  month.  The  commissioners,  named  for  this  purpose  by  the  Kegency, 
were  Mr.  Soret  and  Messrs.  Miguel  Lobo  and  Ildefonso  Buiz  del  Bio,  as  members  of 
the  junta  of  Cadiz.  .       ,  ^       ,  .  , , 

To  obtain,  then,  the  first  recovery  of  my  bill,  I  insisted  upon  not  making  any  other 
contract  unless  the  treasurer  would  give  the  proper  orders  to  settle  this  attair  by 
ordering  the  payment  of  the  bill  referred  to.  ^.       ^v,  j     ^ 

To  give  greater  security  and  strength  to  the  engagement,  distrusting  tne  conauct 
of  the  treasurer-general,  I  stipulated  accordingly,  and  an  express  condition  was 
inserted  in  the  contract  in  the  following  words:  "The  Government  binds  itself  to 
settle  all  the  accounts  that  may  be  pending  with  Meade,  and  to  order  the  payment 
of  the  bill  on  London  as  soon  as  it  shall  be  informed  that  the  same  will  not  be  paid 
immediately,  substituting  in  its  stead  either  orders  or  bills  for  other  sums  that  the 
royal  finance  may  have  in  that  place."  .  ■,      i^ir     -d 

I  ought  to  inform  the  reader  that  this  clause  was  put  in  and  written  by  Mr.  Ko- 
manillos  himself,  minister  ad  interim  of  finance  at  that  time,  and  that  it  was  after- 
wards approved  of  by  the  Regency. 

Mr.  Figueroa  having  shortly  after  entered  into  the  oflace  as  mmister  of  finance,  and 
having  been  urged  repeatedly  by  me  to  the  fulfillment  of  so  sacred  a  contract,  and  the 
payment  of  a  debt  so  long  due,  answered  me  on  the  4th  of  July,  announcing  to  me 
the  scandalous  determination  that  the  bill  was  not  to  be  paid  from  any  other  funds 
but  the  imaginary  ones  (at  least  so  they  were  to  me)  of  the  house  of  Eeid,  Irving  & 
Co.,  disapproving  at  the  same  time  of  the  part  recovered  from  the  house  of  Cock- 
rane  Johnstone,  and  further  added  if  the  bill  given  to  me  was  not  paid  in  the  space 
of  six  other  months,  by  my  returning  the  original  draft,  which  he  ought  to  know 
could  not  remain  in  my  hands  unless  I  returned  the  money  recovered,  w;hich  was 
impossible  for  me  to  do,  then  the  Government  would  find  the  means  of  satisfying  in 
Cadiz  this  sum,  as  well  as  the  rest  of  my  claims  pending  in  the  treasury.  See  docu- 
ment No.  16.  That  is  to  say,  he  sought  shameful  motives  unknown  among  men 
faithful  to  their  engagements  in  order  to  defer  the  payme^jt  of  a  debt  for  which  a 
term  had  been  expressly  stipulated  by  two  authentic  documents  and  two  royal 
orders. 

After  examining  these  documents,  which  Mr.  Figueroa  can  not  deny,  unless  he 
denies  his  own  signature,  who  will  not  remain  astonished  at  a  proceeding  so  unjust 
and  indecorous?  This  affair  being  placed  in  its  true  light,  as  I  have  now  placed  it, 
does  not  the  willful  want  of  exactitude  and  information  of  the  minister  of  finance 
appear  clear?  Does  the  science  of  poUtical  economy,  and  the  fulfillment  of  contracts 
made  with  a  Government  of  good  faith,  consist  in  such  management? 

Surely  Mr.  Figueroa,  who  ought  not  to  bear  me  any  resentment  for  my  former 
complaints,  would  have  done  better  to  remain  silent  and  not  take  upon  himself 
to  be  the  champion  of  this  dispute;  or,  at  least,  in  order  to  do  it,  he  ought  to  have 
kept  in  mind  that  we  were  not  in  those  times  when  the  Spaniards,  as  well  as  we 
foreigners  residents  in  their  country,  had  not  the  liberty  (dangerous  as  he  may  think 
it)  of  expressing  and  stating  facts  such  as  they  occurred. 

From  the  above  exposition  (laying  aside  the  injustice  and  nonfulfillment  of  the 
stipulations),  the  proof  of  the  conclusion  is  clear  of  the  gratuitous  assertion  of  the 
minister  and  treasurer-general  that  it  was  only  for  want  of  means  that  I  had  not 
been  paid,  when,  in  order  to  effect  that  object,  his  signature  alone  was  necessary, 
which  he  not  only  refused  to  give,  but  he  sent  an  order  to  the  Spanish  agent  in  London 
to  endeavor  to  obtain  the  return  of  the  money  that  had  been  paid  to  my  correspondents. 
Neither  can  the  minister  or  treasurer  find  a  plea  for  their  proceedings*  in  the  orders 
of  the  Regency,  because  the  latter  had  approved  the  contract  made  on  the  27th  of 
February,  in  which  the  prompt  and  effective  payment  out  of  any  funds  that  might 
be  in  London  had  been  stipulated  in  the  clearest  manner. 

As  respects  the  payment  of  this  bill  in  the  history  of  which  the  Minister  Figueroa 
thinks  himself  as  well  informed  as  he  appears  satisfied  with  his  own  conduct,  believ- 
ng  that  the  Government  has  fulfilled  its  engagement  with  me,  I  request  the  public 
to  read  with  attention  these  remarks;  for  although  they  may  not  be  as  wise  as  those 
of  a  genius  conversant  with  the  science  of  finance,  at  least  they  are  as  true  as  those 
are  inexact.  In  the  first  place,  I  had  the  right  to  complain,  because  they  had  not 
fulfilled  the  payment  in  ready  money  in  the  month  of  July,  1811. 
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Secondly,  because  the  money  which  1  ought  to  have  received  in  cash  in  that  month 
was  converted  into  a  bill  given  me  in  November. 

Thirdly,  because  this  bill  was  protested. 

Fourthly,  because  another  bill  ought  to  have  been  substituted  in  its  place  by  order 
of  the  Eegency,  and  was  not  done,  merely  because  Mr.  Figueroa  did  not  choose  it,  or 
rather  Mr.  Soret,  who,  in  order  to  ruin  me,  insisted  that  I  might  be  contented  with 
a  protested  bill,  with  no  other  reason  than  because  I  had  received  it,  expecting  it 
would  be  paid. 

Fifthly,  because,  in  the  contract  made  on  the  27th  of  February,  and  approved  of 
by  the  actual  Eegency,  the  immediate  payment  of  this  bill,  from  whatever  funds 
might  be  in  London,  was  stipulated  in  the  most  explicit  manner. 

Sixthly,  because,  having  recovered  a  part  in  virtue  of  the  said  official  letter  of  Mr. 
Can^a  Arguelles,  and  not  from  the  order  of  the  treasurer,  as  he  ought  to  have  com- 
municated it  to  the  Spanish  agent  in  London,  it  has  not  been  approved  of  by  Messrs. 
Figueroa  and  Soret,  as  it  ought  to  have  been,  in  strict  justice. 

Seventhly,  because,  in  consequence  of  the  conduct  of  these  two  gentlemen,  I  remain, 
at  the  present  moment,  without  having  recovered  more  than  1,998,278  reals  of  vellon 
and  20  maravedis. 

Now,  Mr.  Figueroa,  is  this  treatment  suitable  to  a  merchant?  Is  this  the  conduct 
of  a  man  of  probity  placed  at  the  head  of  the  affairs  of  a  nation?  Is  it  the  same  thing 
to  give  a  protested  bill  as  to  receive  its  amount?  Has  the  creditor  who  is  paid  in  this 
manner  nothing  more  to  claim?  Does  not  good  faith  exact  that  a  good  bill  should 
be  substituted  in  the  place  of  a  protested  one?  And  can  ignorance  be  alleged  by  Mr. 
Soret  on  this  subject  when  I  showed  him  the  bill  protested  by  Reid,  Irving  &  Co. — 
that  ia  to  say,  the  declaration  of  the  house  that  they  had  no  property  in  their  hands 
belonging  to  the  Spanish  Government? 

The  public,  and,  above  all,  the  commercial  part  of  it,  will  be  very  far  from  approv- 
ing such  conduct,  or  contenting  themselves  in  their  contracts  with  such  a  fulfillment 
of  them. 

Despotism,  and  not  sound  reason,  can  alone  persuade  itself  that  it  is  the  same  thing 
to  a  merchant  to  receive  a  protested  bill  from  a  debtor  as  to  recover  what  is  due  to 
him.  I  have  never  tried  to  investigate  the  general  operations  of  the  minister  of 
finance;  but  I  know  I  have  a  right  to  complain  of  his  subterfuges  and  his  conduct, 
when  I  ought  to  have  recovered  this  debt  in  Cadiz,  and  afterwards,  by  condescen- 
sion, in  London;  yet  I  find  myself  from  his  fault,  or  that  of  his  subalterns,  under 
this  advance,  much  to  the  prejudice  of  my  interests.  And  who  will  indemnify  me 
for  the  injuries  arising  from  the  delay  of  this  payment  that  ought  to  have  been  real- 
ized in  June,  1811,  and  at  this  moment  has  not  yet  been  satisfied?  Is  this  a  religious 
fulfillment  of  contracts?  Does  not  the  minister  commit  himself  grossly  by  the  state- 
ment that  he  has  made  of  this  affair,  presenting  the  matter  as  one  concluded,  and  in 
which  they  have  done  me  a  great  favor? 

The  just  and  impartial  public,  when  the  naked  truth  is  presented  to  them,  will 
know  how  to  decide  on  this  affair  better  than  Mr.  Figueroa.  Let  us  proceed  to  the 
2d  article  of  his  exposition,  which  is  the  contract  celebrated  with  the  junta  at  Cadiz, 
under  date  19th  of  December. 

Under  this  contract  there  were  presented  to  me  two  (libramientos)  bills,  one  of 
them  for  88,000  hard  dollars,  payable  out  of  the  first  funds  that  might  arrive  from 
Peru  or  New  Spain;  and  the  other  for  75,000  hard  dollars,  to  be  paid  in  the  Habana. 
From  the  first  I  have  not  received  a  single  cent;  and  from  the  second,  according  to 
the  last  accounts  that  I  had  from  the  Habana,  dated  in  June,  they  have  not  yet 
paid  the  half.  Before  I  make  any  observations  upon  the  nullity  of  these  drafts,  and 
what  the  minister  asserts  in  his  representation,  I  shall  speak  of  the  other  debts  men- 
tioned in  the  following  article,  because  the  same  comments  will  serve  equally  to 
refute  the  foundation  on  which,  in  both  one  and  the  other,  the  minister  wishes  to 
prejudice  the  public,  saying,  "That  the  conditions  of  all  the  contracts  have  been  ful- 
filled, and,  consequently,  my  complaints  and  claims  are  ungrounded." 

The  third  contract,  of  which  Mr.  Figueroa  speaks,  was  concluded  on  the  21st  of 
January,  1812,  with  Mr.  Joseph  Canga  Arguelles,  and  approved  of  by  the  Cortes 
General  and  Extraordinary.  By  it  was  stipulated  that  I  should  be  paid  at  two  dif- 
ferent epochas,  one-half  from  the  first  funds  that  might  arrive  from  America,  and 
the  other  half  from  the  second  arrivals.  Before  examining  the  fulfillment  of  these 
contracts,  in  order  that  the  public  should  be  convinced  of  my  patriotism  and  my 
ardent  desires  to  serve  the  cause  of  the  Spanish  nation,  I  think  it  sufficient  to  advise 
it  to  read  with  attention  my  official  letter  remitted  to  the  minister  of  finance  at  that 
time,  an  exact  copy  of  which  says:  "I  received  at  11  o'clock  at  night  the  official  let- 
ter that  your  excellency  has  been  pleased  to  send  me  by  order  of  His  Highness,  the 
Supreme  Council  of  the  Regency,  informing  me  of  the  desires  of  His  Highness  to 
remit,  immediately,  a  considerable  quantity  of  flour  and  provisions  to  Carthagena  and 
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Alicante,  which  plaeesarem  the  gr^^^^^^^^ 

Galioia  are  both  of  them  literally  perishing  with  hunger;  but  I  supplicate  your 
Sency  to  °nform  Hil  Highness  that,  at  this  critical  moment,  so  far  am  I  from  not 
wiS  to  continue  my  effof ts  for  the  cause  of  Spain,  that  I  hasten  to  remit  to  your 
excellency  a  proposition  for  the  immediate  delivery  of  provisions  to  the  value  oi 

"^"  I  tr-^ndS  frX-  excellency  the  f  uiillment  of  the  part  which  the 
Government^may  become  responsible  for.  As  to  money,  I  know  the  Government 
h^  none  I  do  not  ask  for  it  until  the  arrival  of  funds  from  America;  I  ask  and  exact 
ilSt  no  other  destination  should  be  given  of  the  funds  that  have  been,  or  may  be, 

appropriated  to  me. 

"Oaoiz,  SOth  of  January,  181S." 

The  result  was  that,  under  date  27th  of  February  of  the  present  year,  m  a  fecial 
committee  named  by  the  existing  Begency,  and  composed  of  Mr.  Soret,  Mr  Miguel 
de  Lobo,  and  Ildefonso  Ruiz  del  Bio,  a  contract  was  made  with  me,  m  which  it  was 
stipulated  that  they  should  give  me  a  (libramiento)  bill  of  300,000  hard  dollars  apmst 
the  royal  revenues  of  Vera  Cruz,  and  that  they  should  pay  me  28,000  hard  dollars  in 
-Cadiz  on  the  31st  of  May,  being  the  balance  of  that  contract.  The  result  is  that 
the  Government  owes  me  the  following: 
An  order  of  Mr.  Soret  upon  Gandarsegui,  of  London,  for 

balance  of  the  contracts  of  May  and  July,  1811.  .Bs.  vn. .  2,  33b,  Zll.  18 

An  order  on  the  Habana -"^'onn'nnn 

Beceived  on  account,  until  the  month  of  June bm,  OOP 

Bill  of  Mr.  Soret,  in  favor  of  the  junta  of  Cadiz,  dated  21st 

of  January,  payable  out  of  the  first  funds  that  should 

arrive  from  America,  on  account  of  the  contract  of  Decem- 

ber,1811 1,760,000.00 

Two  bills  in  favor  of  Meade,  payable  out  of  the  first  and 

second  funds  that  might  arrive  from  America 4, 080, 000. 00 

Contract  of  27th  of  February,  by  which  ought  to  be  paid  in 

Cadiz 560,000 

In  Vera  Cruz 6,000,000 

6,  560,  000. 00 

Several  sums  pending  in  the  treasury  of  the  Government, 

ordered  to  be  paid  from  orders  duly  communicated  by  the 

minister  of  finance  to  the  treasurer-general,  since  1811. .  934, 572. 32 

iRs.vu.  16,570,800.16 

Of  all  this  sum,  immensely  great  for  any  one  house,  they  have  only  paid  me  $28,500 
belonging  to  the  last  contract,  and  that  part  of  the  bill  recovered  in  London  from  the 
Spanish  agent;  and  this  latter  sum  is  reclaimed  by  that  agent  from  my  correspond- 
ents, because  Mr.  Soret  has  not  been  pleased  to  approve  the  payment.     Mr.  Figueroa, 

'The  difference  between  this  account  and  the  sum  inserted  in  my  representation 
(where  I  said  I  was  under  an  advance  of  more  than  fourteen  millions)  proceeds  from 
the  570,000  reals  of  vellon  ($28,500)  not  being  deducted,  which  were  received  in  June 
(the  only  payment  that  Mr.  Soret  has  deigned  to  make  me  since  he  entered  the  office 
of  treasurer,  on  thelstday  of  the  present  year);  andthesumof  1,988,278  reals  and  20 
maravedis  received  by  my  correspondents  in  London,  that  I  have  a  right  to  believe 
will  be  approved  of,  since  His  Majesty,  the  Cortes  General  and  Extraordinary,  had 
positively  ordered  that  what  had  been  stipulated  with  me  should  be  religiously  ful- 
filled, and  which  order  was  communicated  under  date  19th  of  August,  Mr.  Figueroa 
pretends  to  be  ignorantof .  These  twc  i  sums,  subtracted  from  16,570,800. 16  reals  vellon, 
would  leave  me,  at  the  present  moment,  under  an  advance  of  14,012,521  reals  and  20 
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in  the  ninth  page  of  his  representation,  speaking  of  my  claim,  says:  "that  it  being 
an  old  debt,  it  might  give  me  some  preference  amongst  those  of  the  same  kind,  but 
not  under  the  plea  of  urgency,  because  with  that,  which  I  wished  to  exact,  they  were 
attending  to  objects  of  the  greatest  interest,  as  appears  by  the  respective  departments, 
and  without  which  means  even  the  defence  of  this  place  would  have  been  paralyzed, 
if  the  results  had  not  been  even  more  dreadful;"  and  concludes  with  an  emphasis, 
worthy  of  his  genius  and  great  knowledge,  in  these  very  words:  Let  Meade  answer 
now,  if  in  this  case,  his  debt  ought  to  be  preferred  or  not;  supposing  what  is  only 
within  the  reach  of  the  minister— that  is,  that  the  said  department  was  capable  of 
giving  a  testimony  to  graduate  the  urgency  of  the  empire. 

I  will  prove  to  the  public  of  Cadiz  that  no  object  can  be  more  urgent  or  more  sacred 
than  mine;  .at  the  same  time  that  I  will  show  that  the  Government  had  the  means 
of  satisfying  me  without  being  much  inconvenienced,  and  that  only  the  caprice  and 
personal  resentment  of  the  minister  and  treasurer-general  have  been  the  cause  of 
the  failure  of  my  credit  and  of  the  immense  injury  that  I  have  suffered;  and  that,  as 
yet,  have  had  no  other  compensation  or  reparation  but  that  of  my  scandalous  arrest, 
where  even  the  minister  has  the  want  of  generosity  to  come  and  insult  me,  without 
remembering  that,  by  the  very  act  of  my  oppression  and  my  not  ever  having  insulted 
him,  as  he  pretends,  I  was  entitled  to  another  kind  of  regard  on  his  part.  But  the 
man  of  character  redoubles  his  firmness  in  adversity,  and  from  the  same  cause  his 
representations  and  reports  will  not  frighten  me. 

•In  my  memorial  to  the  Cortes,  page  35,  I  showed  that  my  contracts  had  been 
made  at  a  moment  when  the  nation  was  most  in  want  of  resources,  and  when  the 
minds  of  the  inhabitants  of  this  place  were  more  depressed  than  usual  by  the  sur- 
render of  Valencia. 

The  provincial  junta  of  Cadiz,  by  order  of  the  Sovereign,  managed  all  that  related 
to  the  provisions  for  the  maintenance  of  this  place  and  island.  It  being  impossible 
to  satisfy  the  indispensable  obligations  for  the  accomplishment  of  this  object,  it 
stipulated  with  the  English  ambassador  for  the  loan  of  2,000,000  hard  dollars,  as 
appears  by  papers  published  at  that  time.  The  ambassador  remitted  this  agreement 
to  his  Government  for  its  approbation,  and,  the  answer  being  retarded,  the  junta 
found  itself  without  a  single  ration,  even  for  the  maintenance  of  the  advanced  posts 
of  the  line. 

Tills  is  well  known  to  the  junta  of  Cadiz,  as  also  to  the  Regency,  and  to  those  who 
have  been  employed  in  the  affairs  of  the  department  of  finance.  At  this  moment  of 
distress,  when  there  was  not  a  single  native  who  would  lend  the  Government  a  cent, 
when  even  the  English  ambassador  himself  refused  to  give  any  assistance,  as  I  was 
informed  by  Mr.  Miguel  de  Lobo  and  Mr.  Ildefonso  Ruiz  del  Rio,  the  former  com- 
missioned by  the  junta  to  ask  assistance  from  him ;  and  when  this  corporation  thought 
of  exacting  a  forced  contribution,  the  realizing  of  which  would  have  been  very 
doubtful  and,  in  all  cases,  ineificacious  for  the  urgent  necessities  of  the  day,  solicited 
by  the  junta,  and  on  its  first  request,  without  delaying  one  moment,  I  came  forward 
to  offer  the  resources  that  were  required  for  the  subsistence  of  the  armies  of  the 
island  and  Cadiz,  without  exacting  any  money  immediately,  and  contenting  myself 
with  stipulating  that  they  should  satisfy  and  pay  me  for  the  flour  and  the  other 
provisions  at  the  current  cash  prices  of  the  day,  at  the  stated  periods  determined  by 
the  contracts,  marked  Nos.  18  and  19. 

In  this  manner  I  voluntarily  deprived  myself  of  my  fortune  and  that  of  my  family 
to  succor  the  most  urgent  necessities  of  the  State  at  that  moment.  In  order  that  the 
public  and  even  the  minister  may  remain  convinced  (if  Mr.  Figueroa  can  be  con- 
vinced) of  the  important  service  that  in  that  critical  moment  I  rendered  the  Spanish 
nation,  let  them  learn  that,  according  to  what  one  of  the  commissioners  of  the  Gov- 
ernment has  declared,  to  wit,  Mr.  Miguel  de  Lobo  himself  offered  to  the  broker 
who  manages  the  private  contracts  of  Mr.  Soret,  and  with  whose  intervention  alone 
the  minister  is  anxious  to  satisfy  the  public,  in  order  to  prove  his  good  management 
of  the  funds  of  the  nation,  650,000  reals  more,  and  he  would  have  even  given  him  a 

maravedis;  from  which  sum  6,900,000  reals  are  to  be  paid  in  Vera  Cruz  and  the  Habana, 
and  the  rest,  which  is  7,122,5L'l  reals  and  30  maravedis,  to  be  paid  in  Cadiz;  which 
proves,  beyond  doubt,  what  I  have  stated  in  my  pamphlet,  page  43,  in  the  follow- 
ing words:  "I  present  to  Your  Majesty  an  account,  marked  No.  11,  by  which  Your 
Majesty  will  see  that  I  am  at  present  under  an  advance  to  the  Government  of  more 
than  14,000,000  reals,  for  which  I  must  go  to  America  to  recover  the  half;  and  I 
have  only  begged  the  Regency  that  it  should  interest  itself  in  my  behalf,  in  order  that 
the  English  consul  might  take,  on  his  own  account,  the  libramientos,  that,  together, 
do  not  amount  to  6,000,000  reals,  and  that  they  should  pay  me  out  of  the  treasury 
the  rest  of  the  claims  I  have  against  it." 
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million  to  find  out  a  person  who  would  make  another  contract  as  a,dvantageous  and 
on  the  same  terms  as  the  one  I  had  just  concluded.  I  ought  also  to  mform  the 
pubhc  that  the  former  contract  with  Mr.  Oanga  Arguelles,  which  was  concluded 
with  the  intervention  and  approved  of  by  the  Cortes  itself,  m  order  to  remit  1J,UU0 
barrels  of  flour  to  Alicante  and  Carthagena,  was  not  less  beneficial  or  less  urgent  i 
will  not  stop  to  make  any  observations  upon  this  truth,  but  will  content  myself  by 
referring  the  readers  to  the  documents  marked  Nos.  21  and  22,  and  my  answer 
(already  cited)  to  Mr.  Canga  Arguelles.  Well,  then,  has  there  been  any  other  con- 
tract celebrated  at  such  low  prices  as  mine,  at  an  epocha  when  the  country  has  been 
in  the  greatest  need?  Is  there  any  of  an  older  date,  or  that  ought  to  be  paid  with 
greater  preference?  Has  there  been  any  other  stipulated  under  more  express  and 
positive  conditions,  and  the  fulfilment  of  which  has  been  ordered  as  well  by  the 
Eagency  as  by  the  Sovereign,  with  greater  particularity  than  mine?  Is  there  any 
citizen  who  has  claims  as  immense,  by  a  great  deal,  against  the  Government,  as  I 
have,  to  presume  that  their  payments  are  more  urgent  than  mine?  I  do  not  say 
any  individual— is  there  any  corporation  that  has  done  equal  services  and  made 
advances  as  those  that  I  have  done?  And,  to  my  misfortune,  I  am  under  an  advance 
without  any  other  reward  than  a  prison,  that  will  scandalize  Europe  in  spite  of  the 
scientific  force  with  which  Mr.  Figueroa  pretends  to  disguise  this  affair,  as  shameful 
for  him  as  the  Government  and  the  treasurer-general.  Now  let  the  public  decide, 
without  Mr.  Figueroa  is  frightened  at  the  public  decision;  or,  if  he  wishes  it,  let  him 
say,  was  there  any  debt  more  sacred,  more  urgent,  either  from  its  quantity  or  quality, 
than  mine?  Of  what  use  are  written  contracts  if  the  plaineHt  and  most  positive 
stipulations  of  them  are  to  become  null  by  subsequent  ones  or  by  new  urgencies  of 
the  State? 

Mr.  Figueroa  has  confessed  that  such  things  as  contracts  of  finance  he  does  not 
understand  much  about;  and  though  he  even  might  not  confess  it  in  good  faith,  his 
conduct  toward  me  clearly  proves  it,  and  it  is  consequently  unnecessary  for  me  to 
lose  my  time  in  demonstrating  it;  but  I  would  wish  that,  in  order  not  to  contradict 
himself  by  this  confession,  he  should  not  take  upon  himself  to  judge  and  decide  so 
hastily  and  incorrectly  on  matters  beyond  his  comprehension.  On  the  other  side, 
to  let  the  public  see  that  my  suspension  of  payment  has  been  owing  to  a  want  of 
principle  on  their  part,  and  not  to  the  impossibility  of  my  being  paid,  as  Messrs. 
Figueroa  and  Soret  studiously  wish  it  to  be  supposed,  I  will  present  it  with  some 
official  documents,  and  some  also  that  are  not  official,  but  undeniable,  that  will  con- 
vince it  of  my  assertion.  In  the  first  place,  for  the  mere  approval  that  was  exacted 
from  the  treasurer  for  the  payment  of  my  bill  upon  London,  it  was  not  necessary 
that  the  Government  should  bereave  itself  of  any  funds.  In  the  second  place,  as 
appears  by  the  statement  of  funds  from  America,  published  by  the  treasurer  him- 
self, the  finance  department  has  received  from  the  beginning  of  January  to  the  29th 
of  February,  by  the  frigate  Nueva  Amahle  Amistad  and  the  brig  Quimel,  1,858,215 
reals  and  8  maravedis.  There  it  evidently  appears  that  the  Government  has 
manifestly  failed  in  its  stipulation  with  me;  and  it  has  not  only  broken  a  solemn 
contract,  but  has  acted  with  the  most  scandalous  despotism,  when  the  Sovereign  had 
agreed  and  ordered  that  this  money  should  be  particularly  appropriated  to  the  pay- 
ment of _  my  debt.  The  minister  surely  will  not  be  frightened  in  acting  contrary  to 
such  principles;  nay,  it  appears  that  he  sees  a  risk  in  their  execution,  which  he 
proves  without  any  disguise  by  the  little  respect  that  he  shows  to  the  means  estab- 
lished by  law,  in  order  that  the  citizens  may  complain  against  the  injustice  and 
despotism  of  those  who  govern.  PubKc,  thou  wilt  decide  whether  such  a  minister 
can  pride  himself  with  moderation  and  truth,  on  no  one's  being  able  to  make  any 
reflections  upon  his  actions,  and  whether  he  is  better  calculated  to  consolidate  the 
new  established  constitution  than  to  command  in  a  country  of  slaves. 

In  the  third  place,  the  ship  Standart,  so  much  talked  of  by  the  Cnivernment,  hav- 
ing arrived,  and  for  which  period  the  fulfillment  of  my  contracts  had  been  constantly 
promised  me  in  the  most  solemn  manner,  I  applied,  as  appears  by  the  official  docu- 
ments marked  Nos.  23,  24,  and  25,  but,  instead  of  giving  me  money,  thev  "ave  me 
the  ridiculous  answer  marked  No.  26.  I  insisted  that  they  should  give  me  what 
belonged  to  me  from  the  duties  arising  from  the  introduction  of  private  property  as 
appears  by  the  official  document  No.  27;  but  the  minister  and  Mr  Soret  by  their 
great  knowledge  of  public  finance,  stated  that  I  ought  not  to  be  paid  'since  the 
money  proceeding  from  said  duties  did  not  belong  to  me  by  the  stipulation  of  my 
contracts  when  the  fact  was,  that  no  such  difference  had  been  made.  This  is  the 
result  of  the  answer  they  sent  me,  marked  No.  28,  and  behold  what  I  call  shameful 
subterfuges  ot  the  minister  and  treasurer' 

tl.»  wihLl°"f*!5  place,  in  a  few  days  His  Majesty's  brig,  the  Cazadar,  arrived  from 
the  Habana,  and  brought  for  the  Government  200,000  hard  dollars.     I  kgain  applied, 
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but,  instead  of  money,  they  gave  me  an  answer  of  a  new  stamp;  and  in  order  that 
the  public  may  be  scandalized  at  its  contents,  and  at  the  known  bad  faith  of  the 
treasurer,  Mr.  Soret.  and  the  i|;norance  of  the  minister  who  authorized  it,  let  it  read 
its  literal  contents,  which,  copied  verbatim,  says  thus: 

"  The  Regency  of  the  Kingdom  is  disposed  to  indemnify  you,  according  to  your 
contract  made  with  it,  with  the  funds  that  may  arrive  from  America  proceeding 
from  the  revenues  of  the  nation  in  those  dominions,  for  the  2,040,000  reals,  the  value 
of  the  flour  that  you  advanced  for  the  succor  of  Alicante  and  Carthagena;  but  it  does 
not  think  itself  obliged  to  pay  you  with  the  funds  brought  by  the  packet  brig  Caza- 
dor  from  the  Habana,  because  these  are  not  from  those  proceeds,  but  the  property 
of  different  corporatioiis,  who  have  placed  them  at  the  disposal  of  the  Government 
with  the  object  of  assisting  it  in  its  grievous  and  absolute  obligation,  of  which  I 
inform  you,  by  order  of  His  Highness,  for  your  intelligence. 

God  preserve  you  many  years. 

FlGUEEOA. 

To  BiOHABD  Meade, 

Cadiz,  3d  of  June,  181g." 

But  although  so  ridiculous  a  pretext  might  be  of  some  weight,  if  true,  it  will  not 
be  diflScult  to  prove,  by  papers  furnished  by  the  treasurer  himself  in  consequence  of 
my  complaints,  that  it  is  entirely  false;  that  the  $200,000  were  the  proceeds  of  indi- 
vidual property  or  corporations,  and  not  the  revenues  and  duties  of  the  State. 

In  the  fifth  place,  before  the  provisions  had  been  consumed  that  I  had  furnished 
the  Government  with,  the  ratification  of  the  contract  made  by  the  junta  of  Cadiz 
with  the  English  ambassador  arrived,  and  since  that  time  there  has  not  passed  a 
single  month  in  which  the  treasurer,  Soret,  has  not  received,  through  this  channel, 
more  than  4,000,000  reals,  without  counting  on  above  two  millions  and  a  half  at 
least,  received  from  this  custom-house.  The  treasurer  received,  besides  these  sums, 
10,000,000  reals  from  the  junta  of  Cadiz;  and  besides  these  again,  by  a  low  calcula- 
tion, he  has  received  an  equal  quantity  of  certain  credits  in  London,  not  including 
the  10,000,000  reals  that  the  (ayuntamiento)  municipality  of  Cadiz  has  contributed. 
The  treasurer  also  took  about  2,000,000  reals  belonging  to  the  national  bank  of 
St.  Charles,  thai,  arrived  from  Lima  in  the  ship  Standart,  notwithstanding  its  being 
the  property  of  individuals,  a  thing  very  opposite  to  the  scrupulous  ideas  of  Mr. 
Figueroa,  expressed  in  the  answer  that  he  gave  me  when  I  asked  that  he  should 
assist  me  with  a  part  of  this  money,  and  is  here  annexed,  marked  No.  28.  The 
treasurer  has  also  received  into  his  possession  a  large  sum  from  donations  remitted 
in  produce  from  America.  At  page  11,  Mr.  Figueroa  says,  Meade  states  that  the 
Committee  of  Finance  has  remained  completely  convinced  that  Mr.  Soret  has  failed 
in  the  contracts  made  with  him.     I  cannot  but  say  that  I  doubt  it  much. 

With  this  doubt  that  Mr.  Figueroa  supposes,  he  wishes  to  prejudice  the  public,  in 
order  that  it  may  also  doubt  that  the  special  committee  of  finance  has  remained 
convinced  that  he  has  not  failed  in  the  fulfillment  of  the  contracts  made  by  the 
Government  with  me.  After  an  examination  of  the  said  committee,  the  Sovereign 
was  pleased  to  resolve  that  they  should  alter  the  mode  of  payment  of  my  credit, 
giving  me  3,000,000  reals,  the  proceeds  of  the  duties  arising  in  this  custom-house 
from  the  gold  and  silver  belonging  to  individuals  that  should  arrive  in  the  first  ves- 
sels from  America.  And  can  the  supposition  enter  into  a  head  anyway  tolerably 
organized,  or  that  does  not  act  with  bad  faith,  that  the  sovereign  Congress  of  the 
nation,  without  being  convinced  of  the  injury  that  I  had  suffered  from  the  non- 
fulfillment of  my  contracts  on  the  part  of  the  Government,  would  think  of  appropri- 
ating to  me  these  3,000,000  from  mere  caprice,  to  the  serious  injury  of  other  creditors? 
This  is  the  same  as  Mr.  Figueroa' s  supposing  the  Cortes  had  acted  with  partiality 
towards  me,  when  His  Majesty,  in  his  resolution,  has  only  done  an  act  of  justice, 
giving  a  lesson  to  the  Regency,  to  Mr.  Figueroa,  and  to  Mr.  Soret,  of  what  they 
ought  to  have  done  when  the  ship  Standart  arrived.  This  resolution  of  His  Majesty 
is  the  result  of  the  report  given  by  the  special  committee  of  finance,  and  this 
report  ought  to  appease  Mr.  Figueroa's  doubts,  who  also  has  an  expeditious  way  of 
silencing  the  public  doubts  by  joining  me  and  asking,  together  with  myself,  from  His 
Majesty  that  he  will  be  pleased  to  grant  us  a  public  copY  of  the  report  of  the  said 
committee,  which  I  will  take  care  to  have  printed,  and  in  this  manner  the  public 
will  see  if  I  am  in  an  error  as  to  the  conclusions  drawn  by  myself,  or  if  Mr.  Figueroa 
had  any  reason  for  doubting  them  so  much.  In  page  13  of  the  pamphlet,  Mr. 
Figueroa  says  that  my  complaints  would  have  been  turned  to  eulogiums  if  I  had  been 
paid  according  to  my  desires,  even  though  on  the  same  day  the  army  had  gone  without 
victuals,  and  would  have  occasioned  the  ruin  of  the  country.  That  can  not  interest 
me  as  much  as  it  does  him. 
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If  Mr  Figueroa  imagines  he  ought  to  be  praised  when  he  does  his  duty,  the  public 
will  not  be  astonished  that  he  thinks  in  this  manner;  but  I  have  never  been  accus- 
tomed to  load  anyone  with  praise  because  they  comply  with  their  duty,  which  would 
have  been  Mr.  Figueroa's  only  merit  had  he  have  paid  me  as  was  stipulated  by  the 
contract  made  with  the  Government;  and  in  not  having  done  it,  far  from  the  armies 
being  sure  of  their  subsistence,  he  has  taken  the  very  means  of  their  wanting  it  in  the 
critical  situation  of  the  present  times,  since  the  want  of  good  faith  on  the  part  of 
the  Government  will  prevent  others, -less  generous  than  myself  (who  have  known 
how  to  supply  the  Government  for  whole  months  in  the  most  critical  circumstances ) , 
from  affording  such  means  to  the  Government.  And  let  it  not  be  said  that,  m  these 
acts,  I  have  only  thought  of  my  own  interest,  because  I  have  never  delivered  the 
provisions  at  other  prices  than  current  ones,  and  for  less  than  those_  which  Mr.  Soret 
has  procured,  which  have  been  paid  in  cash  or  in  advance.  And  if  the  proofs  that 
I  have  given  in  favor  of  the  cause  of  Spain  were  not  suflBcient  to  show  the  interest  I 
have  taken  in  it,  my  own  private  interest  would  be  sufficient  to  desire  that  it  should 
prosper,  since  I  do  not  know  that  Mr.  Figueroa  would  be  exposed  like  myself  to  the 
.loss  of  $15,000,000,  if,  from  any  accident,  the  result  should  be  unfavorable;  although, 
in  this  sense,  he  should  risk  the  employment  and  salar)^  that  he  may  earn  in  recom- 
pense for  his  services  and  the  motives  he  says  he  has  to  interest  himself  more  than  I. 

With  a,  knowledge  of  these  incontestable  proofs,  will  the  public  think  that  the 
Government  can  not  satisfy  my  debt  without  inconveniencing  itself?  I  know  very 
well  that  the  expenses  at  present  are  very  great,  but  I  am  equally  aware  that  my 
claim  is  one  of  the  most  sacred  parts  of  these  said  expenses,  and  the  public  can  not 
but  be  convinced  of  this  truth.  And  what  will  be  its  conviction,  when  it  knows 
(as  I  assure  it  with  truth  is  the  case)  that  the  treasurer-general,  despising  the 
orders  of  the  Sovereign,  has  taken  upon  himself  the  entire  management  of  the  funds 
and  contracts,  making  them  without  the  interposition  of  anyone  but  a  broker,  or 
even  without  his  intervention,  as  Mr.  Figueroa  himself  says,  and  not  even  that  of 
the  provincial  junta,  or  the  general  director  of  provisions,  as  ordered  by  the  Sovereign 
decrees?  Will  it  believe  that  he  has  not  been  able  to  pay  me,  when  he  has  made 
contracts  at  much  greater  prices  than  mine,  paying  them  in  effective  money,  and 
even  advancing  the  funds  before  realizing  the  whole  delivery  of  the  goods,  and  this 
to  such  an  extent  as  to  exceed  a  million  of  dollars?  But  let  us  drop  any  further 
personalities,  that  are  very  repugnant  to  every  man  of  honor.  Let  the  public,  the 
Government,  and  the  minister  be  convinced  that  he  has  not  paid  me  because  he 
has  not  wished  it,  and  that  he  has  not  acted  with  good  faith;  that  my  services  toward 
the  Spanish  nation  have  been  as  important  as  voluntary,  since  they  extend  to  many 
others  that  I  have  not  mentioned;  that,  even  laying  aside  these  services,  the  Gov- 
ernment ought  to  do  all  in  its  power  to  increase  the  commerce  of  my  house,  which 
is  so  advantageous  and  indispensable  for  the  subsistence  of  this  place  and  island,  and 
to  facilitate  the  lowness  of  the  prices,  because,  during  the  siege  of  Cadiz  alone,  I 
have  introduced,  in  256  vessels  to  my  consignment,  the  following  articles,  as  appears 
by  the  manifests  presented  to  the  custom-house  of  Cadiz:  284,972  barrels  of  flour, 
12,608  tierces  of  rice,  5,642  barrels  of  salt  beef,  4,977  barrels  of  salt  pork,  25,000 
fanegas  of  Indian  corn,  18,600  fanegas  of  wheat,  4,000  fanegas  of  barley,  14,870  hun- 
dredweights of  codfish,  3,870  barrels  of  biscuit,  3,000  boxes  of  soap,  without  counting 
the  cargoes  of  dry  goods,  timber,  and  a  variety  of  produce,  including  those  of  the 
other  ports  of  the  peninsula,  that  have  been  consumed  in  or  exported  from  Cadiz 
to  other  places.  And  lastly,  I  dare  assert,  that  if  I  do  not  continue  my  business  the 
Spaniards  will  feel  its  effects,  on  account  of  the  situation  of  the  nation,  and  bread 
will  rise  to  an  exorbitant  price,  which  might  have  been  easily  avoided,  notwith- 
standing the  war  between  the  United  States  of  America  and  Great  Britain,  and  with 
great  advantages  to  the  flag  and  commerce  of  Spain.  I  am  persuaded  that,  after  an 
examination  of  these  documents  that  complete  the  history  of  my  claims,  the  public 
will  discover  the  sophistry  with  which  it  has  been  attempted  to  blind  it,  and  all 
Europe  will  be  horror-struck  at  hearing  of  my  imprisonment  as  the  only  reward  for 
such  important  services;  and,  at  the  same  time,  it  can  not  approve  of"  the  want  of 
delicacy  on  the  part  of  the  minister,  who,  regardless  of  the  unjust  persecution  and 
scandalous  oppression  that  I  am  suffering,  has  thus  endeavored  to  insult  me. 

„  „         ,  Richard  JNIbade. 

Cadiz,  September  S^,  181S. 

Note.— The  quotation  made  by  Mr.  Figueroa  (in  the  conclusion  of  his  exposition) 
of  the  article  communicated  in  the  Redactor  General,  No.  457,  bv  Mr  Ignacio  de  la 
Pezuela,  secretary  ad  interim  of  the  department  of  state,  far  from  supporting  said 
exposition,  only  corroborates  what  I  asserted  in  the  pamphlet  whicli  Mr  Fio-ueroa 
attempted  to  impugn;  for  the  same  reascjn  I  shall  take  no  notice  of  it,  leavino-  also 
unanswered  those  insignificant  paragraphs  that,  without  referring  to  the  question, 
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Mr.  Figueroa  so  inopportunely  introduces  into  his  pamphlet,  and  that  only  contain 
personalities,  at  all  times  odious.  I  respect  as  I  ought  the  character  of  Mr.  Pezuela 
aa  minister  and  as  a  citizen,  and  have  not  the  least  motive  of  complaint  against  this 
gentleman.  In  the  notes  passed  to  the  English  ambassador  he  only  complied  with 
the  orders  of  the  Regency,  and  it  was  the  duty  of  His  Majesty  to  inform  Mr.  Pezuela 
that  the  object  of  those  notes  was  to  interest  the  English  ambassador  that  he  should 
grant  the  solicitude  therein  contained,  not  as  a  favor  to  me,  but  as  one  done  toward 
the  Regency,  since  in  it  the  Regency  only  recommends  itself. 


No.  1. 

Cadiz,  S5lh  Navemher,  1811. 
The  Council  of  the  Regency,  acknowledging  the  sacred  obligation  of  satisfying  to  you 
the  debt  of  the  public  finance,  resulting  from  contracts  made  with  it  for  the  support 
of  the  armies  on  the  11th  of  May  and  19th  of  July  last,  has  been  pleased  to  resolve 
that  you  should  be  paid  the  balance  in  your  favor,  of  2,336,227  reals  and  18  mara- 
vedis,  out  of  the  claims  that  the  pubUc  treasury  have  on  the  house  of  Beid,  Irving  & 
Co.,  of  London,  for  the  recovery  of  which  Mr.  Joseph  Isnardi  is  intrusted,  of  which 
I  inform  you,  by  order  of  His  Highness,  for  your  information  and  Government. 
God  preserve  you  many  years. 

Canga  Aeguelles. 
To  Richard  Meade. 


No.  2. 

C!adiz,  :15tli  of  November,  1811. 

Mr.  Joseph  Canga  Arguelles,  minister  ad  interim  of  the  department  of  finance  of 
Spain,  having  communicated  to  me  under  date  25th  of  this  month  that  His  High- 
ness, the  Council  of  the  Regency,  has  been  pleased  to  decree  that  I  should  be  paid 
2,336,227  reals  18  maravedis,  which  the  Government  owes  me  for  balance  of  a  contract 
for  provisions  made  in  the  month  of  July  last  as  agent  of  the  house  of  Messrs.  Bain- 
bridges  &  Brown,  of  London,  to  whom  I  have  transferred  the  same,  and  that  the  said 
balance  will  be  paid  out  of  the  funds  proceeding  from  the  credit  that  the  Government 
have  on  the  house  of  Messrs.  Reid,  Irving  &  Co. ,  of  London,  with  the  recovery  of 
which  Mr.  Joseph  Isnardi  is  encharged. 

In  consequence  of  which,  I  beg  your  excellency  will  be  pleased  to  give  a  duplicate 
letter  of  order  to  the  commissioners  of  the  Government  of  Spain  in  London,  in  order 
that  they  may  hold  the  said  sum,  as  soon  as  received,  at  the  disposal  of  Messrs.  Bain- 
bridges  &  Brown,  of  London. 

God  preserve  you  many  years. 

Richard  Meade. 

To  Victor  Soret. 


No.  3. 

Cadiz,  7th  December,  1811. 
In  consequence  of  what  the  minister  of  finance  informs  me  by  a  royal  order  of  24th 
November  last,  and  what  you  write  me  under  date  26th  of  this  same  month,  I  inclose 
you  a  duplicate  letter  of  credit  upon  John  Manuel  de  Gandarsegui,  director  of  the 
Royal  Philippine  Company  in  London,  in  favor  of  Messrs.  Bainbridges  &  Brown,  of 
that  place,  that,  from  the  funds  that  they  may  have  in  their  hands  arising  from  the 
claim  of  the  Spanish  Government  against  Messrs.  Reid,  Irving  &  Co.,  they  may  hold, 
at  the  disposition  of  the  former,  the  sum  of  2,336,227  reals  18  maravedis  vellon,  as  bal- 
ance of  the  contract  of  provisions  made  by  you  with  the  public  treasury,  and  you  will 
inform  me  of  its  receipt. 
God  preserve  you  many  years. 

Victor  Soret. 
To  Mr.  Richard  Meade. 


No.  4. 

Cadiz,  7th  Decemlier,  1811. 

From  the  funds  that  you  have  in  your  power,  arising  from  the  credit  of  the  Gov- 
ernment of  Spain  on  the  house  of  Reid,  Irving  &  Co.,  of  your  place,  with  the  liqui- 
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dation  of  which  Mr.  Joseph  Isnardi  has  been  encharged,  you  will  be  pleased  to  hold 
at  the  disposition  of  Messrs.  Bainbridges  &  Brown,  also  merchants  of  your  place,  and 
under  their  duplicate  receipt  the  sum  of  2,336,227  reals  18  maravedia  vellon,  which 
sum  the  Council  of  the  Regency  has  ordered  to  be  paid  in  this  manner,  by  an  order, 
dated  on  the  25th  of  November  last,  to  Richard  Meade,  merchant,  of  this  place,  as 
balance  of  a  contract  for  provisions  made  by  him  with  the  public  treasury. 

God  preserve  you  many  years. 

Victor  Soret. 

To  Mr.  John  JIanuel  ue  (tandaksegui. 


No.  5. 

Cadiz,  Jninmry  £S,  181g. 

I  have  just  received  letters  from  my  correspondents  in  England  with  the  disagree- 
able news  that  the  bill  of  credit  your  excellency  commanded  to  be  given  me  by  the 
treasurer-general,  Mr.  Victor  Soret,  on  Mr.  John  Gandarsegui,  of  London,  for  the  sum 
of  2,336,227  reals  18  maravedia  in  cash,  haa  not  yet  been,  nor  will  be,  paid,  because  the 
house  of  Messrs.  Reid,  Irving  &  Co.  declare  they  do  not  owe  any  such  sum.  I  have 
to  beg  your  excellency  to  be  pleased  to  pass  an  order  to  the  treasurer-general,  in  order 
that  he  should  command  Mr.  Gandarsegui  to  pay  the  said  sum  without  any  more 
delay  from  whatever  funds  he  may  receive  from  the  claims  of  the  Government  gen- 
erally, without  specifying  any  particular  one.  Your  excellency  well  knows  the  injury 
that  it  must  occasion  to  the  public  credit  at  the  end  of  such  a  length  of  time  in  which 
the  house  in  London,  now  interested  in  this  affair,  urges  me  much  for  its  payment. 

God  preserve  your  excellency  many  years. 

Richard  INIeade. 

To  Mr.  Joseph  Canga  Arguelles. 


No.  6. 

Cadiz,  Jamiary  S3,  1812. 
Under  this  date  Mr.  Richard  Meade  tella  me  that  his  correspondents  in  England 
inform  him  that  the  order  that  your  excellency  was  desired  to  supply  him  with 
against  John  Manuel  Gandarsegui  for  the  value  of  2,336,227  reals  18  maravedia  in 
cash  has  not  been  paid,  nor  will  it  be  paid,  because  the  house  of  Reid,  Irving  &  Co. 
declares  that  it  does  not  owe  said  sum,  begging  me  to  communicate  it  to  your  excel- 
lency, in  order  that  Gandarsegui  may  pay  said  sum  without  anv  more  "delay  from 
whatever  sums  he  may  receive  from  the  claims  in  general  that  he  has  to  recover  on 
account  of  the  Government,  without  confining  himself  to  any  one  in  particular,  to 
avoid  by  these  means  the  injury  that  will  arise  to  the  pubUc  credit,  and,  having 
informed  the  Regency,  His  Highness  coinmanded  me  to  give  your  excellency  the  nec- 
essary order  to  that  effect,  which  I  now  do  for  your  Government;  and,  by  order  of 
said  Regency,  I  communicate  to  you  the  same  order  in  answer  to  your  letter  of  to-day 
for  your  information  and  government.     God  preserve  you  many  years. 

Caxga  Arguelles. 
io  Mr.  Richard  Meade. 


No.  7. 

Cadiz,  January  25,  1812. 
Under  date  24th  of  the  present  month,  the  actual  Ireasurer-seneral  writes  me  as 
follows: 

Tj-",?^/J°y5'  order  of  the  23d  of  this  month,  your  excellency  tella  me  that  Mr 
Richard  Meade  had  represented  to  the  Council  of  the  Regency  that  the  bill  of  credit 
given  him,  under  date  of  the  7th  of  December  last,  upon  Mr.  John  Manuel  Gandar- 
segui, to  satisfy  the  2,336,227  reals  18  maravedia,  from  the  funds  thrtshouW  be 
realized,  and  are  due  to  the  fund  of  consolidation  belonging  to  the  Spanish  Govern^ 
ment,  by  the  house  of  Reid,  Irving  &  Co.,  of  London,  has^iot  been'^^paid  nor  wSl 
be  because  the  above  mentioned  house  says  it  does  not  owe  the  said  sum  That  the 
order  has  not  been  paid  la  very  certain,  as  the  agents  have  not  collected  the  fundi 
for  It,  nor  have  they  been  able  to  do  it,  because  lufficient  time  has  not  elapsedfor 
the  commiaaioner  to  be  able  to  recover  the  money,  but  that  it  will  not  be  paid  or 
he  reasons  you  express,  I  can  not  be  persuaded  of  since  Mr.  Joseph  Maria  IsnardT 
the  commissioner,  writes  me  the  contrary  in  his  letter  of  the  8th  of^  this  month  and 
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says  that  he  was  waiting  for  the  power  of  attorney  from  the  commissioners  of  the 
consohdated  fund;  and  as  these  gentlemen,  subsequent  to  the  departure  of  Mr. 
Isnardi,  determined  to  send  said  power  to  Mr.  John  Manuel  Gandarsegui,  a  com- 
munication was  made  to  that  gentleman,  promising  to  send  him,  as  I  have  already 
done,  the  accounts,  documents,  and  powers,  sufficient  for  this  purpose;  to  which  he 
replies,  on  the  8th  of  this  month,  telling  me  that,  from  that  moment,  he  encharged 
himself  with  this  affair,  and  that  he  should  do  all  in  his  power  for  its  fulfillment. 
In  another  letter  of  7th  of  this  month,  he  informs  me  that  the  house  of  Bainbridges 
&  Brown  had  presented  the  order,  and  he  begs  of  me  that,  by  return  of  mail, 
I  should  gi*e  him  instructions  about  the  exchange  at  which  the  payment  must  be 
settled.  What  I  have  represented  to  your  excellency  is  not  the  same  as  Mr.  Richard 
Meade  asserts,  by  which  it  appears  to  me  that  there  is  no  occasion  as  yet  to  alter 
the  credit  given  to  him,  making  the  orders  general  for  the  rest  of  the  funds;  for  the 
execution  of  which  it  would  be  necessary  to  receive  back  those  first  granted,  and 
perhaps  cause  an  injury  to  the  others  to  whom  have  been  given  orders  upon  the 
other  credits  after  Meade's  having  chosen  the  house  of  Reid,  Irving  &  Co.  as  the 
surest  and  most  prompt  for  the  recovery  of  his  debt;  and,  by  order  of  His  Highness, 
I  inform  you  of  it  for  your  intelligence  and  government. 

God  preserve  j'ou  many  years. 

Ganga  Akguelles. 

To  Mr.  Richard  31eade. 


No.  8. 

Cadiz,  Januanj  ^7,  1812. 

By  an  official  letter,  dated  24th  of  the  present  month,  addressed  to  me  by  the 
treasurer-general,  explaining  to  me  some  difficulty  that  had  prevented  the  fulfillment 
of  your  excellency's  order  of  the  day  previous,  relative  to  the  decree  of  His  Highness 
for  the  recovery  of  the  2,336,227  reals  18  maravedis  that  ought  to  be  paid  by  the 
house  of  Reid,  Irving  &  Co. ,  stating  that  my  expositions  do  not  prove  what  I  asserted, 
and  that  it  appeared  not  to  be  necessary  to  change  the  above  mentioned  credit  by 
making  the  orders  general  for  the  rest  of  the  funds,  and  for  the  attainment  of  which 
it  would  be  necessary  to  return  the  bills  first  given,  and  even  injure  the  rest,  of 
which  your  excellency  informs  me  for  my  government  and  intelligence,  by  order  of 
His  Highness.  In  the  same  letter,  the  treasurer  says  my  reasons  are  not  sufficient 
to  convince  him  that  the  order  will  not  be  paid;  since,  on  the  contrary,  the  com- 
missioner, Isnardi,  by  a  letter  that  he  cites,  was  waiting  for  the  power  of  attorney 
for  its  recovery,  but  it  had  been  determined,  subsequent  to  his  departure,  to  remit 
them  to  Mr.  John  Manuel  Gandarsegui.  He  communicated  it  to  the  latter,  and 
remitted  him  the  accounts  and  documents  sufficient  for  this  purpose;  and  by  a  letter 
from  Messrs.  Bainbridges  &  Brown,  he  is  informed  that  they  presented  the  order 
desiring  instructions  with  respect  to  the  exchange  by  the  return  of  post,  in  order  that 
they  might  arrange  the  payment.  These,  in  truth,  are  reasons  diametrically  oppo- 
site to  mine,  but  do  not  form  any  argument  calculated  to  rfefute  them.  If  the  former 
affords  so  much  confidence  to  the  treasurer,  why  so  much  obstinacy  in  denying  my 
request?  If  there  is  so  much  security  in  the  payment,  who  can  it  injure?  For,  as  he 
says,  they  are  not  yet  in  the  case  of  changing  the  credit.  Many  observations  might 
be  made,  but,  laying  them  aside,  let  us  suppose  (but  not  acknowledge)  that  there 
are  no  positive  proofs  it  won't  be  paid,  can  a  precautionary  measure  give  any  offense, 
at  least  such  a  one  as  I  have  proposed?  I  have  not  proposed,  nor  do  I  wish,  to  annul 
or  renew  the  above  mentioned  bill.  Let  us  suppose  the  unexceptionable  question  that 
my  request  to  the  event  of  the  sums  not  being  paid,  or  being  delayed  by  questions 
or  other  motives,  and  that  I  require  that  I  should  be  paid  the  amount  of  the  bill  out 
of  the  general  mass  without  delay,  is  it  not  a  request  founded  upon  incontestible 
principles?  If  that  house  does  not  satisfy  it,  will  the  Government  on  that  account 
not  be  responsible  to  me?  Who  is  to  suSer  the  injury  and  damages?  Then,  if  the 
above  mentioned  order  remains  untouched,  if  it  retains  its  force,  why  oppose  so 
reasonable  a  thing?  Your  excellency  must  acknowledge  this  fact,  and  I  beg  you  to 
repeat  the  solicitation  in  my  favor  to  His  Highness,  in  order  that  he  may  grant  it  as 
a  just  compensation  for  my  indefatigable  exertions  in  assisting  the  State,  persuaded 
that  the  benefits  or  losses  of  this  transaction  will  be  felt  also  by  the  Government. 

God  preserve  you  many  years. 

Richard  Meade, 

To  Mr.  Joseph  Canga  ARfiiiELLES. 

S.  Doc.  231,  pt.  1 9 
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No.  9. 

Cadiz,  S7th  of  Janiiary,  1813. 

By  the  official  letter  that  I  had  the  honor  to  receive  from  your  excellency,  dated 
24th  of  the  present  month,  I  observe  a  mistake  that  it  is  necessary  to  rectify.  In  my 
solicitations  directed  to  the  minister  of  finance  and  to  your  excellency,  relative  to 
the  payment  of  the  order  for  the  2,336,227  reals  18  maravedis,  which  'order  vi^aa 
delivered  to  me  by  your  excellency,  on  the  7th  of  December  last,  1  have  not  solicited 
its  renewal  in  any  manner  whatever.  In  two  paragraphs  of  the  letter  that  I  remitted 
that  day  to  your  excellency,  it  is  clear  enough  that  my  demand  is  confined  to  this 
point,  viz,  in  case  of  the  said  sum  not  being  paid  in  consequence  of  wha't  I  informed 
you,  or  the  respective  orders  were  delayed  in  order  to  satisfy  the  above  said  2,336,227 
reals  18  maravedis,  then  it  should  be  paid  out  of  the  general  mass;  this  does  not  con- 
stitute the  nullity  or  renewal  of  the  order.  It  is  a  measure  that  your  excellency 
ought,  I  think,  to  have  taken  yourself,  to  prevent  injury,  in  honor  of  your  signature, 
and  above  all,  of  the  public  credit;  under  which  idea,  I  repeat  to  your  excellency 
my  solicitations  of  the  24th,  in  order  that  you  may  have  the  goodness  to  accede  to 
so  just  a  proposition. 

God  preserve  you  many  years. 

KiCHAKD  JIeade. 

To  Victor  Sobet. 


No.  10. 

Cadiz,  leih  Api-il,  181S. 

The  Eegency  being  informed  of  your  letter  of  yesterday,  in  which  you  soUcit  that 
the  exchange  should  be  fixed  upon  the  2,336,227  reals  18  maravedis  vellon  that  were 
drawn  upon  London  as  balance  for  flour  delivered  to  the  Government  in  July  last,  it 
has  been  pleased  to  resolve  that  the  treasurer-general  should  agree  with  \(>\i  on  the 
terms  of  said  exchange;  and  by  order  of  His  Highness  I  inform  '\'ou  of  it,  for  your 
intelligence  and  government,  and  request  you  to  be  persuaded  that,  under  this  date, 
the  proper  orders  have  been  communicated  to  the  treasurer-general  for  its  fulfillment. 

God  preserve  you  many  years. 

^     ,  EOMANILLO.S. 

To  Mr.  KiCHARD  Meade. 

No.  11. 
[Verbal  answer  giTen  by  Mr.  Soret  to  a  clerk  of  llr.  Jleade's,  and  certified  Ijy  saiil  olerk.] 

Having  presented  myself  to  Mr.  Soret,  to  desire  him  to  give  the  official  order  from 
the  Government,  that  he  should  deUver  me  the  letter  of  advice  to  :\Ir  Gandarseeui 
arranging  the  exchange  of  2,336,227  reals  18  maravedis  at  47  pence  per  peso  as  vou 

'fi??  y?^''  ^  agreed  with  him,  he  has  answered  me  in  tlie^e  or  like  words-  " 
This  IS  an  affair  on  which  it  is  already  necessary  t.j  speak  with  clearness  not 
only  because  it  is  necessary,  but  also  that  Mr.  Richard  Meade  should  not  sav  that  he 
does  not  understand  the  Spanish  that  I  speak.  I  have  spoken  as  a  man  of  character 
and  will  comply  with  the  offer  that  I  have  made;  that  I  will  give  the  order  on 
Gandarsegui,  so  that  he  may  arrange  the  exchange  at  47  pence  per  peso  when  he 
may  realize  the  payment,  according  to  the  express  conditions,  out  of  the  funds 
there  pomted  out;  and  if  the  payment  be  made  from  any  other  funds  that  he  mav 
have,  I  can  not  authorize  it,  nor  can  the  Government  approve  it  \s  to  the  order 
he  can  count  upoti  it  as  done,  that  I  will  send  it  to  Gandarsegni;  but  as  to  these 
funds  from  which  he  is  to  make  the  payment,  they  are  not  vet  realised  It  will  e 
the  same  thing  to  send  it  by  the  packet  that  goes  to-morrow  as  hv  the  one  tha   may 

^l°Z  ,\  \^Pl^^ V*  ^^^^  ^  ^F-  ^'^'^^'^  Mealie,  in  order  that  he  mav  not  afterward 
say  that  he  has  not  understood  my  Spanish."  ^^-wiui  aiierwarus 

Mariano  Lassaleta. 
No.  12. 

mj:\=s^  t^S  to  t^;Sbi;^.!^^^^^^£S"^S-t  ^^ 

pointed  out  m  the  bills  and  letter  of  credit,  a™^  ^^r^^ls  Is^Ca'vX'S 
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be  paid  from  the  funds  there  specified,  that  your  excellency  gave  me  in  virtue  of  an 
order  from  the  Regency,  expressing  that,  in  whatever  other  manner  the  payment 
had  been  made  or  would  be  made,  it  should  become  void;  and  that  your  excellency 
wished  to  inform  me  of  the  same  as  clearly  as  possible,  in  order  that  I  should  not 
allege  that  I  had  misunderstood  your  language. 

I  ought  to  inform  your  excellency,  with  the  same  clearness,  in  spite  of  what  you 
have  told  me,  that  it  is  well  known  to  you,  by  an  official  letter  from  England,  that  I 
sent  to  London  the  original  document  that  the  ministei  of  finance  sent  me,  under 
date  23d  of  January  last,  copying  me  the  order  communicated  to  your  excellency,  in 
which  His  Highness  ordered  that  I  should  be  paid  the  said  bill,  not  from  the  funds 
proceeding  from  the  house  of  Reid,  Irving  &  Co.,  as  was  specified  in  the  original 
order,  and  that  I,  myself,  had  represented  did  not  exist,  from  the  advices  lecived 
from  that  house,'  but  from  any  other  funds  that  Mr.  Gandarsegui  might  have  in  his 
possession  belonging  to  the  Government. 

In  consequence  of  the  said  original  official  letter,  given  to  Mr.  Gandarsegui,  and  in 
consideration  that  the  English  Government  had  lent  to  said  gentleman  the  sum  for  its 
payment,  by  dint  of  the  repeated  applications  of  the  house  of  Bainbridges  &  Brown, 
in  whose  hands  the  order  was  that  had  been  given  to  me;  for  these  reasons,  and 
many  others,  and  for  the  honor  even  of  the  nation,  Mr.  Gandarsegui  paid  a  part  of 
said  order;  but,  as  the  exchange  was  not  prefixed,  he  only  paid  on  account  the  sum 
of  £25,856  3  reals  and  8  maravedis;  which  sum,  at  the  exchange  of  47d.  pr.  ps.,  is 
equivalent  to  1,998,278  reals  and  20  maravedis,  remaining  347,948  reals  and  32  mara- 
vedis to  complete  the  order  that,  at  the  rate  of  exchange,  amounts  to  £4,524  18  reals 
and  4  maravedis. 

I  sent  an  official  letter  to  the  minister  of  finance,  referring  the  case  to  him,  on  the 
15th  of  the  present  month,  and  requested  him  to  order  that  the  said  exchange 
should  be  settled,  in  order  that  Mr.  Gandarsegui  might  proceed  to  the  liquidation  of 
a  bill  given  in  payment  for  flour  delivered  in  the  month  of  July  of  the  past  year; 
and  the  answer  of  the  said  gentleman,  under  date  of  16th  of  the  present  month, 
is  exactly  what  I  asked,  and  particularly  so  since,  by  the  contract  subsequently  cele- 
brated with  the  Supreme  Government,  and  signed  by  your  excellency  as  one  of  the 
commissioners,  it  was  stipulated  that,  in  case  the  said  order  was  not  paid  from  the 
funds  specified,  that  new  bills  or  orders  should  be  given  for  its  immediate  payment. 
In  consequence,  I  request  your  excellency  will  be  pleased  to  send  an  order  to  the 
said  Gandarsegui  that  he  may  settle  the  rate  of  exchange  of  the  said  order  at 
47d.  pr.  ps. 

God  preserve  your  excellency  many  years. 

RiCHAKD  Meade. 

To  Mr.  Victor  Soret. 


No.  13. 

Cadiz,  April  25,  1812. 
In  consequence  of  what  I  have  been  informed  by  the  order  of  His  Highness,  dated 
16th' of  this  month,  relative  to  the  arrangement  of  the  exchange  for  the  2,336,227 
reals  18  maravedis  vellon,  amount  of  my  letter  of  credit  on  John  Manuel  Gandarsegui, 
and  having  agreed  with  you  that  the  same  should  be  47d.  pr.  ps.  to  the  current  dollar  of 
128  quarts,  I  will  give  the  competent  order  by  the  first  occasion,  in  order  that  when 
Gandarsegui  pays  the  said  letter  of  credit  from  the  funds  designated  out  of  the  claim 
that  the  nation  holds  against  Reid,  Irving  &  Co.,  of  London,  that  he  should  do  so  at 
the  rate  of  the  said  47  pence  per  dollar.  Of  which  I  advise  you  for  your  government, 
in  answer  to  your  official  letter  of  the  23d  of  this  month. 
God  preserve  you  many  years. 

"Victor  Soret. 
To  Mr.  Richard  Meade. 


No.  14. 

Cadiz,  Mmj  27,  1812. 
I  have  had  the  honor  of  addressing  various  representations  to  your  excellency's 
predecessor,  relative  to  the  arrangement  of  the  exchange  of  a  letter  of  credit  given'  t(j 
me  by  the  treasurer-general,  by  order  of  His  Highness,  under  date  7th  of  December, 
1811,  amounting  to  2,336,227  reals  and  18  maravedis  vellon,  against  Mr.  John  Manuel 
Gandarsegui,  of  London,  which  was  drawn  in  reals  of  vellon,  to  be  paid  in  cash,  with- 
out determining  the  exchange,  that  ought  to  have  been  settled  in  order  to  reduce  it 
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to  the  sterling  money  of  that  country.  At  the  period  that  the  Government  drew 
this  bill,  it  specified  that  its  payment  should  be  made  from  funds  that  they  supposed 
were  in  the  hands  of  Messrs.  Raid,  Irving  &  Co.,  merchants,  in  London;  but  that 
house  having  declared  to  the  holder  of  said:  bill  that  it  had  no  such  funds  belonging 
to  the  Spanish  Government,  I  made  representation  to  the  Supreme  Council  of  the 
Regency,  through  Mr.  Canga  Arguelles,  begging  that  he  would  give  an  order  to  Mr. 
Ga.ndarsegui  that  he  should  pay  the  said  bill -from  whatever  funds,  belonging  to  the 
Spanish  Government,  he  might  hold  in  his  hands,  to  which  it  pleased  His  Highness 
to  accede,  sending  me  an  exact  copy  of  an  order  that  run  thus: 

"I  communicate  to-day  to  the  treasurer-general  the  following:  Under  this  date  Mr. 
Richard  Meade  tells  me  that  his  correspondents  in  England  inform  him  that  the  bill 
your  excellency  was  ordered  to  supply  him  with  upon  Gandarsegui,  of  London,  for 
the  value  of  2,336,227  reals  18  maravedis,  has  not  been  paid,  nor  will  be  paid,  because 
the  house  of  Reid,  Irving  &  Co.  declares  it  does  not  owe  such  a  suni,  begging  me  to 
inform  your  excellency  ot  it,  in  order  that  another  order  may  be  given  to  Gandar- 
segui to  pay  it,  without  delay,  from  whatever  funds  he  may  receive  from  the  general 
claims  that  he  has  to  recover  by  contract  for  the  Government,  without  assignmgany 
one  in  particular,  in  order  to  avoid  by  these  means,  the  injury  that  will  arise  to  the 
public  credit,  and  having  so  stated  it  to  the  Regency,  His  Highness  commands  me 
to  give  you  the  necessary  order  to  have  this  done,  which  I  now  do  for  its  fulfillment. 
And  by  the  same  order  I  inform  you  thereof,  in  answer  to  your  letter  of  this  day,  for 
your  intelligence  and  government." 

I  remitted  immediately  to  London  a  copy  ot  this  order,  certified  by  the  consul  of 
His  Britannic  Majesty  in  this  place,  which  was  presented  to  the  English  Govern- 
ment, and  to  Mr.  Gandarsegui,  who,  for  the  honor  of  the  national  credit  and  the 
signature  of  the  treasurer-general,  Mr.  Soret,  paid  the  said  order  at  the  exchange  of 
40d.  per  ps.,  reserving  the  balance  in  deposit  until  he  should  be  informed  of  the 
arrangement  of  the  exchange  by  the  treasurer-general,  and  I  having  agreed  that  the 
said  exchange  should  be  47d.  per  ps.,  it  alone  remains  for  your  excellency  to  be 
pleased  to  communicate  the  necessary  order  for  the  definite  arrangement  of  this 
affair.  In  a  contract  subsequently  made  with  Mr.  Miguel  de  Lobo,  Ildefonso  Ruiz 
del  Rio,  and  the  treasurer-general  himself,  as  commissioner  of  the  Supreme  Govern- 
ment, and  approved  of  by  His  Highness,. the  Supreme  Council  of  the  Regency,  among 
other  stipulations,  it  was  agreed: 

"  That  the  Government  made  itself  responsible,  and  obliged  itself  to  settle  all  the 
accounts  that  it  had  pending  with  Meade,  and  to  order  the  payment  of  this  letter  of 
credit  upon  London  as  soon  as  it  was  informed  that  it  would  not  be  paid  speedily,  sub- 
stituting in  its  place  orders  or  bills  for  other  sums  that  the  nation  might  hold  in  that 
place."  This  contract  was  concluded  on  the  27th  of  February  last,  three  moths  ago, 
and,  until  this  time,  I  have  not  been  able  to  procure  the  above  order,  notwithstand- 
ing the  sacredness  of  the  contract,  rendered  still  more  so  by  the  signature  of  Mr. 
Soret  himself.  The  bill  was  paid  at  the  rate  of  40d.  per  ps. ;  it  was  agreed  that  the 
exchange  should  be  47d.,  and  nothing  is  wanting  but  an  order  from  your  excellency, 
in  order  that  Mr.  Gandarsegui  shoiild  pay  the  difference  from  whatever  funds  he 
may  have  in  his  hands  belonging  to  the  Government.  It  is  impossible  for  me  to 
believe  that  1  he  Supreme  Government  wishes  to  have  this  affair  in  such  a  state,  to 
the  injury  and  discredit  of  the  honor  and  good  faith  of  itself  and  the  Spanish  nation, 
and  to  the  great  injury  of  my  commercial  house,  that  has  experienced  so  many  losses 
from  these  affairs.  The  Government  is  solemnly  compromised  in  the  settlement  and 
payment  of  this  bill,  as  well  as  the  treasurer-general  for  having  signed  it  in  the  name 
of  the  Government,  and  I  hope  that  the  good  faith  with  which  I  have  received  their 
obligations  will  not  become  the  cause  of  my  ruin. 

God  preserve  your  excellency  many  years. 

RicHAKD  Meade. 

Excellent  lord  Mr.  Joseph  Vasuuez  Figueroa. 


No.  15. 

Cadiz,  snhofjum;  IS  13. 
In  the  contract  celebrated  with  me  on  the  27th  of  February  last  by  Mr.  Soret  Mr. 
iNliguel  de  Lobo,  and  Mr.  Ildefonso  Ruiz  del  Rio,  as  commissioners  of  the  Govern- 
ment, and  subsequently  approved  of  by  the  Supreme  Council  of  the  Regency  there 
IS  an  article  which,  exactly  copied,  says:  "The  Government  remains  under  the  obli- 
gation of  settliiiK  all  the  actxiunts  that  it  Iuih  pending  « ith  Meade  and  to  order  the 
payment  ot  the  bill  upon  London  uh  soc  m  as  it  receivcH  information  that  it  will  m  >t  be 
promptly  paid,  substitutmg  in  its  place  orders  or  bills  for  any  other  sums  that  the  pub- 
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lie  treasury  may  hold  in  that  place."  And  since  then  the  treasurer-general  agreed 
with  me  that  the  exchange  of  the  said  bill  should  be  fixed  at  47  pence  per  peso;  all 
that  is  wanting,  therefore,  is  that  your  excellency  should  pass  an  order  for  the  defi- 
nitive arrangement  of  this  account.  Notwithstanding  all  my  efforts  to  conclude  the 
other  accounts  there  pending,  I  have  not  been  able  to  advance  one  step,  and  thus  I 
must  supplicate  your  excellency  to  be  pleased  to  represent  it  to  His  Highness  in  order 
that  he  may  command  the  treasurer  to  settle  and  pay  my  accounts,  as  I  am  ready  to 
receive  in  payment  even  (librainientos)  bills  upon  the  Habana  in  the  same  manner 
as  those  I  have  received  from  the  superior  junta  of  this  city. 

God  preserve  your  excellency  many  years. 

Richard  Meade. 

To  most  excellent  lord  Mr.  Joseph  Vasquez  Figuekoa. 


No.  16. 

Cadiz,  4th  of  July,  ISIS. 

In  answer  to  your  exposition  of  the  27th  of  May  and  7th  of  June  last,  the  Regency 
of  the  Kingdom  has  resolved  that,  at  the  same  time  that  John  Manuel  Gandarsegui 
settles  with  you  from  the  sums  that  he  may  receive  from  the  house  of  Reid,  Irving  & 
Co.,  forthe  2,336,227  reals  18  maravedis,  according  to  what  he  was  ordered  on  the  7th 
of  December,  1811,  and  confirmed  on  the  18th  of  April  last,  that  he  should  settle  the 
exchange  of  this  sum  at  47  pence  per  dollar  of  128  quarts,  according  to  the  agreement 
with  the  treasurer-general,  His  Highness  being  assured  that  there  will  not  be 
much  delay  in  this  payment,  because  a  suit  has  already  been  commenced  against  the 
house  of  Reid,  Irving  &  Co.,  but  that,  if  from  any  unforeseen  accident  it  should  be 
delayed  beyond  six  months  from  this  time,  then  the  Government  will  settle  from 
other  funds  this  and  the  other  claims  pending,  you  presenting  in  this  case  the  bill 
given  you  on  the  7th  of  December,  upon  Gandarsegui,  for  the  value  of  2,336,227  reals 
18  maravedis,  of  all  which  I  inform  you,  by  order  of  His  Highness,  for  your  intelli- 
gence and  government. 

God  preserve  you  many  years. 

FlQUEROA. 

To  Richard  Meade. 


No.  17. 

Cadiz,  ilth  July,  1813. 

By  your  excellency's  official  letter,  addressed  to  me  under  date  of  the  4th  of  this 
month,  I  am  informed  that  in  consideration  of  my  exposition.  His  Highness  had 
resolved  that  at  the  same  time  that  Mr.  John  Manuel  de  Gandarsegui  pays  me  from 
the  sums  arising  from  the  house  of  Reid,  Irving  &  Co.,  the  2,336,227  reals  18  mara- 
vedis vellon,  as  he  had  been  ordered  on  the  18th  of  April,  he  should  arrange  the 
exchange  at  the  rate  of  47  pence  per  dollar,  as  was  lately  agreed  on  with  the  treasurer- 
general,  His  Highness  being  persuaded  that  there  would  not  be  much  delay  in  this 
payment,  as  a  suit  had  already  been  commenced  against  said  house,  but  that,  if  from 
any  unforeseen  accident  the  payment  should  be  retarded  longer  than  six  months  more, 
the  Government  would  then  arrange  the  means  of  satisfying  this  and  the  rest  of  my 
pending  claims.  The  last  article  of  the  contract,  which,  by  order  of  the  superior 
junta,  was  celebrated  with  me  by  the  treasurer  and  Messrs.  Miguel  Lobo  and  Ilde- 
fonso  Ruiz  del  Rio,  on  the  27th  February  last,  says: 

"The  Government  remains  under  the  obligation  of  settling  all  the  accounts  pend- 
ing with  Meade,  and  in  ordering  the  payment  of  the  bill  upon  London  as  soon  as  it 
is  informed  that  it  will  not  be  immediately  paid,  substituting  in  its  place  orders  or 
bills  upon  other  sums  that  the  royal  finance  may  hold  in  that  place." 

By  this  solemn  agreement  your  excellency  will  observe  that  I  had  no  reason  to 
expect  such  a  resolution  as  that  which  has  been  adopted  and  notified  to  me,  by  the 
official  letter  to  which  it  refers  the  payment  of  the  2,336,227  reals  18  maravedis,  being 
once  established  in  February,  to  be  made  as  soon  as  the  Government  should  be 
informed  that  the  order  upon  London  had  not  been  immediately  satisfied.  You 
ought,  according  to  that  contract,  to  substitute  others  in  its  place,  or  any  bills  to  the 
same  amount  that  the  public  finance  may  hold  in  that  place.  The  only  possible 
motive  for  delaying  its  fulfillment  would  be  the  want  of  funds  in  said  department,  but 
this  not  being  the  case,  as  is  clearly  proved,  there  is  no  ground  for  the  treasurer's 
opposing  the  delivery,  by  his  report,  of  the  orders  or  bills  payable  for  an  equal 
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amount  out  of  the  funds  belonging  to  the  Spanish  Government  in  London,  there  is 
none,  I  repeat,  without  going  against  all  principles  of  reason,  which  is  not  to  De 
believed  without  an  involuntary  mistake.  •  i      +• 

These  obvious  and  convincing  reasons  could  not  have  been  taken  into  consideration 
by  the  treasurer  at  the  time  of  extending  said  report,  notwithstanding  that  said  gen- 
tleman was  one  of  the  commissioners  in  the  contract,  and  the  same  is  signed  by  Vic- 
tor Soret  himself,  although  his  many  delicate  and  difficult  affairs  may  be  thought  an 
excuse,  which  has  prevented  him  from  remembering  the  facts  and  precedents,  it  not 
being  an  easy  thing  to  remember  them  without  having  the  expedientes  before  him, 
and,  if  he  had  them  he  would  surely,  according  to  his  engagement,  have  provided  me 
with  bills  payable  on  London  for  the  said  amount  of  2,336,227  reals  18  marayedis,  in 
the  form  agreed  on.  Your  excellency  will  permit  me  the  honor  to  state  to  His  High- 
ness these  reflections  in  order  that,  with  his  foresight  and  rectitude,  may  be  avoided 
those  embarrassments  that  threaten  the  course  of  my  mercantile  business,  in  which  it 
ought  to  take  a  lively  interest  on  account  of  the  advances  of  all  kinds  which  it  has 
found  me  ready  to  make  until  now,  and  which  I  should  not  be  able  to  continue  any 
longer  unless  this  affair  is  placed  on  a  proper  footing  by  ordering  that  the  treasurer- 
general,  in  compliance  with  what  has  been  agreed  upon  in  the  above-mentioned  eon- 
tract  of  27th  February  last,  may  issue  the  respective  orders  or  bills  to  said  amount  of 
2,336,227  reals  18  maravedis  vellon,  payable  in  London,  out  of  the  funds  in  said  place 
belonging  to  the  royal  finance.     May  God  preserve  your  excellency  many  years. 

EicHAKD  Meade. 

Most  excellent  Sir  Joseph  V  asquez  Fiqueroa. 


No.  18. 

Cadiz,  18lh  December,  181Z. 
Mr.  Richard  Meade  contracts  with  the  superior  junta  of  Cadiz  for  the  articles 
expressed  below,  at  the  following  prices  and  conditions: 

13,000  barrels  of  flour,  at  $16.75 |217,  750 

1,500  tierces  of  rice,  at  $6.50 9,  750 

500  barrels  salt  meat,  at  $16 8, 000 

450  barrels  of  pork,  at  $22 9, 900 


245,400 


All  of  these  articles  shall  be  of  a  good  quality,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  junta,  and 
shall  be  received  in  the  space  of  twenty  days  from  the  signature  of  this  contract, 
being  deliverable  on  shore ;  but  if  the  superior  junta  choose  that  thev  should  remain  in 
the  warehouses  of  Meade,  and  dispose  of  them  partially  as  required,  that  shall  be  at 
their  option,  the  junta  paying  the  cost  of  storage  from  the  15th  day  of  January  nest. 


The  superior  junta  will  verify  the  payment  under  its  responsibility,  in  the  follow- 
ing terms: 

$70, 000  in  bills  of  the  Government,  half  at  30  days'  and  half  at  60  days'  sight,  upon 
the  Habana,  which  the  junta  will  indorse  in  favor  of  Meade,  mider  the 
condition  that  these  bills  are  for  the  sum  of  $75,000,  which  includes  the  dif- 
ference of  exchange  upon  the  Habana,  as  agreed  on  in  these  terms. 
88,  000  payable  in  London,  by  a  bill  or  order  from  the  treasurer-general  director 
of  the  department  of  drafts,  on  Mr.  Gandarsegui,  who  shall  pav  them  from 
the  funds  in  his  hands  belonging  on  account  to  the  Government-  the 
exchange  is  adjusted  at  47  pence  per  dollar  of  128  cuartos,  and  its  value  in 
pounds  sterling  must  be  paid  in  the  exact  term  of  five  months  which  if 
pE^sed,  and  the  value  is  not  paid,  it  will  be  the  obligation  of  the  junta' to 

SGLXic  It. 

88, 000  in  specie,  payable  from  the  first  funds  that  the  Government  niav  receive  from 
New  Spam  or  Peru,  for  which  sum  the  junta  will  receive  the  necessarv 
order  and  will  indorse  it  to  the  favor  of  Meade,  in  order  that  he  may  make 
with  it  what  use  he  thmks  fit. 

246, 000 

This  contract  shall  besanotioned  by  the  Supreme  Council  of  the  Regency,  in  the 
space  of  three  days,  during  which  Mr.  Richard  Meade  will  be  informed  of  thrreso- 
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lution  of  His  Highness,  and,  if  it  be  an  approval,  it  will  remain  ratified  in  all  its 
parts,  and  the  necessary  document  shall  be  exchanged  between  the  superior  and  the 
said  Mr.  Richard  Meade. 

Meadb. 
Ruiz. 
And  whereas  the  aforesaid  document  has  been  approved  by  the  Council  of  Regency, 
as  appears  by  an  official  letter  communicated  under  date  19th  of  this  month,  by  the 
minister  ad  interim  of  finance,  the  contracting  parties  remain  bound  to  a  full  com- 
pliance with  the  contents  of  the  said  contract. 

Simon  Agrida,  Vice-Preddent, 


Cadiz,  £gd  December,  1812. 


Joseph  Manuel  de  Vadillb, 
Member  and  Secretary,  ad  interim. 


No.  19. 


Contract  celebrated  on  this  day  by  the  Spanish  Government  with  Mr.  Richard 
Meade,  merchant,  of  this  city,  for  the  following  goods: 

Mr.  Richard  Meade  obliges  himself  to  deliver,  at  the  disposal  of  the  Government, 
in  equal  parts,  during  the  months  of  March  and  April,  14,000  barrels  of  flour,  at  the 
price  of  $16.75  per  barrel;  2,500  quinta,ls  or  hundredweight  of  rice,  at  |8  per  hundred- 
weight; 800  barrels  of  salt  meat,  at  |18  per  barrel;  and  600  barrels  of  pork,  at  $24  per 
barrel;  and  it  is  understood  that  these  articles  shall  be  placed  at  this  price  on  shore 
in  the  storehouses  of  the  vendor,  and  that  all  the  said  articles  are  to  be  of  a  quality 
satisfactory  to  the  person  commissioned  by  the  Government  to  receive  them.  The 
Government  will  give  in  payment  a  bill  upon  the  public  treasury  of  Vera  Cruz,  at 
thirty  days'  sight,  for  300,000  hard  dollars,  which  shall  be  credited  by  Meade  as  part 
of  the  value  of  said  effects,  with  a  deduction  of  15  per  cent,  on  the  sum,  making 
255,000  hard  dollars;  and  the  rest  shall  be  paid  by  the  Government  in  Cadiz  on  the 
31st  of  May  next.  This  bill  shall  be  recommended  to  the  viceroy  of  Mexico,  with 
the  most  precise  orders. 

Meade  may  export  the  300,000  hard  dollars  free  of  duty  to  any  port  that  he  may 
think  fit,  and  he  shall  have  the  liberty  of  sending  either  a  Spanish  or  English  vessel 
to  effect  this  object.  If  the  vessel  be  Spanish,  it  may  be  loaded  or  go  in  ballast,  as"  he 
may  please,  according  to  the  laws  of  Spain;  but  if  English,  it  must  go  only  in  ballast, 
and  in  both  cases  he  can  send  a  person  of  his  confidence  to  manage  his  business. 

If  Meade  thinks  proper,  he  may  extend  the  contract  to  the  value  of  1,000,000  hard 
dollars  more  under  the  same  prices  and  conditions,  and  the  Government  agrees 
thereto.  Meade  must  advise  it  before  the  25th  of  April  of  hio  agreeing  thereto  or 
dissenting  therefrom,  and  if  the  former  the  deliveries  of  the  goods  shall  be  by  months 
in  the  same  proportion  as  above  designated,  receiving  the  bills  for  the  whole  amount. 

In  case  of  continuing  this  contract  to  the  value  of  a  million  of  hard  dollars,  as 
remains  expressed,  the  prices  agreed  on  are  to  be  understood  the  same,  except  that 
the  Government  is  to  receive  the  effects  on  board  in  the  bay,  all  the  expenses  of  land- 
ing, etc. ,  being  for  its  account. 

The  Government  obliges  itself  to  settle  all  the  accounts  that  it  has  pending  with 
Meade,  and  of  ordering  the  payment  of  the  bill  drawn  upon  London  as  soon  as  it  is 
informed  that  it  will  not  be  immediately  paid,  substituting  in  its  place  bills  or  orders 
for  any  other  sums  that  the  public  finance  may  have  in  that  city.  The  parties  have 
signed  two  contracts  of  the  same  tenor,  one  for  each  party.  Cadiz,  27th  February, 
1812. 

Richard  Meadb. 

As  commissioners  of  the  superior  Government. 

Victor  Soret. 
Miguel  Lobo. 
Ildefonso  Ruiz  Del  Rio. 


No.  20. 

Cadiz,  gist  of  January,  ISIS. 
It  having  pleased  His  Majesty,  the  Cortes  General  and  Extraordinary,  to  give  his 
approbation  to  the  proposition  made  by  you  to  supply  30,000  barrels  of  flour,  the 
Council  of  the  Regency  have  agreed  to  close  the  contract  for  the  quantity  of  12,000 
barrels  only  at  the  rate  of  $17,  as  was  concluded  in  the  last  conference  with  me,  the 
half  of  its  value  payable  from  the  first  funds  that  may  arrive  from  America  and  the 
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other  half  from  the  second  arrivals,  under  the  conditions  proposed  in  your  letter  of 
the  20th  of  the  present  month,  for  the  fulfillment  of  which  I  communicate  under  this 
date  the  necesaary  orders.  And  in  order  to  make  the  remittance  more  expeditious 
His  Highness  has  determined  also  that  you  should  be  encharged  with  the  expenses 
of  the  shipping,  including  them  in  your  account.     God  preserve  you  many  years. 

Canga  Akquelles. 
To  Mr.  Richard  Meade. 


No.  21. 

Cadiz,  Slst  of  January,  1812. 

"Under  this  date  I  informed  the  intendant  subdelegate  of  the  revenues  of  this  place 
and  province  of  the  following  order: 

"From  the  flour  contracted  for  by  Mr.  Richard  Meade  the  latter  must  remit  12,000 
barrels  from  J;his  city  to  those  of  Carthagena  and  Alicante,  with  the  important  object 
of  providing  the  troops  of  those  places.  And  this  being  of  the  greatest  urgency  at 
the  present  moment,  the  Council  of  the  Regency  have  resolved  that,  in  the  custom- 
house and  offices  of  this  place,  they  should  give  immediate  dispatch  to  the  exporta- 
tion of  said  flour,  avoiding  all  formalities  that  are  not  absolutely  necessary,  so  that 
in  the  day  of  to-morrow  the  dispatches  and  the  other  necessary  arrangements  may 
be  completed  by  the  custom-house  in  order  to  obtain  its  immediate  dispatch,  in 
which  the  nation  is  so  much  interested." 

And  I  communicate  to  you  by  order  of  His  Highness  for  your  government  and 
intelligence  and  in  answer  to  your  official  letter  directed  to  me  this  (Jay.  God  pre- 
serve you  many  years. 

Canga  Aeguelles. 

To  Richard  Meade. 


No.  22. 

♦ 

Cadiz,  Sd  of  March,  1812. 
Under  this  date  I  inform  the  treasurer-general  in  ofiice  of  the  following  order: 
' '  Mr.  Meade  having  complied  with  the  contract  made  on  the  21st  of  January  last 
with  the  former  Council  of  the  Regency  for  12,000  barrels  of  flour,  and  it  being  one 
of  the  conditions  that  their  value  was  to  be  paid  at  the  rate  of  ?17  per  barrel,  the 
half  from  the  first  and  the  other  half  from  the  second  arrivals  of  funds  that  might 
come  from  America,  His  Highness  has  been  pleased  to  order  that  your  excellency 
should  be  informed  of  it  in  order  that  you  should  cause  to  be  fulfilled  what  the  Gov- 
ernment has  contracted  by  communicating  the  necessary  orders  to  the  treasurer  of 
the  public  finance  of  this  place  when  the  funds  may  arrive." 
God  preserve  you  many  years. 

ROMANILLOS. 

To  Mr.  Richard  Meade. 


No.  23. 

Cadiz,  29tl\  of  April,  1812. 
In  order  to  have  recourse  to  the  Government  about  the  two  bills  that  I  hold  in  my 
hands,  payable  from  the  first  funds  that  may  arrive  at  this  port  from  Peru  or  New 
Spain,  it  is  necessary  for  me  to  state  as  a  foundation  of  my  memorial  an  answer  from 
your  excellency  showing  that  to  my  solicitations  your  excellemy  has  alwa^-s  verbally 
replied  that  no  such  funds  have  arrived.  To  this  purpose  a  verbal  message  or  words 
will  not  be  auflicient,  and  I  entreat  that  your  excellency  will  be  pleased  to  five  me 
your  answer  in  writing.  As  yet  none  of  your  predecessors  or  any  branch"  of  the 
Government  have  ever  disdained  to  answer  in  an  official  manner  any  of  my  repre- 
sentations even  when  it  was  to  reply  in  the  negative,  and  I  have  a  right  to  think  that 
your  excellency  will  act  in  the  same  manner. 

„    ,,  „  Richard  Meade. 

To    V ICTOK   SORET. 
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No.  24. 

Cadiz,  S9th  of  April,  1812. 

In  conformity  with  my  last  contracts  celebrated  with  the  Government,  for  the  pro- 
visions that  I  delivered  for  the  subsistence  of  the  troops  and  attentions  of  the  State, 
and  in  compliance  with  the  obligations  contracted  and  in  part  authorized  by  His 
Majesty  himself,  particularly  with  respect  to  the  assignation  of  the  part  that  I  ought 
to  receive  from  the  funds  of  the  phip  Standart,  I  had  recourse  to  the  treasurer-gen- 
eral, who  answered  me  Verbally  that  the  said  vessel  did  not  bring  any  funds,  nor 
had  he  the  means  of  paying  me  the  199,000  dollars  which  ought  to  be  paid  me,  with 
the  same  religious  exactitude  as  I  fulfilled  my  part  of  the  contract.  In  vain  he  has 
wished  to  persuade;  his  observations  have  not  satisfied  me;  since  with  170,000  hard 
dollars  that  the  treasurer  has  to  receive  from  duties  alone  on  the  cargo  of  said  vessel 
and  250,000  dollars  from  the  funds  of  the  National  Bank  of  St.  Charles,  which  two 
sums  amount  to  more  than  400,000  dollars,  he  can  and  ought  to  pay  the  190,000. 
Is  there  by  chance  any  obligation  preferable  to  the  one  I  claim?  It  is  nothing  less 
than  the  very  subsistence  and  support  of  the  armies.  Without  provisions  can  the 
Government  count  on  the  armies  or  on  their  fortified  places?  Perhaps  the  existence 
of  some  of  them  has  been  owing  to  the  promptitude  with  which  I  have  come  for- 
ward to  their  succor,  on  occasions  when  neither  natives  nor  foreigners  afforded  any, 
notwithstanding  which  at  the  present  moment  my  advances  for  the  public  finance 
amount  to  14,000,000  of  reals.  Since  the  beginning  of  the  Spanish  revolution  I  pro- 
posed to  myself  to  assist  it;  all  my  attentions  have  been  directed  to  this  well-known 
end,  and  what  is  the  result?  To  overload  me  with  dilficulties,  which  from  day  to 
day  the  Government  aggravate;  failing  in  the  payments  which  it  established,  and 
thus  destroying  the  natural  course  of  affairs  and  expose  the  Government  to  want 
those  resources  that  have  been  afforded  it  for  the  subsistence  of  the  troops  and  the 
succor  of  the  important  posts.  These  disagreeable  events  oblige  me  to  seek  redress 
immediately  by  all  the  proper  means  in  my  power,  and  one  of  these  being  that  of 
having  recourse  to  Your  Highness,  you  can  not  do  less  than  interest  yourself  in  my 
behalf,  in  order  that  it  may  command  the  treasurer-general  in  office  to  pay  me,  in 
preference  to  any  demand  on  the  treasury,  the  190,000  that  he  is  bound  to  pay  me 
from  the  400,000  dollars  that  he  has  received  from  the  English  ship  Slandart. 

God  preserve  Your  Highness  many  years. 

Serene  lord,  Richard  Meade. 

To  the  very  Serene  Lord  the  President  op  the  Regency  of  Spain. 


No.  25. 

Cadiz,  1st  of  May,  1812. 
Ofiicial  letter  of  Mr.  Richard  Meade  to  His  Highness  the  Council  of  the  Regency: 
Under  date  29th  of  April  last  I  addressed  to  Your  Highness  an  official  letter  m 
which  I  clearly  made  manifest  to  your  penetration  the  result  of  the  claim  I  made  to 
the  treasurer-general  in  office,  in  order  that  he  should  pay  me  the  sum  of  190,000 
hard  dollars,  which  by  contract  were  appropriated  to  me  out  of  the  funds  brought 
by  the  ship  Standart,  and  as  the  existence  of  a  mercantile  house  may  be  endangered 
by  the  mere  delay  of  Your  Highness' s  resolution,  particularly  when  I  calculate  that 
I  have  14,000,000  reals  of  vellon  that  are  pending  in  the  public  treasury,  I  can  not 
but  supplicate  anew  that  Your  Highness  should  be  pleased  to  grant  me  as  early  as 
possible  your  determination,  which  is  of  such  urgency  for  the  continuation  of  my 
business. 
God  preserve  Your  Highness  rpany  years. 

Richard  Meade. 

To  Serene  Lord  the  President  of  the  Regency  of  the  Kingdom. 


No.  26. 

Cadiz.  May  S,  1812. 
In  your  letter  of  the  28th  of  April  last  you  were  pleased  to  tell  me  that,  having  in 
your  hands  two  bills  payable  on  the  arrival  of  the  first  funds  that  may  come  from 
New  Spain  or  Peru  and  the  ship  Standart  having  arrived  from  Lima,  you  wish  to 
know  if  you  will  be  paid  the  two  bills  from  the  said  funds  for  your  government.  To 
your  clerk,  who  presented  himself  to  me  the  day  before  yesterday,  I  gave  a  verbal 
answer,  saying  that  in  the  said  vessel  there  had  arrived  no  funds  for  the  public  treas- 
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ury,  as  is  well  known,  as  it  only  brought  for  the  Government  the  bare  sum  of  30,120 
hard  dollars,  the  major  part  destined  to  the  department  of  the  post-office,  and  since, 
in  another  letter  of  the  30th  of  same  month,  you  requested  that  I  should  give  you  an 
answer  in  writing,  I  repeat  it  for  whatever  purpose  it  may  be  convenient  to  you. 

God  preserve  you  many  years. 

Victor  Soeet. 

To  Richard  Meade. 


No.  27. 

Cadiz,  May  6,  1812. 
On  the  29th  of  April  last  and  1st  of  the  present  month  I  directed  an  official  letter 
to  His  Highness,  desiring  him  to  be  pleased  to  pass  an  order  to  the  treasurer-general 
that  he  should  \)Z.y  me  190,000  hard  dollars,  that  he  ought  to  deliver  to  me  from  the 
funds  of  the  ship  Stdudart,  and  as  serious  injury  arises  to  me  from  the  detention  of 
the  answer,  and  as  I  am  persuaded  that  your  excellency  must  already  have  received 
full  information  on  this  subject  I  shall  greatly  appreciate  your  excellency's  informing 
me  what  has  been  determined  on. 
God  preserve  you  many  years. 

RiCHABD  Meade. 
To  most  excellent  sir,  ^Ir.  Joseph  Vasquez  Figueboa. 


Cadiz,  May  10,  1812. 

In  answer  to  your  official  letters  of  the  29th  of  April  last  and  1st  and  5th  of  this 
month,  the  Regency  of  the  Kingdom  have  directed  me  to  inform  you  that  although 
it  is  certain  it  ought  to  pay  you  the  sum  you  demand  from  the  first  funds  that  may 
arrive  from  New  Spain  or  Peru,  it  can  not  pay  you  out  of  the  small  sum  of  30,521 
hard  dollars  that  the  ship  StandaH  has  brought,  nor  from  the  duties  collected  on  the 
merchandise  and  sperie  on  board,  it  not  being  of  that  class;  nor  can  it  either  pay 
you  with  the  250,000  hard  dollars  registered  in  the  name  of  the  National  Bank  of  St. 
Charles,  because  it  belongs  to  a  private  corporation  and  not  to  the  public  finance. 
Therefore  it  is  the  will  of  His  Highness  that  in  consequence  of  your  particular  services 
in  the  difficulties  of  the  present  day,  and  your  large  advances,  you  shall  be  attended 
to  as  soon  as  there  is  an  opportunity;  which  I  communicate  to  you  for  your  intelli- 
gence and  government. 

God  preser\-e  you  many  years. 

r„       T>T         -r>  ,,  FlGUEKOA. 

io  Mr.  Richard  aIeade. 


Cadiz,  September  27,  1812. 

When  the  preceding  answer  was  in  the  press,  the  representation  of  the  treasurer- 
general  Mas  presented  to  the  public;  and  as  my  answer  ought  in  a  measure  to  be  the 
same,  to  satisfy  the  charges  not  only  of  Mr.  Figueroa,  but  of  Mr.  Soret,  I  will  con- 
tent myself  with  referring  the  reader  to  my  preceding  pamphlet,  and  I  will  add  such 
observations  as  Mr.  Soret' s  new  publication  gives  rise  to. 

If  Mr.  Victor  S(.iret  would  pride  himself  more  in  knowing  the  probity  that  ought 
to  pervade  in  every  contract,  and  the  force  of  what  is  stipulated  amount  men,  Ind 
not  endeavor  to  bhnd  the  public,  he  would  surely  have  abstained  from  crMng  me 
fresh  motive  to  present  new  acts  and  new  expositions  that  will  discover  his  conduct 
more  and  more.  To  convince  the  public,  it  would  be  sufficient  to  say  that  if  what 
Mr.  Soret  has  stated  rc-lative  to  the  amount  as  well  as  the  nature  of  my  claim  was 

Zl  ^%tT°l''  °*  ^^T  ^.f  f.^^'  S^^''^''  ^^^""^  "^^ture  reflection,  made  by  thecommi^ 
sion  of  the  Cortes  and_^vith  the  assistance  of  the  said  gentlemen,  Figueroa  and  Soret 
must  necessarily  be  unjust.  Jo^ciuitanui^oiei, 

If  my  claim  does  not  amount  to  the  sum  mentioned  in  my  pamplilet  why  did  not 
Mr  Soret,  m  compliance  with  his  duty  as  treasurer,  contnulict  it  when  s4^^inoned 
before  the  commission  of  the  Cortes,  and  when  said'  cnimmission  aTid  Hiniany 
have  approved  of  it,  such  as  I  have  presented  it,  and  as  results  from  the  docuinents 
and  contracts?  How  is  it  that  Mr.  Soret,  in  my  former  memorials  S  soHcitetiSS  to 
the  Government,  never  thought  of  contradicting  mv  accounts,  supposing  hem  eSher 
false  or  erroneous?  Surely  the  motive  could  be  no  other  tkn  Ss  not  beS^in  his 
power  so  to  do,  and  not  having  them  to  blind  the  public,  as  he  Ses  at  preleut  to 
do,  saying  that  I  am  morally  paid.  This  invention  of  M  •.  Soret  aftr^urCT^elneil^ 
IS  ail  admirable  one  m  order  to  satisfy  all  the  State  creditor  ^"««'^er  general 
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Moral  payment  is  so  truly  new  and  original  a  thought  that  Mr.  Soret  may  with 
safety  flatter  himself  with  bemg  the  first  to  whom  it  ever  occurred.  To  i)ay  morally! 
If  the  treasurer  finds  himself  able,  with  these  means  alone,  to  satisfy  his  creditors, 
he  will  easily  pay  all  the  obligations  and  contracts  which  the  nation  may  wish  to 
make;  but  as  Mr.  Soret  has  such  a  particular  mode  of  payment,  how  is  it  that  he  did 
not  settle  for  the  provisions  for  which  he  himself  contracted  with  this  moral  pay- 
ment? Does  he  only  reserve  such  original  mode  of  payment  for  me?  Such  language, 
which  could  only  enter  the  head  of  Mr.  Soret,  is,  in  my  opinion,  more  degrading 
and  injurious  to  the  Government  than  whatever  number  of  expressions  may  be  stated 
in  the  most  daring  publication;  but  as  it  proceeds  from  one  of  the  household  it  is 
received  as  an  apology,  and  with  all  this,  if  from  him  who  is  demanding  his  rights 
there  should  escape  sometimes  a  harsh  word,  though  true,  in  support  of  the  justice 
of  his  complaints,  he  is  persecuted,  imprisoned,  and  stigmatized. 

Mr.  Soret  says  that  the  bills  have  not  been  paid  for  wantof  the  circumstances  on  which 
their  fulfillment  depended.  And  what  circumstances  are  these,  Mr.  Treasurer?  And 
if  the  bills  have  not  been  paid,  or  can  not  be  paid,  of  what  use  are  they  to  me  to  hold 
them?  What  can  I  do  with  them?  Of  what  use  is  it  that  they  were  given  to  me? 
Do  you  think  that  I  can  content  the  most  docile  of  my  creditors  with  this  money  of 
a  new  stamp,  with  this  moral  money  of  yours?  Ask  the  English  consul,  for  there  is 
no  way  of  making  him  swallow  your  bills,  even  if  you  were  to  gild  them. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  say  anything  more  in  order  to  destroy  the  unheard  of  inven- 
tion with  which  Mr.  Soret  thinks  to  oppose  or  lessen  my  credit.  Let  us  examine 
now  the  second  part  of  his  proposition.  Let  us  see  if  the  Regency  has  failed  to  com- 
ply with  a  positive  contract.  The  treasurer  has  not  been  more  successful  in  this  part 
than  he  was  in  the  first;  and  certainly  if  the  Regency  does  not  discover  any  better 
supporter  of  its  cause  I  shall  have  but  little  to  do  to  defend  my  own.  I,  therefore, 
do  not  choose  to  take  any  other  means  of  justifying  my  conduct,  but  the  very  same 
reasoning  with  which  the  treasurer  pretends  to  accuse  it. 

To  support  this  argument  and  show  to  all  the  world  that  the  Regency  has  not  failed 
in  its  contracts  and  promises,  the  treasurer  says,  at  page  38,  the  following: 

' '  That  the  Regency  can  not  be  responsible  for  payments  the  direction  of  which 
are  not  at  its  will;  and  if  the  Regency  can  not  make  His  Britannic  Majesty's  vessel 
the  Standart  and  the  packet  brig  C'azador  bring  funds  for  the  public  treasury,  or  a 
sum  corresponding  to  the  hopes  that  they  formed  and  promises  that  they  stipulated, 
neither  can  His  Highness  be  answerable  for  the  failure  of  the  steps  taken  with  so 
much  efficacy  with  the  English  ambassador."  I  ask  the  treasurer,  so  the  Govern- 
ment was  not  sure  that  funds  were  to  arrive?  Then  the  Government  compromised 
itself  with  the  known  risk  that  it  could  not  fulfill  its  engagements?  And  such  a  com- 
promise made  with  this  knowledge,  can  it  do  honor  to  any  man?  And  if  one  single 
act  of  this  kind  once  known  would  be  sufficient  to  place  in  doubt  the  good  faith  and 
probity  of  an  individual,  w"hat  will  be  said  of  a  superior  authority  that  conducts  itself 
m  this  manner?  Is  it  worthy  of  a  great  and  generous  nation?  I  deduce,  then,  and 
every  man  of  honor  will  deduce,  that  the  Government  compromised  itself  to  pay  me 
from  the  first  moneys  that  should  arrive  from  America,  and  that  when  it  should  be 
so  unfortunate  as  not  to  receive  any  (though  it  has  received),  or  sufficient  to  fulfill 
completely  such  engagements  as  those  contracted  with  me,  in  this  case  it  A\'ould  make 
use  of  other  resources — resources  that  every  Government  must  have,  more  or  less,  at 
its  disposition.  I  wish  to  say,  and  every  honest  and  sensible  man  will  understand  it 
so,  that  the  Government  in  its  contracts  only  wish  to  gain  time,  until  the  arrival  of 
its  vessels,  reserving  to  itself  for  that  occasion  the  liberty  of  having  recourse  to  other 
well  known  means,  if  the  arrival  of  the  vessels  did  not  give  it  the  means  of  meeting 
its  engagements.  This  is  the  genuine  substance  and  the  litefal  interpretation  that 
no  one  can  disavow  unless  they  wish  to  discredit  the  Government. 

The  treasurer-general  will  not  dare  to  assert  in  the  face  of  the  world  that  the 
Regency  of  the  Kingdom  promised  me  the  payment  of  my  claims  on  the  arrival  of 
the  vessels,  and  had  the  intention  of  never  paying  me  if  the  arrival  of  large  sums 
from  America  on  account  of  the  Government  should  not  be  realized.  Ido  not  believe 
that  any  one  would  dare  to  support  an  opinion  so  much  below  the  consideration  due 
to  every  Government;  but  certain  it  is  that  the  reasoning  of  the  treasurer  does  not 
say  nor  attempt  to  support,  more  or  less,  and  would  this  not  be  studiously  and  delib- 
erately aiming  at  the  ruin  of  a  man  who  has  done  so  much  to  assist  this  very  Govern- 
ment? Would  it  not  be  the  most  scandalous  example  of  ingratitude  and  perfidy  that 
the  human  heart  is  capable  of? 

The  public  will  be  horror  struck  at  such  a  fraud,  or  rather  at  such  notorious  bad 
faith,  and,  above  all,  the  commercial  part  of  it  that  does  not  understand  how  to 
satisfy  itself  morally  or  in  any  other  manner  than  with  effective  money  or  good  bills. 

Every  person  must  be  aware  that  nothing  is  more  simple  than  to  ascertain  the 
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result  of  an  account,  and  that  to  substantiate  it  the  idea  could  not  occur  to  any  one 
of  concealing  the  entries  that  must  form  said  account.  The  treasurer-general,  in  pub- 
lishing my  official  accounts  to  establish  the  incorrectness  of  those  that  I  had  pre- 
sented, has  committed  an  unpardonable  contradiction,  if  it  is  not  a  criminal  action, 
to  have  omitted  an  entry  that  can  not  have  been  forgotten  from  the  many  and  singu- 
lar circumstances  that  characterize  it.  Such  is  the  letter  of  credit  upon  London, 
signed  by  himself  against  Gandarsegui,  payable  from  the  funds  of  the  house  of  Reid, 
Irving  &  Co.,  and  from  which  has  originated  such  a  shameful  correspondence,  as 
appears  from  the  documents  No.  1  to  No.  17,  in  my  printed  reply  to  Mr.  Figueroa. 
What  opinion  ought  then  to  be  formed  of  the  good  faith  of  M-r.  Soret,  when,  pub- 
lishing my  claim  as  liquidated,  he  commits  so  malicious  an  oversight?  Surely  this 
simple  act  is  a  manifest  proof  of  his  malice  and  the  little  veracity  contained  in  the 
rest  of  his  exposition  that  presents  more  errors  than  it  contains  ideas.  It  would  be 
necessary  that  I  should  be  crazy  to  dare  inculpate  the  conduct  of  the  Government 
and  of  its  principal  officers,  forging  an  arbitrary  account  upon  documents  that  in  a 
moment  might  be  detected.  There  is  no  person  in  his  senses  that  on  the  first  reason- 
ing would  not  see  that  such  a  conduct  on  my  part  would  be  improbable  or  little  less 
than  impossible;  and,  more  so,  if  he  reflect  that  the  credit  of  every  merchant  depends 
always  upon  the  good  faith  and  legality  of  his  accounts  and  not  from  the  folly  and 
even  the  crime  of  forging  credits  in  his  favor  that  he  has  not.  It  would  be  superfluous 
to  insist  longer  upon  this  particular,  and  I  will  content  myself  with  only  observing, 
as  I  observed  in  my  pamphlet,  page  43,  in  the  representation  addressed  to  His  Majesty 
that  I  found  myself,  as  I  now  do,  under  an  advance  of  more  than  14,000,000  of  reals 
since  having  received  bills  upon  the  Habana  and  New  Spain  is  not  the  same  as  having 
recovered  their  amount,  and  that  I  have  not  claimed  from  the  Government  nor  the 
Cortes  that  part  of  the  claim  comprehended  in  these  bills.  I  only  mentioned  this 
disbursement  in  order  to  receive  that  part  which  ought  to  be  paid  me  in  Cadiz,  and 
which  amount  was  due  many  months  since.  When  Mr.  Soret  can  contradict  these 
truths  my  complaint  will  be  unjust  and  unfounded  and  my  exposition  untrue,  but  in 
the  meanwhile  his  promises  are  null  and  what  he  says  insignificant,  and  he  can  have 
no  other  object  than  to  blind  the  public  and  Government,  in  order  to  conceal  his  pro- 
ceedings and  to  carry  into  execution  his  determination  of  ruining  me  from  personal 
resentment,  if  not  something  worse. 

Under  date  of  the  5th  August,  as  appears  by  the  document  marked  No.  1,  he  con- 
fesses that  the  Government  had  resolved,  on  the  10th  of  May,  that  in  consideration  of 
my  very  great  advances  it  would  attend  to  the  payment  of  my  demands  as  soon  as 
it  was  possible.  Permit  me  to  make  some  observations  in  order  that  the  public  may 
be  convinced  and  that  Mr.  Soret  himself  may  answer,  if  he  is  capable  of  doing  it, 
with  truth.  At  that  time  I  applied,  claiming  the  fulfillment  of  the  two  bills  that 
together  form  1190,000  in  specie,  and  which  ought  to  have  been  paid  to  me  imme- 
diately on  the  arrival  of  the  money  from  America,  without  the  necessity  of  a  new 
order,  because  it  was  thus  ordered  by  the  Sovereign  himself. 

Since  the  10th  of  May  to  the  31st  of  the  same  month,  according  to  the  statements 
published  in  the  Concisos,  the  treasurer  has  received  the  sum  of  near  12,000,000  of 
reals,  including  4,000,000  in  bills,  of  the  English  consul,  received  bv  the  junta  of 
Cadiz,  more  than  3,000,000  of  these  funds  having  arrived  in  the  brig  Cazador  from 
Habana.  He  ought  to  have  paid  me  the  whole  sum  due  me,  or  at  all  events  all  the 
sum  brought  m  the  said  brig.  Why,  then,  has  the  treasurer  not  attended  to  my 
claim,  when,  as  it  appears  by  the  statement  that  he  presents,  that  he  has  paid  Mr 
Kichard  Hackley  3,200,000  reals  of  vellon  for  flour  received  long  after  mine  was 
delivered?  Would  the  debt  of  Hackley  be,  in  justice,  preferable  because  made  sub- 
sequent to  mine?  How  is  it  that  on  this  occasion  Mr.  Soret  did  not  brin<j  forth  -some 
of  his  moral  money  to  pay  for  this  flour?  Why  not  say  the  same  to  Hacklev  as  he 
does  to  me,  namelv,  do  you  wish  to  be  paid  and  let  the  army  remain  «-ithout  food'? 

These  undeniable  facts  prove  beyond  a  doubt  the  foundation  of  mv  just  com- 
plaints and  that  I  have  not  been  mistaken  when  I  asserted  that  mv  debt  was  the  most 
sacred  that  the  Government  owes;  and  however  much  Jlesssrs.  "Figueroa  and  Soret 
may  pretend  to  dazzle  the  public  with  their  sophisms,  it  will  be  dfscovered  bv  this 
simple  exposition  that  only  their  private  contracts  have  been  attended  to,  and  that 
all  the  mystery  of  this  proceeding  arises  from  my  contracts  not  having  been  clandes- 
tinely made  with  the  treasurer  instead  of  being  made  publicly  with  the  commis- 
sioners authorized  to  that  effect  by  the  Government  and  Sovereign  himself 

To  manifest  the  absurd  and  black  calumnies  with  which  Jlr.  sSret  pretends  to  pre- 
sent me  before  the  nation  in  his  shameful  representation  to  the  Regency  I  wHl 
content  myself  with  noticing  a  very  palpable  contradiction  in  his  representetfons  ^(1 
which  does  not  leave  a  doubt  of  the  spirit  that  directs  him  in  S&ir  ' 

In  page  18  of  his  representation,  in  a  report  made  by  him  to  the  Regency,  he  says, 
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literally,  what  follows:  "The  ^rvioe  that  Meade  has  done  in  the  epochaof  our  Rev- 
olution, and  his  great  advances  originating  from  his  contracts)  make  him  a  creditor 
to  all  the  considerations  of  the  Government." 

In  pages  31  and  32,  to  show  the  public  that  I  am  a  creditor  of  no  consideration,  not 
having  done  any  service  or  deserved  any  merit  from  the  nation,  addressing  the 
Regency,  he  expresses  himself  in  this  manner: 

"Let  Your  Highness  interrogate  all  the  merchants  of  this  place  and  not  give  cre- 
dence to  the  assertions  of  a  public  officer  whom  Meade  calls  his  enemy;  all  of  them 
being  scandalized  at  this  will  tell  Your  Highness  that  the  object  of  this  merchant  has 
never  been  any  other  than  to  retain  in  his  hands  all  the  flour  that  arrived  here  to 
make  a  traffic  of  it,  which,  being  thus  exclusively  his,  it  obliged  Your  Highness  to 
submit  to  the  law  which  the  cold  indifference  of  a  mercantile  speculation  could 
impose  on  Your  Highness.  No  means,  no  step,  no  diligence  has  been  neglected  to 
obtain  this  favorite  object,  and  if  the  nation  has  not  groaned  under  the  weight  of  so 
horrible  a  calculation,  it  is  the  work  of  chance,  not  from  the  omission  or  negligence 
of  this  man  who  is  so  enthusiastic  in  the  national  cause,  and  after  this  will  the  services 
of  Meade  still  be  praised?  " ' 

Can  I  give  a  more  marked  passage  than  this  single  one  to  manifest  the  contradic- 
tions and  turpitude  with  which  Mr.  Soret  acts?  On  the  7th  July  he  confesses  frankly 
my  services  m  a  private  report  furnished  to  the  Regency  of  the  Kingdom  in  which, 
complying  with  the  duties  of  a  public  functionary,  it  is  not  to  .be  supposed  that  he 
exaggerates  my  great  merits  and  services  toward  the  nation,  and  in  his  exposition 
given  to  the  public  he  dares  to  say  that  I  have  had  no  other  object  in  all  my  contracts 
but  that  of  a  cold  indifference  of  mercantile  speculation,  and  that  I  have  endeavored 
by  all  the  means  in  my  power  to  make  an  exclusive  monopoly  in  order  to  give  the 
law  to  the  Government,  and  he  has  the  impudence  to  be  astonished  at  my  services 
being  recommended!  Is  it  possible  that  a  rational  man  can  print  and  present  to  the 
public  so  many  and  such  great  absurdities  and  contradictions  in  a  pamphlet  of  only 
39  pages?  Surely  if  Mr.  Soret,  as  a  merchant  and  treasurer,  has  manifested  that  he 
does  not  understand  his  duty,  or  that  if  he  understands  it  he  despises  it  in  order  to 
allow  himself  to  be  governed  by  partial  views  reprobated  both  by  the  law  and  by 
reason,  here,  as  a  public  writer,  he  falls  into  contradictions  still  more  remarkable, 
since  onlv  a  man  devoid  of  common  sense  can  be  capable  of  such  contradictions,  or 
has  he  thought  that  he  was  speaking  to  idiots  when  he  addressed  the  public  of 
Cadiz,  presenting  them  such  clear  and  shameful  contradictions?  Lastly,  to  show  the 
public,  and  even  Mr.  Soret,  the  mistake  he  lies  under,  not  to  speak  of  the  extravagant 
charge  he  wishes  to  make  against  me  of  my  wishing  to  give  the  law  to  the  Govern- 
ment, taking  upon  myself  the  exclusive  commerce  of  flour,  I  refer  to  the  document 
marked  No.  2,  which  is  a  copy  of  the  proposition  made  by  me  to  the  Sovereign  in 
August,  1811,  and  repeated  to  the  intendant,  Carbajal,  with  whom  the  Government 
ordered  me  to  confer  in  the  month  of  December.  I  also  refer  to  the  disposition  of  the 
junta  of  Cadiz,  that  will  prove  its  having  contracted  with  me  for  50,000  barrels  of 
flour,  at  15  hard  dollars  per  barrel,  and  also  50,000  barrels  more  at  $14f. 

In  my  proposal  it  is  true  that  the  price  is  not  stipulated;  but  surely  this  would 
have  been  one  of  the  most  moderate,  and  the  Government,  as  well  as  the  citizens  of 
Cadiz,  would  not  have  found  themselves  obliged  to  pay  |21,  and  at  present  $22  and 
$23  per  barrel,  when  I  wished  to  make  the  contract  for  a  year  or  longer  at  a  time  at 
which  I  was  selling  flour  at  15J  hard  dollars,  and  latterly  at  16|,  and  without  speak- 
ing of  this  contract,  I  can  assert  that  the  scarcity  of  flour  would  never  have  caused 
it  to  arrive  at  its  actual  height  if  Mr.  Soret  had  not  adopted  toward  me  his  new 
method  of  moral  payment,  and  had  not  obliged  me  to  put  an  end  to  my  commercial 
contracts.  Whatever  Mr.  Soret  may  say  against  the  above  facts  is  entirely  wilful, 
and  without  any  more  motive  than  with  the  view  of  concealing  the  price  to  which 
flour  rose  in  consequence  of  my  proposal  not  being  adopted.  I  will  agree  that  I 
would  have  had  a  profit  in  this  contract,  but  its  being  greater  to  the  Government  and 
city  of  Cadiz,  as  experience  shows,  instead  of  only  accriminating  me,  every  reason- 
able man  will  know  that  thanks  ought  to  have  been  given  me  for  the  important 
service  which  I  offered  to  render.  Nothing  discovers  so  completely  the  intrigues  of 
the  operations  of  the  treasury  with  respect  to  what  relates  to  my  affair,  as  the  expo- 
sition of  the  treasurer  himself  in  the  pages  16  and  17;  there,  in  order  to  excuse 
himself  for  not  having  assisted  me  with  the  bills  received  from  the  ambassador  of 
His  Britannic  Majesty,  even  if  he  could  have  laid  aside  the  question  whether  these 

'I  do  not  attempt  to  present  to  the  public  an  exposition  of  my  merits;  I  abstain 
from  enumerating  those  I  think  I  deserve;  and  above  all,  I  refer  to  the  expressions  of 
gratitude  with  which  the  Cortes  and  the  former  Regency  have  lionored  me,  being 
published  by  their  order  in  the  gazettes  of  the  Government. 
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bills  had  been  received  or  not  by  any  special  arrangement  concluded  with  the 
Enelish  As  this  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  justice  of  my  cause,  nevertheless,  as  1 
mentioned  in  my  former  publication,  and  the  treasurer  now  disavows  it  1  can  do  no 
less  than  show  that,  to  assure  this  assertion,  I  founded  myself  upon  public  facts  and 
official  documents,  which  were  not  only  the  public  papers  of  Spam  and  Ji^ngland,  but 
also  the  notes  of  the  British  Parliament.  ,      ^  ^       ■  u  ^ 

Perhaps  Mr.  Soret  will  think  that  it  is  inconsiderate  m  a  merchant  to  wish  to 
understand  affairs  of  government;  but  when  these  come  to  be  published  it  is  not  a 
folly  to  cite  them,  nor  can  a  public  officer  disavow  them.  Be  it  howeser  as  it  may, 
what  there  is  no  doubt  of  is  that  Mr.  Soret  confesses  himself  having  received 
13,000,000  reals  from  the  ambassador  in  the  space  of  four  iii(mth.«,  which  with  a 
very  trifling  difference  indeed,  amounts  to  the  same  as  I  said.  But  he  adds  that 
these  bills  having  been  received  under  the  express  condition  that  they  should  not  be 
negotiated  in  this  city  it  became  impossible  for  him  to  relieve  me;  and,  moreover, 
that  their  amount  was  to  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  provisions  for  the  armies. 
He  then  adds,  how  was  it  possible  to  appropriate  such  funds  for  the  payment  of 
Meade?  To  destroy  this  assertion  of  Mr.  Soret,  or  at  least  to  show  that  this  was  not 
the  reason  that  prevented  him  from  relieving  me,  it  will  suffice  to  prove  that  he  has 
negotiated  in  this  city  part  of  said  bills,  and  that  he  has  negotiated  them  also  to  a 
considerable  loss,  and  in  a  manner  prejudicial  to  the  public  finance,  on  which  loss 
he  makes  no  calculation— either  from  malice  or  by  a  remarkable  forgetfulness — 
when  he  talks  of  presenting  the  price  of  the  contracts  he  has  made.  See  his  own 
statements,  published  in  the  Nos.  27  and  31  of  the  public  paper  called  the  Concisos, 
of  the  month  of  July,  and  7th  and  14th  of  August  of  this  year,  from  which  state- 
ment it  results  that  that  part  of  the  bills  negotiated  in  this  city  in  four  weeks  alone 
suffered  the  loss  of  89,802  reals  and  20  maravedis  vellon. 

If  these  bills  have  had  the  destination  stipulated  by  the  ambassador,  from  whence 
arises  this  loss?  for,  in  such  a  case,  none  ought  to  have  taken  place,  when  every  mer- 
chant of  Cadiz  would  receive  them  with  pleasure,  to  be  able  to  recover  the  amount 
of  the  provisions  that  he  might  have  sold.  If  the  bills  have  been  discounted,  as  we 
must  necessarily  believe  from  the  loss  the  nation  has  suffered,  the  assertion  ^Ir. 
Soret  makes  of  their  inversion  is  false;  and,  of  course,  he  might  have  relieved  me. 
Either  of  the  two  extremes  that  Mr.  Soret  may  choose  to  adopt  falsifies  his  exposi- 
tion completely.  If  they  were  negotiated  for  money  he  has  not  fulfilled  the  condi- 
tion stipulated  with  the  ambassador,  and  yet  it  is  that  express  condition  which  he 
cites  as  not  allowing  him  to  relieve  me.  If  given  in  payment  for  provisions  we  must 
suppose  a  criminal  conduct,  which  I  ought  not  to  believe,  as  in  such  a  case  there 
ought  not  to  have  been  any  loss,  as  I  would  have  received  them  for  my  debt  without 
any,  which  was  also  for  provisions,  and  in  such  a  case  his  contracts  were  not  at  the 
price  of  $21  per  barrel  of  flour,  as  he  has  stated,  but  at  a  much  higher  price,  as  they 
absorbed  also  all  the  amount  of  the  loss  on  the  bills. 

.  I  am  persuaded  that  at  such  evident  facta  the  public  Mdll  remain  convinced  of  my 
justice,  and  of  the  want  of  sincerity  of  the  treasurer,  as  equally  of  the  suspicion  with 
which  all  clandestine  contracts  present  themselves,  formed  by  others  than  those 
commissioned  by  the  Sovereign  himself,  with  the  publicity  which  is  commanded  by 
law  as  being  the  only  method  that  can  inspire  confidence  whenever  the  manage- 
ment of  money  is  considered.  As  I  am  not  a  Spanish  citizen  I  would  have  abstained 
from  censuring  and  criminating  the  clandestine  contracts  of  JMr.  Soret,  notwithstand- 
ing the  Sovereign  himself  having  ordered  that  no  such  contracts  should  be  made,  if 
this  cause  had  not  greatly  prejudiced  my  interests  and  what  the  defense  of  mv  rights 
exacted  from  me.  Mr.  Soret  being  at  the  same  time  the  only  commissioner  for  such 
contracts  and  treasurer-general  of  the  public  moneys,  the  consequence  has  been  that 
Mr.  Soret,  as  he  himself  says  in  the  epigraph  of  the  statement  that  he  presents,  as 
the  page  61  of  his  representation,  he  thought  himself  obliged  to  pay  only  what  he 
had  contracted  and  not  what  the  Government  had  contracted  for.  He  confesses 
himself  that  the  payment  of  his  contracts  was  urgent  because  his  notes  were  due 
and  because  their  amounts  were  owing  under  his  responsibilitv;  that  is  to  say  that 
only  the  contracts  made  by  him  ought  to  be  satisfied,  and  if  he  meant  to  sav  other- 
wise it  IS  a  sophism  to  blind  the  public  and  disguise  the  truth.  The  payment  of  mv 
debt  ought  to  have  been  equally  urgent  since  its  payment  was  due,  and  this  being 
one  of  the  two  reasons  he  alleges  for  satisfying  those  he  made,  he  could  onlv  not  have 
paid  mine  because  it  was  not  contracted  with  him,  notwithstanding  its  havino-  been 
made  with  all  the  necessary  forms  as  ordered  by  the  Sovereign  himself  and  "under 
the  guaranty  of  the  Cortes  itself. 

The  language  of  sophistry  is  shameful.  What  does  the  treasurer  understand  bv 
his  responsibility,  or  what  does  he  mean  when  he  asseverates  that  the  monevs  are 
due  with  his  responsibility?    Is  it  anything  else  than  to  wish  to  blind  men  and  ren- 
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der  obscure  the  subject  of  which  we  are  treating?  The  treasurer  of  the  nation  can 
not  have,  nor  has  he  ever  had,  any  other  responsibility  than  the  debit  and  credit 
account  of  the  moneys  which  enter  into  his  department,  but  in  no  manner  the  priv- 
ilege of  paying  in  preference  such  and  such  debts  contracted  by  the  State.  If  the 
Government  had  individuals  that  understood  political  economy  and  the  management 
of  the  public  finances  how  would  Mr.  Soret  dare  to  state  absurdities  and  falsehoods 
so  gross  as  these  to  give  an  air  of  importance  to  his  operations  not  sanctioned  by  law? 
For  what  contracts  of  the  Government  has  he  ever  been  obliged  to  interpose  his  mer- 
cantile credit,  when  all  those  made  by  him  have  been  paid  in  ready  money  or  in 
notes  or  bills  of  the  English  Government,  which  are  equivalent  to  cash?  What  per- 
sonal responsibility  can  Mr.  Soret  have,  when,  even  before  receiving  the  jirovisions 
he  contracts  for,  he  already  entails  their  payment  and  'secures  it  with  the  moneys  he 
is  to  receive,  as  fully  appears  by  the  note  No.  11  of  his  representation? 

As  Soret  paid  only  those  contracts  made  by  himself  anyone  will  perceive  that  my 
complaints  are  just,  and  much  more  so  when  the  Sovereign  had  directed  that  the 
moneys  from  America  should  be  applied  to  the  payment  of  my  debt,  and  which  sums 
Mr.  Soret  used  to  pay  those  contracts  which  he  said  were  most  urgent,  without  alleg- 
ing any  other  reason  than  that  they  were  made  under  his  responsibility,. as  if  mine 
had  none  of  his  responsibility;  or,  if  having  that  of  the  Sovereign,  this  should  be  of 
less  value  than  that  of  the  treasurer.  Mr.  Soret  says  that  I  have  forgotten  that  expe- 
rience had  made  the  execution  impracticable,  or,  to  speak  more  properly,  the  appli- 
cation of  the  sovereign  precept  for  the  intervention  and  publicity  of  the  contracts, 
and  that  I  consider,  on  that  account,  his  secret  or  private  contracts  as  malicious.  It 
is  not  to  be  doubted  that  the  treasurer  had  better  have  left  in  his  inkstand  this  cir- 
cumstance and  kept  a  profound  silence,  as  he  ought  to  be  aware  that  a  man  born  in 
a  free  country  knows  his  own  dignity,  and  will  never  allow  himself  to  be  insulted 
with  impunity  or  to  be  treated  as  the  public  functionaries  of  an  arbitrary  Govern- 
ment are  accustomed  to  treat  those  under  them.  Let  us  unravel  part  of  this  myste- 
rious obscurity,  once  that  the  treasurer  wishes  it,  so  that  the  public  as  well  as  himself 
may  be  convinced  that  my  expressions  on  this  subject  have  not  been  without  due 
reflection  and  proper  data.  I  will  agree  that  contracts  made  at  public  vendue  may 
have  their  inconveniences,  but  at  the  same  time  I  will  assert  that  they  ought  to  have 
all  possible  publicity,  and  that  whenever  such  is  the  case,  the  funds,  monopolies, 
and  predilections  of  the  public  functionaries  will  be  very  frequent;  experience  has 
demonstrated  this  to  all  those  nations  whose  progress  has  been  the  greatest.  In 
England  no  contract  takes  place  which  has  not  been  publicly  entered  into,  after  hav- 
ing been  for  some  time  advertised,  so  that  the  concurrence  of  contractors  may  be 
obtained,  and  of  course  every  advantage  is  obtained  in  the  prices.  The  same  takes 
place  in  the  United  States,  and  however  ignorant  Mr.  Soret  may  be  of  political  econ- 
omy, and  however  much  circumstances  may  oblige  him  to  say  otherwise,  he  can  not 
oppose  himself  to  so  obvious  a  principle.  But  let  us  limit  ourselves  to  our  subject 
and  we  shall  see  that  the  result  will  prove  the  truth  of  my  assertions. 

Mr.  Soret  being  the  commissioner  named  by  the  Regency  to  make  contracts,  and 
the  treasurer  of  the  nation  to  pay  them,  instead  of  those  great  advantages  resulting 
to  the  nation  which  he  wishes  to  persuade  us,  I  only  see  incalculable  evils. 

He  alone  being  much  acquainted  with  the  wants  of  the  State,  makes  use  of  one  of 
his  friends  to  purchase  the  articles  that  are  wanted,  and  this  friend,  certain  of  pay- 
ment and  of  the  profit,  does  not  hesitate  to  make  the  purchases  from  the  first 
importers.  Mr.  Soret  bought,  in  the  month  of  June,  of  one  of  his  four  friends  cited 
by  him,  800  barrels  of  pork,  at  the  rate  of  24  hard  dollars  per  barrel,  which  pork  had 
been  bought  a  few  days  previous  from  Mr.  John  White  at  the  rate  of  20  hard  dollars 
per  barrel.  By  his  own  statement  (page  62)  it  is  proved  that  he  has  taken  from 
Mr.  Anthony  Picardo  2,500  barrels  of  flour  for  cash  at  21  hard  dollars  per  barrel; 
now,  the  fact  is,  that  Picardo  has  never  received  consignments  of  flour.  He  must  of 
course  have  bought  the  flour  in  the  market,  from  the  first  houses  or  importers,  at  a 
lower  price,  and  I  wish  the  treasurer  to  refiect  that  I  can  name  the  person  from 
whom  it  was  bought.  I  shall  content  myself  with  citing  these  two  examples, 
although  I  am  acquainted  with  many  others.  These  are  sufficient  to  prove  the  great 
injury  that  must  arise  to  the  State  by  these  clandestine  contracts  made  by  the  treas- 
urer contrary  to  the  sovereign  orders — contracts  which  I  would  not  have  mentioned 
if  the  treasurer  himself  had  not  obliged  me  so  to  do,  and  had  not  determined  upon 
injuring  me  by  applying  to  their  payment  the  moneys  that  the  Sovereign  himself 
had  destined  to  satisfy  my  claim.  Mr.  Soret,  in  his  pages  27  and  28,  says  that  he 
has  never  usurped  the  functions  of  the  general  direction  of  provisions,  and  that  I 
had  declared  myself  its  protector  for  private  views,  while  formerly  I  made  with 
pleasure  my  contracts  with  the  treasury.  I  will  endeavor  to  answer  with  the  great- 
est brevity  to  so  great  an  imposture,  or  mistake,  notwithstanding  that  they  offer  me 
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matter  sufficient  for  lengthy  expositions,  and  that  would  be,  perhaps,  little  to  Mr. 
Soret's  mind.  In  the  first  place,  I  have  never  had  anything,  directly  or  indirectly, 
to  do,  not  only  with  the  actual  general  direction  as  a  body,  but  not  even  with  any  of 
its  members  in  particular;  therefore,  it  is  a,  manifest  falsehood,  that,  for  private 
views,  I  should  have  endeavored  to  be  its  protector.  I  challenge  Mr.  Soret  to  dis- 
avow, with  a  single,  fact,  this  assertion.  It  is  true  I  said,  and  I  again  assert  it,  that 
Mr  Soret  has  usurped  the  functions  of  the  general  directors.  To  prove  my  assertion, 
I  will  not  apply  to  its  notoriety  in  Cadiz,  that  is,  among  all  those  who  have  commer- 
cial relations  with  the  public  finance.  Among  various  others,  I  will  mention  a  fact 
well  known  to  the  Regency,  and  which  clearly  proves  the  truth  of  my  assertions. 
It  is  the  following:  Under  date  of  28th  of  June,  a  contract  between  the  directors 
general  of  provisions  and  a  house  of  Cadiz,  payable  in  bills  of  exchange  on  England. 
The  director  transmitted  a  copy  of  said  contract  to  Mr.  Soret,  that  he  might  provide 
the  means  of  payment;  this  he  returned,  refusing  to  provide  it,  and  consequently 
annulled  a  contract  concluded  with  the  intervention  of  two  public  brokers,  and 
with  the  most  solemn  formalities.  Five  days  after,  he  himself  contracted  with  his 
friend  Picardo  for  8,215  bushels  of  barley,  at  the  rate  of  78  reals  of  vellon,  and  he 
sent  orders  to  the  directory  to  extend  the  necessarv  documents,  which  was  done 
with  Picardo,  and  which  amount  has  been  paid  in  cash.  All  this  appears  by  official 
documents,  which  Mr.  Soret  can  not  conceal;  neither  can  he  deny  that  some  officers 
from  the  island  have  come  to  the  city  complaining  to  the  Regency  that  a  part  of  said 
barley  was  of  a  bad  quality,  and  the  other  so  bad  as  to  be  entirely  useless.  If  this 
fact  should  not  be  sufficient  to  convince  Mr.  Soret  and  the  public  that  the  former  has 
usurped  the  administration  of  the  directors,  and  has  made  scandalous  contracts, 
many  others  could  be  cited,  and,  amongst  these,  the  representation  made  by  the 
director  general  himself  to  the  Regency,  dated  23d  of  May,  relative  to  the  two  ware- 
houses of  provisions,  that  Mr.  Soret  ordered  to  be  established  in  the  island  of  Leon  to 
supply  the  army;  and  also  the  scandalous  occurrence  of  the  contract  for  cheese  made 
by  the  said  treasurer.' 

As  to  what  Mr.  Soret  says  about  my  making  contracts  on  former  occasions  with 
the  treasury,  I  will  answer  him  for  his  satisfaction  as  well  as  for  that  of  the  public, 
in  order  that  the  latter  should  not  think  that  I  have  acted  with  secrecy  in  my  con- 
tracts, that  it  is  true  that  I  have  contracted  with  the  former  treasurer,  but  it  has 
always  been  by  order  and  with  the  approbation  of  the  minister  of  finance  of  the 
Regency  itself,  and  when  no  other  public  functionaries  were  known  for  making  con- 
tracts with  merchaiits,  at  an  epocha  in  which  the  Sovereign  had  not  made  any 
arrangement  to  the  contrary.  What  has  he,  therefore,  to  criminate  in  this  particu- 
lar? if  he  knows  of  any  monopoly  of  mine  he  may  expose  it  to  the  public,  and  if 
there  is  not  any,  it  is  a  malicious  motive  to  have  published  what  he  says  under  a 
certain  disguise,  which  always  leads  persons  to  suppose  some  crime.     Mr.  Soret,  in 

'This  adventure  of  the  purchase  of  cheese  is  worthy  of  public  notice.  Mr.  Soret 
bought  soine  hundreds  of  quintals  of  cheese  from  one  of  his  friends,  whom  he  men- 
tions in  his  pamphlet.  The  cheese  was  sent  to  the  stores  of  provisions,  where, 
having  been  examined  by  the  officers  of  the  said  department,  and  having  been  found 
rotten,  they  refused  to  admit  it,  which,  however,  was  insisted  upon  by  the  seller. 
The  latter  complained  to  Mr.  Soret  of  the  opposition  made  to  receive"  his  cheese. 
Mr.  Soret  immediately  complained  to  Mr.  Figueroa  against  these  inobedient  pubUc 
officers,  and,  to  prove  their  want  of  respect,  spoke  of  the  goodness  of  the  article,  and 
of  the  private  service  he  had  done  in  this  purchase  under  his  own  responsibility. 
Mr.  Figueroa  ordered  Mr.  Marco  del  Pont,  director  of  provisions,  to  be  called,  in 
order  that  he  should  oblige  his  subalterns  to  admit  the  cheese;  but  this  gentleman, 
who  was  well  informed  of  the  whole  of  the  affair,  told  the  minister  that  in  no  way 
would  he  give  such  an  order,  because  the  said  cheese  was  pestilential. 

After  this  scene  Mr.  Soret  went  himself  to  the  storehouse  of  proviaous  to  examine 
himself,  as  a  connoisseur,  in  the  quaUty  of  the  cheese;  in  which  storehouse  there 
was  one,  not  less  curious,  because  Mr.  Marco  del  Pont,  seeing  that  the  treasurer 
meddled  m  the  inspection  belonging  to  the  directors,  ordered  his  subalterns  that  in 
no  way  should  they  acknowledge  Mr.  Soret's  authority  in  this  matter,  and  that  he 
should  not  even  be  permitted  to  enter  the  factory. 

At  last  the  affair  was  compromised"  by  admitting  only  87  quintals  of  cheese;  that, 
although  selected  from  the  rest,  only  served  as  a  repast  for  the  fish  in  the  bay  if 
they  wished  to  eat  it,  because,  being  divided  Into  rations  among  the  crews  of  the 
vessels,  and  these  not  being  able  to  make  use  of  it,  they  were  obliged  to  throw  it  into 
the  sea;  and  the  moat  singular  part  of  this  anecdote  was  that  the  price  of  the  cheese 
that  Mr.  Soret  was  supposed  to  have  stipulated  for  under  his  own  responsibility  was 
paid  for  with  bills  received  from  the  English  consul. 
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his  publication,  pages  34  and  35,  with  the  greatest  self-satisfaction,  assures  las  of  two 
things  altogether  false,  and  one  of  them  with  the  circumstance  of  contradicting  what 
he  affirms  in  another  place.  To  such  contradictions  do  bad  faith  and  resentment 
lead  when  they  meet  with  men  little  accustomed  to  writing  for  the  public  eye. 

Notwithstanding  his  showing  that  I  have  not  had,  in  my  contracts,  !all  that  gener- 
osity on  which  I  pride  myself,  and  appealing  to  Mr.  John  White,  he  asserts  that  he 
offered  to  take  of  me  4,000  barrels  of  flour,  paying  for  each  at  the  price  of  20J  hard 
dollars,  and  delivering,  for  their  value,  bills  on  London  for  the  space  of  six  months, 
and  exchange  of  49;  with  which  conditions  the  house  of  Mr.  James  Wardrop  gave 
this  article,  to  whom  I  should  be  preferred;  and  that,  before  24  hours,  White 
returned  to  inform  him  that  I  did  not  agree  to  this  proposal.  Mr.  Soret  presents  a 
partial  statement,  to  fascinate  the  Regency,  or  rather  the  public. 

Supposing  the  certainty  of  the  price  which  he  paid  for  the  flour  to  Wardrop  was 
that  of  20i  hard  dollars  per  barrel,  he  was  not  ignorant  that  Wardrop' s  flour  was  out 
of  the  city,  and  that  it  had  not  paid  the  duties  of  entrance,  nor  charges  of  carriage 
and  storage,  and  that  mine  had  already  paid  the  duties,  which  are  21  reals  of  vellon 
per  barrel,  which  amount  I  had  already  delivered  to  the  public  finance;  and,  besides, 
the  carriage  and  storage  were  also  paid;  which  expenses  the  Government  would  have 
to  pay  by  receiving  the  flour  of  Wardrop,  without  taking  into  view  the  duties  of 
entrance,  which  duties  amounted  to  eighty-four  thousand  reals.  This  fact  allowed, 
and  of  which  Mr.  Soret  was  informed  by  Mr.  John  White,  to  v/hose  testimony  I  also 
appeal,  shows  the  falsity  of  Mr.  Soret's  story,  and  the  sophisms  to  which  he  has  to 
recur  in  order  to  conceal  his  conduct,  and  present  me  in  the  light  he  wishes. 

Even  if  I,  after  so  many  previous  sacrifices,  had  not  chosen  to  sell  my  flour  at  the 
same  rate  as  other  merchants,  no  crime  or  want  of  generosity  could  be  laid  to  my 
charge;  but  such  a  fact  not  having  taken  place  in  the  case  cited  by  the  treasurer, 
his  own  account  will  only  serve  as  a  support  to  my  former  expositions,  and  to  the 
thorough  conviction  of  the  said  Mr.  Soret.  He  confesses,  to  the  Government  and 
the  public,  that  he  wished  to  prefer  me  to  Wardrop.  Why  this  preference?  Was  it 
because  I  had  never  had  any  generosity  in  my  contracts,  nor  had  ever  rendered 
services  to  the  nation,  or  was  it  for  the  contrary?  If  the  first,  the  preference  and 
consideration  in  a  public  functionary  was  criminal,  or  at  least  superfluous,  to  detail 
it  to  the  Government.  If  the  second,  he  belies  himself,  and  what  he  so  often  repeats 
in  his  expositions.  Let  us  be  plain:  such  absurdities  are  only  to  be  engendered  in  a 
head  occupied  with  ideas  truly  insane  and  malignant.  The  second  fact  is  the  one  he 
supposes  to  belie  what  I  affirmed  in  my  account  of  the  2d  of  August,  when  I  assert 
that  he  has  bought  flour  much  dearer  than  what  he  might  have  had  it  for  from  me. 
To  prove  my  supposed  want,  of  truth,  speaking  with  the  Regency,  he  says  that  the 
Regency  is  aware  that  the  highest  price  of  a  barrel  of  flour,  bought  during  all  this 
year,  has  not  exceeded  20 J  hard  dollars;  and  that,  as  I  did  not  wish  to  give  it  at  that 
price,  my  account  is  false. 

Mr.  Soret  forgets  what  he  was  to  say,  in  page  62,  in  the  statement  published,  of 
the  distribution  of  the  moneys  which  ought  to  be  collected  by  the  (ayuntamiento) 
municipality. 

He  then  presents  1,050,000  reals  destined  for  his  friend  Mr.  Antonio  Picardo,  for 
the  value  of  2,500  barrels  of  flour,  by  which  account,  made  out  in  the  style  of  a  mer- 
chant, and  not  of  a  treasurer-general  of  the  Spanish  nation,  it  comes  to  the  rate  of  21 
hard  dollars,  neither  more  nor  less;  and  this  is  not  the  only  error.  My  flour  had 
paid,  as  I  have  before  said,  21  reals  duties  per  barrel,  and  which  loss  Mr.  Picardo 
had  not  sustained.  If  to  this  is  added  the  expenses  of  carriage  and  storage,  and  the 
discount  paid  on  the  bills  in  order  to  pay  cash  to  Picardo  in  this  city,  and  which  loss 
the  Government  was  not  to  sustain  in  the  contract  with  me,  since  I  was  to  receive 
and  collect  them  in  London,  it  follows,  on  a  calculation  not  exaggerated,  that  a  single 
barrel  of  Picardo' s  flour  cost  the  public  treasury  about  |23. 

In  viewing  these  facts  and  details,  the  public  will  decide  whether  Mr  Soret  offered 
me  the  same  advantages  as  he  did  Mr.  Picardo,  which  he  asserts  in  his  represent- 
ation. I  will  conclude,  then,  by  answering  the  two  last  paragraphs  of  the  treasurer, 
saying  that  I  am  ready  to  prove  in  justice,  and  before  a  competent  tribunal,  what  I 
have  said  with  respect  to  his  conduct,  and  the  damages  that  I  claim.  But  to  do  it 
according  to  the  laws  of  a  civilized  nation,  it  is  necessary  Mr.  Soret  should  present 
himself  against  me  in  a  judicial  manner;  and  he  not  having  done  it,  and  solicited  the 
Regency  of  the  Kingdom  to  do  it  for  him,  as  if  the  latter  was  his  tutoress,  or  as  if  the 
decorum  of  the  Spanish  nation,  as  he  says,  was  interested  in  defending  his  cause,  is 
an  absurdity  that  could  only  enter  the  brain  of  one  that  is  ignorant  of  the  principles 
of  legislation  and  justice. 

His  private  services,  which  I  have  never  impugned,  nor  do  I  know  anything  of 
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them   have  nothing  to  do  with  the  affair  of  which  -sve  treat;  every  one  has  a  right  to 
demand  reparation  from  calumny  in  the  corresponding  tribunal  of  justice. 

To  announce  emphatically,  that  the  Regency  may  remunerate  services,  nevei* 
articulated  by  his  lips,  condescending  to  what  every  Spaniard  can  do  either  mani- 
fests an  evident  fraud,  or  an  insignificant  idea,  in  order  to  appear  that  he  wishes 
anxiously  to  do  what  nobody  prevents  him  from  performing.  If  he  has  any  honor, 
and  wishes,  as  he  says,  to  show  it,  let  him  demand  me  m  justice,  and  then  it  will  be 
seen  if  his  honor  as  a  public  officer,  and,  as  such,  a  well  known  citizen  is,  or  is  not, 

greatly  stained  bv  mv  representations. 

"         ■'  ■       -  RiCHAKD  Meade. 


No.  1. 

Cadiz,  Bth  August,  1812. 

Although  the  Government  has  resolved,  by  an  order  of  the  10th  of  May  last,  to 
attend  to  you  as  soon  as  an  opportunity  offers,  and,  besides,  your  large  advances  merit 
every  consideration,  and  the  situation  of  your  commercial  house,  as  you  show  me  in 
your  letter  of  to-day,  such  are  the  narrow  means  and  embarrassments  of  the  treasury- 
general  and  so  peremptory  its  attentions,  that  they  absolutely  put  it  out  of  my  power 
to  assist  you  in  order  to  relieve  you  from  your  difficulties. 

God  preserve  you  many  years. 

A^ICTOK    SOEET. 

To  Mr.  Richard  Meade. 


[Note  of  a  contract  that  Mr.  Richard  Meadu  offers  to  the  Spanish  Government.] 

Cadiz,  30th  August,  1811. 

1.  To  provide  provisions  to  the  value  of  50,000,000  reals  vellon,  consisting  of  the 
following  articles:  100  to  120,000  barrels  of  flour,  40  to  50,000  hundredweight  of  rice, 
8  to  10,000  barrels  of  pork,  8  to  10,000  barrels  of  salt  meat,  8  to  10,000  barrels  of  Indian 
corn. 

2.  The  deliveries  will  be  made  in  the  following  form:  30,000  barrels  of  flour,  600 
to  800  barrels  of  beef,  150  to  200  barrels  of  pork,  150  to  200  tierces  of  rice,  imme- 
diately on  the  approbation  of  the  contracts,  and  the  rest  will  be  divided  into  twelve 
equal  parts,  corresponding  to  the  months  of  this  next  year,  beginning  in  the  rnonth 
of  January  and  delivering  each  month  the  said  quantity,  until  the  last  one  in  the 
month  of  December. 

3.  Under  no  pretext  shall  the  delivery  of  the  flour  be  less  than  5,000  barrels  per 
.month;  if,  from  any  unforeseen  accident  or  misfortune,  the  vessels  do  not  arrive  with 
the  stated  quantity,  the  number  wanting  shall  be  completed  without  fail  the  following 
month. 

4.  If  larger  quantities  arrive  in  one  month  and  it  is  convenient  for  Meade  to  deliver 
them  the  Government  remains  under  the  obligation  of  receiving  them. 

5.  As  the  detention  of  the  vessels  in  the  port  causes  much  injury  and  damage  to 
those  interested,  the  Government  obliges  itself  to  unload  them  immediately  on  their 
arrival,  and  in  order  to  effect  this  a  person  shall  be  expressly  authorized  to  attend  to 
this  object,  the  Government  being  obliged  to  pay  the  demurrage  that  may  arise 
therefrom. 

6.  All  the  articles  are  to  be  received  on  board  free  of  all  expense  to  the  seller;  but 
those  articles  that  are  to  be  delivered,  which  are  now  stored  in  Cadiz,  the  seller  will 
deliver  the  keys  of  the  storehouses,  the  said  storehouses  remaining  for  the  account 
of  the  Government  from  the  date  in  which  the  contract  is  approved,  and  they  will 
credit  the  seller  with  the  expenses  of  unloading  and  all  the  others  that  he  may  have 
paid,  including  the  duties  of  the  almshouses,  which  was  exacted  when  the  flour  was 
deposited,  v.ith  the  obligation  of  returning  them  in  case  of  exportation  or  its  being 
sold  to  the  Government. 

7.  The  payment  shall  be  made  in  the  following  manner:  Twelve  millions  of  reals 
of  vellon  on  the  arrival  of  the  first  funds  from  America;  8,000,000  of  reals  of  vellon 
from  the  money  that  the  Government  must  have  in  London,  or  from  a  negotiation 
that  can  be  made  with  the  English  in  bills  upon  Loudon,  and  30,000,000  of  reals  in 
Vera  Cruz. 

8.  This  contract  will  be  passed  to  the  Cortes  General  and  Extraordinary,  in  order 
that  His  Majesty  having  examined,  and  being  convinced  of  its  utilitv,  it  may  receive 
its  sovereign  approbation. 

Richaed  !Me.\de. 
Note.— This  answer  must  be  the  more  appropos  to  the  statements  of  Mr.  Figueroa 
and  Mr.  Soret,  as  I  have  just  been  informed  by  a  person  worthy  of  credit,  that  the 
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Regency  of  Spain  has  transmitted  officially  to  the  admiral  of  the  English  fleet  several 
copies  of  said  statements. 

Such  miserable  writings  will  only  serve  to  discredit  more  and  more  the  opinion  of 
their  authors  and  to  show  the  injustice  done  to  me,  particularly  after  reading  this 
answer  of  mine,  in  which  I  believe  I  have  refuted  all  their  miserable  sophistry. 


City  op  Philadelphia: 

On  the  7th  day  of  May,  1824,  before  me,  the  subscriber,  one  of  the  aldermen  of  the 
city  of  Philadelphia,  personally  appeared  John  Leamy,  a  citizen  of  the  United  States, 
and  resident  in  this  city,  who,  being  duly  sworn,  declares  and  says  that  the  annexed 
book  or  pamphlet,  ijrinted  in  the  Spanish  language,  entitled  "  Contestacion  de  Don 
Bicardo  Meade,  &  las  exposiciones  impresas  y  publicadas  por  el  ex-Ministro  de  Haci- 
enda, Don  Jos6  Vasquez  Figueroa,  y  el  Tesorero  General  en  exercicio,  Don  Victor 
Soret,"  and  of  which  a  translation  is  annexed,  is  the  very  identical  pamphlet  received 
by  me  from  Richard  W.  Meade,  in  the  year  1812;  that  it  has  been  in  my  possession 
from  that  period  till  the  present,  when  I  have,  at  the  request  of  said  Meade,  returned 
it  to  him,  and  subscribed  this  deposition. 

John  Leamy. 

Sworn  and  subscribed  before  me  this  7th  day  of  May,  1824. 

William  Milnoe,  Alderman. 


City  of  Philadelphia,  ss: 

On  the  7th  day  of  May,  1824,  before  me,  the  subscriber,  one  of  the  aldermen  of  the 
city  of  Philadelphia,  personally  appeared  Felix  Merino,  a  citizen  of  the  United  States, 
and  ;grofessor  of  the  Spanish  language  at  the  University  of  Pennsylvania,  established 
in  this  city,  who,  being  duly  sworn,  declares  and  says  that  the  foregoing  is  a  literal 
translation  of  the  annexed  printed  booli  in  the  Spanish  language,  entitled  "Contes- 
tacion de  Don  Ricardo  Meade,  &  las  exposiciones  impresas  y  publicadas  por  el  ex-Min- 
istro de  Hacienda,  D.  Jos6  Vasquez  Figueroa,  y  el  Tesorero  General  en  exercicio,  D. 
Victor  Soret." 

Felix  Merino. 

Sworn  to  and  subscribed  the  day  and  year  above  written. 

James  N.  Baekek,  Alderman. 


No.  5. 
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[First  memorial  of  Mr.  Richard  W.  Meade.] 

Madrid,  January  7,  1819. 

Siee:  The  memorial  of  Richard  W.  Meade,  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  of  America, 
respectfully  shows  that  neither  the  important  services  rendered  by  your  memorialist 
to  the  nation  in  times  the  most  calamitous  and  critical,  nor  the  maintenance  of  the 
armies,  due,  in  a  great  measure,  to  the  advances  in  money  and  provisions  made  by 
him  to  the  Government,  nor  the  imminent  danger  incurred  by  him  of  losing  his  repu- 
tation and  credit  by  supporting  a  war  carried  on.  for  the  defense  of  Your  Majesty  and 
your  throne,  have  been  sufficient  to  shelter  him  against  malignity,  persecution,  and 
intrigue. 

On  the  contrary,  it  seems  that  these  wicked  passions  increased  in  proportion  to  the 
benefits  rendered  by  your  memorialist  to  the  Spanish  nation.  Thus,  in  the  year  1812, 
the  Government,  then  commanding  in  Your  Majesty's  name,  was  indebted  to  him 
about  sixteen  inillions  of  reals  (?800,000)  on  accomit  of  provisions  furnished  by  him 
for  the  maintenance  of  those  who  were  engaged  in  the  defense  of  the  legitimate 
King  of  Spain,  and,  instead  of  looking  for  the  means  of  paying  him,  they  adopted 
such  measures  as  seemed  most  proper  (and  so  they  really  were)  for  ruining  entirely 
his  character  as  a  merchant;  having  employed  not  only  his  own  funds,  but  also  those 
of  the  persons  who  had  put  their  property  into  his  hands,  the  whole  of  which  was 
laid  out  in  the  support  of  the  armies. 

Such  extraordinary  conduct  would  appear  incredible  if  the  facts  did  not  speak  for 
themselves,  which  clearly  show  the  imminent  ruin  that  threatened  your  memorialist; 
and,  as  will  more  fully  appear  from  the  exposition  of  his  complaints  in  so  many  pri- 
vate petitions,  and,  lastly,  in  his  pamphlets,  in  which  he  exposed  to  public  view  his 
own  conduct  and  that  of  certain  officers  and  agents  under  the  Government. 

Would  to  God  that  the  critical  circumstances  under  which  your  memorialist  was 
placed  in  consequence  of  the  total  failure  of  the  promises  made  to  him  had  not 
required  so  premptorily  his  having  recourse  to  such  measures,  but  besides  not  paying 
him,  he  saw  himself  thrown  into  one  of  the  cells  of  the  public  prison  at  Cadiz,  where 
he  was  confined  for  more  than  three  months,  and  from  whence  he  was  not  released 
but  under  bail,  as  if  it  were  a  crime  to  claim  the  sacred  fulfillment  of  contracts. 

Since  that  period  no  means  nor  measures  have  been  spared  to  persecute  him,  and 
an  uninterrupted  chain  of  events  shows  that  it  is  only  in  the  power  of  Your  Majesty 
to  put  an  end  to  so  many  wrongs,  injurious  to  the  credit  of  the  royal  finance  and 
advantageous  to  nobody  but  to  those  who  wish  to  satiate  their  revenge  or  to  promote 
the  views  of  their  sordid  and  criminal  interest. 

In  the  balance  still  due  of  the  sixteen  millions  of  1812,  which  amounts  to  many 
thousands  of  dollars,  is  comprehended  a  draft  upon  the  treasury  of  Vera  Cruz  in  his 
favor  which  was  presented  and  protested  for  want  of  payment,  and  from  which  he 
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ought  to  receive  atoout  three  milhons  of  reals.  This  business  is  pending  for  its  deci- 
sion in  the  council  of  finance,  where,  pursuing  the  regular  and  usual  proceedings,  as 
if  the  royal  finance  was  a  simple  drawer,  the  character  which  is  adopted,  the  royal 
treasury  w'ill  have  to  pay  some  millions  of  reals  for  redrafts,  premiums,  damages,  etc. 

There  is  also  a  sum  of  more  than  $50, 000,  which  the  memorialist  claims,  for  amount 
of  capital  and  interest  arising  from  provisions  furnished  by  him  under  guaranty  of 
Don  Vicente  Beltran  de  Lis.  The  draft  is  in  the  hands  of  your  memorialist,  and 
although  he  has  obtained  a  writ  of  execution  in  the  tribunal,  he  is  yet  without  his., 
money,  and  of  course  his  claim  continues  in  its  original  vigor  against  the  royal 
treasury. 

Finally,  the  official  note  of  the  American  ambassador,  in  the  name  of  his  Govern- 
ment, must  not  pass  unnoticed  by  your  memorialist.  In  this  official  note  he  asks  a 
reparation  for  damages  and  injuries  suffered  by  Meade  during  two  years  and  upward 
of  confinement  in  the  castle  of  Santa  Catalina,  where  he  was  put  by  order  of  the 
council  of  war,  which  imprisonment  Your  Majesty  declared  to  be  illegal  and  unjust. 

So  many  excesses  committed  at  once  against  a  foreigner  who  can  boast  of  having 
rendered  more  services  to  Your  Majesty  than  all  your  merchant  subjects  together, 
and  more  than  a  great  many  of  those  who  occupy  the  highest  dignities  in  the  State, 
had  their  origin  in  the  hatred  which  the  hall  of  justice  of  the  supreme  council  of  war 
conceived  agamst  him — a  hatred  so  mortal  against  one  who  has  so  well  deserved  of 
the  Spanish  nation  that  it  seems  that  his  crimes  have  been  as  enormous  as  his  serv- 
ices have  been  great,  or  rather  that  by  a  malicious  confusion  of  ideas  virtues  are 
construed  into  crimes.  His  services  required  a  very  different  treatment;  they  did 
not  certainly  deserve  the  sacrifice  of  his  own  person  and  property,  to  which  he  has 
been  subjected. 

Let  an  object  so  contrary  to  justice  disappear,  and  if  past  personal  sufferings  can 
not  be  remedied  let  them  at  least  be  repaired  by  a  public  testimony  of  their  impro- 
priety. 

It  is  not  a  favor,  but  an  act  of  justice,  which  your  petitioner  asks  from  Your  Maj- 
esty; it  is  a  settlement  of  all  his  claims,  which  can  very  easily  be  executed  by  reunit- 
ing all  the  documents  existing  in  the  royal  treasury,  council  of  finance,  secretary's 
office  of  the  same  department,  the  whole  of  which,  united  to  the  exposition  of  the 
American  minister,  will  serve  as  a  basis  to  those  persons  who,  enjoying  the  confi- 
dence of  Your  Majesty,  may  be  appointed  to  adjust  and  fix  the  settlement  so  that  no 
doubt  may  exist  in  future  of  the  grounds  and  amount  of  his  claim;  and  as  the  per- 
sons so  appointed  will  receive  their  commissions  from  Your  Majesty,  there  ought  to  be 
no  objection  on  the  part  of  the  Government  to  the  proposition  of  having  your  memo- 
rialist's  claims  ascertained  and  settled,  the  payment  of  which  it  will  be  in  the  power 
of  the  Government  to  fix  on  such  advantageous  terms  that  it  will  scarcely  have  that 
name ;  but  as  to'  the  execution  of  this  part,  that  is  not  the  present  question,  this  being 
a  secondary  object  and  entirely  subordinate  to  the  liquidation  and  settlement  which, 
if  it  is  advantageous  to  the  honor  and  interest  of  your  memorialist,  it  is  not  less  so  to 
Your  Majesty,  so  that  an  end  may  be  put  at  once  to  his  complaints,  as  well  to  the 
Government  directly,  as  through  the  courts  of  justice,  in  which  courts  your  memori- 
alist might  find  redress  and  some  millions  of  reals  adjudicated  to  him  as  a  just  indem- 
nification for  damages  sustained  in  his  mercantile  interests;  but  by  the  proposed  set- 
tlement of  his  claims  all  the  business  is  at  once  concluded  and  terminated;  and  noth- 
ing is  so  just,  in  the  opinion  of  your  memorialist,  as  to  ascertain  the  actual  state  of 
his  accounts  with  the  Government  after  so  many  deliveries  of  articles  on  his  side,  and 
deliveries  of  bills  or  orders  for  the  amount  on  the  side  of  the  Government,  and  fail- 
ures in  payment  of  the  same  having  taken  place.  Therefore,  your  memorialist  prays 
Your  ^lajesty  will  be  pleased  to  appoint  two  or  three  persons  of  your  confidence,  and 
with  full  powers  invested  in  them  as  your  special  commissioners,  who  may  proceed 
to  form  a  settlement  of  his  claims  Ijy  reuniting  all  the  documents  that  may  exist  in 
the  royal  treasury,  council  of  finance,  secretary's  office  of  the  same  departraenl,  office 
of  theintendant  of  Cadiz,  and  every  other  document  they  may  think  necessary  to 
call  for;  also  the  drafts  in  the  hands  of  your  petitioner,  so  as  to  enable  them  to  form 
a  liquidation  of  the  balance  which  may  result  in  his  favor  for  all  his  claims;  and 
when  this  shall  be  done,  and  after  heai'ing  what  your  petitioner  may  have  to  say, 
and  the  propositions  that  he  may  offer,  they  may  submit  to  the  consideration  of  Your 
Majesty  the  means  which  they  may  think  most  advantageous  for  executing  thepa)-- 
ment  of  his  debt,  a  favor  which  your  memorialist  hopes  to  receive  from  Your  Majesty. 
Sire,  Richard  ^y.  Meade. 
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[Second  memorial  of  Mr.  Richard  W.  Meade.] 

Madrid,  March  19,  1819. 
SiEE-  The  memorial  of  Richard  W.  Meade,  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  of  Amer- 
ica, respectfully  shows  that  in  the  month  of  January  of  the  present  j-ear  he  solicited 
from  Your  Mafesty  the  appointment  of  two  or  three  persons  of  Your  Majesty  s  confi- 
dence who  might  settle  the  accounts  pending  between  your  petitioner  and  the  royal 
finance  in  order  to  avoid  troubling  Your  Majesty's  attention  so  often  with  his  repeated 
'applications.  The  just  and  simple  measure  adopted  by  Your  Majesty  on  many  for- 
mer occasions  is  as  conformable  to  justice  as  analogous  to  Your  Majesty  s  interest,  a 
measure  accompanied  with  no  expense  or  inconvenience  and  the  best  calculated  for 
puttinganendtoalldema-nds.  Notwithstanding  the  petition  of  your  memorialist 
has  been  sent  to  the  minister  of  finance  and  no  resolution  has  been  passed  yet  on  the 
subject,  there  it  remains  stopped  and  paralyzed.  Your  memorialist,  sire,  can  not 
discover  the  reason  of  this  procrastination,  because  if  it  has  been  thoi^ht  that  this 
measure  has  an  advantage  in  favor  of  your  petitioner  the  advantage  is  not  less  on  the 
side  of  Your  Majesty's  finance.  Besides,  the  petitioner  has  not  demanded  an  imme- 
diate payment  of  what  may  be  the  balance  in  his  favor;  nay,  he  has  even  indicated 
that  he  will  propose  such  means  of  extinguishing  the  debt  that  if  adopted  the  royal 
finance  will  be  able  to  do  it  without  any  immediate  disbursement  or  inconvenience. 
If  the  intentions  of  your  petitioner  were  to  injure  the  royal  finance  his  demands 
deserved  to  be  disregarded,  but  the  frankness  with  which  he  expresses  himself  con- 
tradicts that  idea.  When  he  generously  exposed  his  own  interests  and  those  of  his 
correspondents  to  support  the  just  cause  of  Your  Majesty  and  of  the  whole  nation  his 
generous  views  could  not  be  suspected,  and  the  same  influences  him  at  present. 
Your  memorialist  could  have  had  his  accounts  liquidated  by  asking  your  Majesty  the 
payment  of  any  fixed  sum,  and  this  measure,  which  could  have  been  adopted  in  a 
private  and  disguised  manner,  is  now  rejected  because  it  has  been  proposed  with 
frankness  and  good  faith.  Therefore  your  memorialist  prays  that  Your  Majesty  will 
be  pleased  to  resolve  according  to  your  most  sovereign  pleasure  on  the  subject,  in 
order  that  the  losses  and  expenses  may  not  increase  with  such  delay.  This  he  hopes 
to  obtain  from  the  justice  of  Your  Majesty. 

Sire,  Richard  AV.  Meade. 


[His  Majesty  appoints  the  commissioners.] 

Royal  Palace,  .lAn/  tU  7ih,  1819. 

Under  this  date,  I  commimicate  to  the  Secretary  of  State  the  following  order  of  His 
Majesty:  "I  have  laid  before  the  King  our  lord  the  official  note  of  your  excellency, 
dated  the  26th  January  last,  accompanying  a  memorial  of  Mr.  Richard  "W.  Meade,  a 
citizen  of  the  United  States  of  America,  supported  and  sent  to  the  department  under 
your  excellency's  charge  by  the  minister  of  the  United  States  near  His  IMajesty,  by 
which  said  Richard  W.  Meade  solicits  the  appointment  of  a  commission,  consisting 
of  two  or  three  persons  of  the  confidence  of  His  Majesty  who,  acting  as  special  com- 
missioners, and  invested  with  full  powers,  should  proceed  to  adjust  and  settle  the 
several  claims  of  the  petitioner,  by  reuniting  ail  the  documents  existing  in  this 
department,  the  royal  treasury,  the  council  of  finance,  and  office  of  the  intendant  of 
Cadiz.  They  are  also  to  settle  the  compensation  to  whicli  he  may  be  entitled  for  his 
losses  and  personal  sufferings;  about  which  subject  he  solicits  liliewise  to  be  heard, 
and  to  make  his  propositions  thereupon,  submitting  afterwards  to  the  consideration  of 
His  Majesty  the  report  which  they  may  think  proper  to  make.  His.]\Iajesty,  also, 
has  taken  into  consideration  what  his  lordship  the  duke,  president  of*  the  council  of 
finance,  to  whom  the  petition  was  sent,  has  reported  on  the  i^nbject,  as  also  the  com- 
munication of  your  excellency  to  me  in  your  official  note  dated  the  1st  of  April  last; 
and  His  Majesty  has  been  pleased  to  accede  to  the  petition  of  ilr.  Richard  ■\\'.  Meade, 
and  has  appointed  at  the  same  time,  in  conformity  to  the  report  of  said  president  of 
the  council  of  finance,  a  commission  consisting  of"  Don  Bruno  Vallarino,  minister  of 
the  council  of  Indies;  Don  Jose  Vasquez  Ballesteros,  of  the  council  of  finance,  fiscal 
of  the  same;  the  Marquis  de  las  Hermazas,  senior  minister  of  the  I'omptroller-gen- 
eral  s  department,  and  Don  Juan  Florin,  clerk  of  the  secretary's  office,  finance  depart- 
ment, who  are  charged  by  His  Majesty  with  the  settlement  of  all  the  claims  and 
compensations  that  may  result  from  the  documents  presented  to  them  for  this 
purpose. 

Ail  of  which  I  have  the  honor  to  communicate  to  vou  for  your  information  and 
government.     May  God  preserve  your  life  many  years". 

13  ixr    -,r  T^  Jose  de  Ymas. 

Kichakd  \V.  Meade,  Esq. 
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[Memorandum  of  autos  and  other  documents  sent  to  the  junta  by  Mr.  Richard  AY.  Meade.] 

Memorandum  of  the  documents  which  his  excellency  the  minister  of  finance  must 
ask  for,  or  present  to  the  commissioners  for  their  information,  respecting  Richard 
W.  Meade's  claims  and  the  grounds  on  which  they  stand. 

Autos  or  documents  in  the  lawsuit  entered  by  his  excellency  the  subdelegate  of 
the  revenue  at  Cadiz,  by  order  of  the  treasurer-general,  requiring  the  payment,  or 
his  giving  security,  for  the  amount  of  750,000  reals,  for  so  much  overpaid  to  him,  as  the 
treasurer  pretends,  in  the  payment  of  the  balance  of  the  §300,000,  the  amount  of  the 
draft  upon  the  treasury  of  Vera  Cruz,  which  was  protested  for  want  of  payment. 
These  documents  are  to  be  found  in  the  oflBce  of  the  subdelegate  of  the  revenue  at 
Cadiz. 

Autos  or  documents  of  the  proceedings  in  the  said  case  in  the  council  of  finance. 

Documents  belonging  to  the  same  business,  which  must  exist  in  the  secretary's 
office  of  finance  of  Spain  and  Indies. 

Autos  or  documents  in  the  case  of  Richard  W.  Jleadc  against  Vicente  Beltran  de 
Lis.  The  documents  of  this  case  must  be  at  present  in  the  tribunal  of  appeals  (tri- 
bmial  de  alzadas)  of  Cadiz;  but  as  it  may  happen  that  this  tribunal  has  sent  them 
back  to  the  tribunal  of  commerce  (consulado),  the  official  notes  by  which  these 
documents  will  be  called  for  must  be  directed  to  the  said  tribunal  of  appeals  with 
this  clause,  viz,  that  in  case  of  the  said  tribunal's  having  sent  back  the  documents  to 
the  consulado,  the  order  for  their  delivery  must  be  transmitted  by  the  said  supreme 
tribunal  to  the  consulado  for  the  latter' s  due  compliance  therewith. 

Documents  existing  in  the  secretary's  office  of  finance,  royal  treasury,  and  office  of 
the  captain-general  of  New  Castile,  at  Madrid,  relating  to  said  demand  of  Richard  W. 
jNXeade  against  Vicente  Beltran  de  Lis. 

Documents  existing  either  in  the  secretary's  office  of  finance  or  in  the  general 
treasury  relating  to  a  claim  of  Richard  Meade  against  the  late  junta  of  Cadiz.  The 
business  of  the  junta  passed  to  the  department  of  finance  when  the  same  was 
extinguished. 

Autos  or  documents  of  the  case  pending  in  the  supreme  council  of  war,  Macdermot 
V.  Meade,  upon  the  validity  of  a  deposit  which  the  royal  tribunal  of  commerce  (con- 
sulado) ordered  Meade  to  execute  into  the  treasury  of  the  revenue  at  Cadiz.  In 
consequence  of  this  suit  he,  Richard  W.  Meade,  was  arrested  and  kept  in  confine- 
ment in  the  castle  of  Santa  Catalina  for  upward  of  two  years,  from  whence  he  was 
released  by  an  order  of  His  Majesty,  declaring  all  the  proceedings  of  the  supreme 
council  of  ■'■/ar  illegal  and  unjust,  and  lately,  in  consequence  of  a  petition  from  Rich- 
ard W.  Meade,  supported  by  the  ambassador  of  the  United  States  of  America,  it 
pleased  His  Majesty  to  order  the  said  council  to  report  upon  the  compensation  due 
for  damages  and  injuries  claimed  by  the  petitioner.  This  is  one  of  the  principal , 
points  offered  to  the  consideration  of  the  junta  for  its  settlement  and  adjustment. 

Documents  existing  in  the  general  treasury  and  in  the  treasury  of  finance  at  Cadiz 
about  the  payment  of  834,037  reals  vellon  and  8  maravedis  to  Mr.  James  Wardrop. 
The  communication  made  by  the  treasurer-general  respecting  this  payment  is  dated 
November  24,  1814.  This  amount,  by  a  writ  of  execution  of  the  intendant  of  Cadiz 
and  likewise  of  the  tribunal  of  appeals  of  the  province  of  Cadiz,  was  ordered  to  be 
paid  unto  Richard  "\V.  Meade,  on  account  of  which  he  received  a  small  part,  the  bal- 
ance remaining  unpaid  for  no  other  reason  than  the  treasurer  of  finance,  Don 
Antonio  Alonzo,  pretending  that  he  had  no  fuiads  wherewith  to  pay  said  credit,  not- 
withstanding four  royal  orders  commanding  the  payment  of  this  amount  in  prefer- 
ence to  any  other  debt  due  by  the  treasury. 

Documents  existing  in  the  secretary's  office,  finance  department,  and  in  the  office 
of  the  general  director  of  the  revenue  relating  to  a  contract  for  a  certain  quantity  of 
tobacco,  concluded  on  the  10th  of  August,  1815,  between  Richard  W.  ^leade  and 
said  general  director  of  the  i-evenue. 

Documents  relating  to  the  several  contracts  that  have  taken  place  between  Rich- 
ard AV.  M^ade  and  the  different  administrations  of  Spain  from  December,  1809,  till 
1814;  that  is,  from  the  time  of  the  administration  of  the  junta  central,  at  Seville,  till 
some  time  after  the  restitution  of  His  Majesty  to  his  throne.  This  embraces  the  con- 
tracts concluded  with  the  intendant  of  Cadiz. 

Autos  or  documents  of  a  case  pending  for  its  decision  in  the  supreme  council  of 
war,  Louis  Declovet,  claimant,  against  Richard  W.  Meade,  as  agent  for  John  Dick- 
son, in  which  the  former  sues  for  damages  in  consequence  of  His  Majesty's  having 
annulled  a  contract  for  a  certain  quantity  of  tobacco  concluded  between  said  Declo- 
vet and  the  royal  finance. 

Autos  or  documents  of  proceedings  existing  in  the  supreme  council  of  finance  and 
in  the  office  of  the  general  director  of  the  revenue  upon  the  rescission  of  said  contract, 
and  about  Declovet's  having  recovered  from  His  Majesty  the  damages  which  he  has 
pretended  to  claim  again  from  Meade. 
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[Offlcial  note  of  Mr.  Richard  W.  Mt'ude,  inclosing  the  preceding  documents.] 

Madrid,  IBth  May,  1819. 
Under  the  date  of  the  7th  instant  I  have  received  from  his  excellency  the  minister 
of  finance  a  copy  of  the  royal  order,  by  which  it  has  pleased  His  Majesty  to  appomt 
your  lordships  special  commissioners,  invested  with  full  powers  to  call  for  and  re- 
unite the  documents  existing  in  several  departments  of  the  Government,  m  order  to 
proceed  to  a  general  settlement  of  all  my  claims  against  the  Spanish  Government, 
also  to  fix  and  determine  what  compensation  may  be  due  to  me  for  damages  and  per- 
sonal sufferings,  giving  me  a  full  hearing  on  the  subject,  and  on  the  propositions 
which  I  may  have  to  offer,  and  on  which  said  commissioners  are  to  report  to  His 
Majesty.  In  compliance  with  this  order,  it  is  indispensable  for  your  lordships  to 
call  for,  or  for  his  excellency  the  minister  of  finance  to  send  to  you,  all  the  autos  or 
documents  of  the  proceedings  and  all  the  other  papers  and  documents  in  the  adjoined 
note,  which  I  have  the  honor  to  lay  before  you,  in  order  that  your  lordships  may 
proceed  with  all  possible  dispatch  to  the  settlement  mentioned  m  the  order  of  His 
Majesty.     May  God  preserve  your  lordships  many  years. 

RiCHAHD  "W.  Meade. 

To  their  Lordships  Don  Bruno  Vallarino, 

Minister  of  the  Tribunal  of  Indies. 

Don  JosBP  Vasqubz  Ballasteros, 

Fiscal  of  the  Royal  Finance. 

Marquis  De  las  Hermazas, 

Senior  Minister,  Comptroller-General' s  Office. 

Don  Juan  Florin, 

Clerh  of  the  Secretary  Office,  Finance  Department. 


[Offlcial  note  from  the  commissioners  to  Mr.  Richard  W.  Meade.] 

Madrid,  18th  of  May,  1819. 
The  commissioners  appointed  by  His  Majesty  to  settle  the  claims  preferred  bj'  you 
upon  the  Government,  of  which  appointment  you  have  been  duly  informed,  have 
determined,  in  conformity  to  the  instructions  of  their  commission,  by  which  you 
are  to  be  admitted  to  a  full  hearing  on  said  claims,  and  on  the  propositions  that  you 
may  offer,  that  you  may  state  to  the  junta  anj'thing  that  you  may  consider  proper 
respecting  said  points,  so  that  the  commissioners,  assisted  by  said  statement  and  the 
.documents  which  they  are  actually  engaged  in  collecting,  may  report  to  His  ^lajesty, 
as  they  are  commanded  to  do.  I  inform  you  of  this  determination,  as  the  senior 
minister  in  the  junta,  for  its  due  execution.     May  God  preserve  you  many  years. 

Beuxo  Vallarino. 
Richard  W.  Meade,  Esq. 


[OtBcial  note  from  the  commissioners  to  Mr.  Richard  \V.  Meade.] 

jSIadkid,  August  31,  1819. 
The  junta,  in  order  to  comply  with  the  orders  they  have  received  to  hquidate  your 
claims,  have  determined  that  you  should  present  the  original  documents  or  bills  in 
such  of  your  claims  as,  from  their  nature,  may  have  them,  for  which  they  will  grant 
you  a  correspondent  receipt,  which  determination  I  communicate  to  von  for  it?  due 
execution,  in  order  that  the  junta  may  be  enabled  to  proceed  with  that  exactitude 
which  the  business  requires.     May  God  preserve  you  many  jears. 

_  i,r    ,,  .,,  Bruxo  Vallarino. 

Eichaed  A\  .  Meade,  Esq. 


[Mr.  McBde  sends  the  documents  to  the  junta.] 

Madrid,  September  1,  1819. 
In  rejDly  to  your  lordship's  official  note,  dated  yesterday,  requiring  me  to  present 
the  original  documents  or  drafts  of  such  of  my  claims  as,  from  their  nature   mav 
have  them,  and  of  which  your  lordship  offers  to  give  me  a  correspondent  receipt 
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for  the  better  execution  of  the  settlement  of  my  claims,  in  which  the  junta  is  now 
engaged,  I  have  the  honor  to  inclose  to  you  the  following,  viz,  Nos.  3, 4, 5, 6,  7,  8. 
Please  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  them  for  my  satisfaction.  May  God  preserve 
your  lordship  many  years. 

Richard  W.  Meade. 
His  Lordship  Don  Bedno  Vallaeino. 


[The  president  of  the  junta  acknowledges  the  receipt  of  the  documents.l 

Madeid,  September  1,  1819. 

I  have  received  your  note  dated  the  1st  instant,  inclosing  the  original  documents 
relating  to  the  claims  Nos.  3, 4, 5, 6,  7,  8,  containing  as  follows: 

No.  3  18  a  certificate  of  Don  Domingo  Gato,  comptroller  of  the  city  of  Ceuta, 
acknowledging  the  supplies  of  breadstuff  made  by  Beltran  de  Lis  to  the  royal  navy, 
from  the  1st  of  July,  1813,  till  the  last  of  May,  1814,  the  amount  of  which,  together 
with  42,080  reals  for  former  supplies,  amount  to  1,478,717  reals  in  his  favor. 

No.  4  contains  a  certificate  by  the  military  comptroller  of  the  royal  order,  dated  the 
17th  of  July,  by  which  His  Majesty  ordered  no  payment  of  your  credits  to  be  made 
until  you  should  pay  over  to  the  royal  finance  the  750,000  reals  overpaid  to  you  in 
the  draft  of  the  1300,000.  It  also  contains  an  exposition  of  your  agent,  Duyer, 
made  to  the  director-general  of  the  revenue,  soliciting  the  delivery  of  certain  bills, 
the  amount  of  a  balance  for  tobacco  delivered  by  him  as  agent  in  1807  and  in  1808. 
It  contains,  besides,  a  certificate  given  by  the  treasurer  of  the  Army  of  the  Royal 
Order,  by  which  His  Majesty  declares  that  you  are  comprehended  in  the  class  of 
foreigners  respecting  the  payment  of  your  claims. 

No.  5  is  a  receipt  signed  by  the  general  treasurer  for  80,000  reals,  your  share  in  the 
loan  which  took  place  in  consequence  of  a  royal  order  of  March  the  5th,  1811. 

No.  6  contains  a  certificate  from  the  comptroller's  office  of  the  junta  of  provisions 
(Junta  de  Abastos)  of  Ceuta,  by  which  the  balance  of  21,067  reals  and  20  maravedis 
appears  in  your  favor  for  fiour  supplied  by  you  in  1806.  It  also  contains  a  petition 
of  Don  Cosme  Burline,  demanding  in  your  behalf  from  the  municipality  (ayunta- 
miento)  of  said  city  the  payment  of  the  same,  which  petition  had  no  effect;  also, 
it  contains  a  letter  from  Burline  to  you,  inclosing  both  documents. 

In  No.  7  there  is  a  statement  from  the  comptroller's  office  of  the  late  supreme 
junta  of  Cadiz,  by  which  a  balance  appears  in  your  favor  amounting  to  51,424  reals 
and  7J  maravedis.  It  also  contains  several  applications  made  by  you  to  the  pro- 
vincial junta,  claiming  the  amount  of  deductions  made  by  said  junta,  and  to  which 
you  did  not  agree,  together  wdth  the  solemn  protest  entered  by  you  against  said 
deduction,  and  the  declaration  of  the  master  of  the  vessel  that  carried  the  barley  to 
the  Cano  (a  place  in  the  island  of  Leon) ,  which  vessel  was  lost  on  its  passage. 

No.  8  is  a  receipt  of  Don  Francisco  Carbajal,  colonel  of  the  regiment  provincial  de 
Cordova,  for  10,000  reals  furnished  by  you  for  his  regiment  in  1807. 

I  will  lay  these  documents  before  the  jmita,  that  they  may  make  of  them  the  use 
they  may  think  proper.     May  God  preserve  your  life  many  years. 

Bruno  Vall.akixo. 

Richard  W.  Meade,  Esq. 


[Mr.  Richard  W.  Meade  sends  another  document  to  the  junta.] 

Madeid,  September  9,  1819. 

In  consequence  of  the  verbal  conversation  I  had  the  honor  of  having  this  morning 
with  your  lordship,  I  inclose  you  the  original  document  by  which  I  commenced 
receiving  from  the  treasury  of  the  revenue  at  Cadiz  the  sum  of  660,000  reals,  out  of 
a  larger  sum  which  the  treasurer-general  of  the  Kingdom  had  ordered  to  be  paid 
to  Mr.  James  Wardrop,  which  sum  I  had  to  receive  by  an  agreement  concluded 
before  the  royal  tribunal  of  Cadiz,  of  which  the  treasurer  received  due  information 
for  its  execution,  and  in  conformity  to  which  he  paid  two  sums  of  15,000  reals  each, 
on  the  20th  and  21st  of  February,  1815,  as  it  appears  by  the  note  added  on  the  same 
receipt  at  the  comptroller's  office.  These  were  the  only  sums  I  was  able  to  recover, 
for  the  reasons  mentioned  already  in  the  official  notes  of  the  treasurer  of  revenue 
and  royal  finance  at  Cadiz.  This  appears  more  extensively  in  my  petition  addressed 
to  his  excellency  the  minister  of  finance,  dated  November  the  4th,  1817.  Please  to 
acknowledge  the  receipt  of  this  original  document.  May  God  preserve  your  lord- 
ship many  years. 

RiCHAED  W.  Meade. 

To  his  Lordship  Don  Beuno  "Vallaeino. 
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[The  president  receives  the  original  document.] 

Madrid,  September  IS,  1819. 
I  have  received  your  note,  dated  the  9th  instant,  inclosing  the  original  document 
respecting  the  660,000  reals  ordered  to  be  paid  to  Mr.  James  Wardrop,  and  passed  to 
the  credit  of  the  American  houses  that  you  represent,  by  an  agreement,  on  account 
of  which  the  treasury  of  Cadiz  paid  30,000  reals,  as  it  appears  by  the  note  added  to 
the  receipt  at  the  comptroller's  office. 
May  God  preserve  your  life  many  years.  Bedno  \  allaeixo. 

KiCHAED  W.  Meade,  Esq. 


[Royal  order  respecting  the  report  of  the  junta.l 


Royal  Palace,  January  3,  18S0. 

Under  this  date  I  wrote  to  the  general  treasurer  as  follows:  "By  a  royal  order, 
dated  the  7th  of  May  last,  communicated  to  the  minister  of  state,  and  sent  to  your 
excellency  for  your  Government,  the  King  our  lord  was  pleased  to  appoint  a  com- 
mission to  ascertain  and  settle  the  claims  preferred  by  'Sir.  Richard  W.  Meade,  a 
citizen  of  the  United  States  of  America,  against  the  royal  finance.  In  compliance 
with  the  said  order,  the  commissioners,  under  the  dates  September  the  30th  and 
November  the  15th,  submitted  to  His  Majesty  their  report  on  the  subject,  and  the 
settlement  which  they  had  made  of  said  claims;  and  having  laid  the  whole  before 
His  Majesty,  he  has  been  pleased  to  appreciate  the  pains  that  the  junta  ha\-e  taken 
in  the  discharge  of  their  duty,  but  at  the  same  time  His  Majesty  can  not  help 
observing  that  there  is  wanting  in  the  report  the  ascertaining  of  the  dates  of  many 
payments  made  to  Meade;  and  this  being  an  essential  and  indispensable  requisite 
inliquidatiiig  accounts,  and  as  there  is  ho  reason  why  this  may  not  be  done  when 
the  public  offices  in  which  the  payments  were  executed  actually  exist.  His  IMajesty 
has  determined  that  the  whole  body  of  documents  shall  be  sent  to  your  excellency, 
in  order  that,  through  the  office  of  liquidation  of  supplies,  and  with  the  assistance 
of  Mr.  Meade,  a  settlement  may  be  made  with  all  exactitude  and  dispatch,  subdi- 
vided into  as  many  parts  as  there  have  been  contracts;  that,  at  the  bottom  of  each 
of  these,  the  delivery  of  the  articles,  dates  of  said  delivery,  amount,  drafts  giv^en 
with  their  dates,  and  the  date  of  each  payment,  without  omitting  to  mention  the 
premiums  or  profits  which  were  offered,  and  whether  they  have  been  paid  or  not; 
in  short,  everything  that  may  contribute  to  fix  a  true  adjustment  and  settlement 
must  be  therein  expressed.  It  is  the  wish  of  His  Majesty  that  the  personal  claims 
of  Mr.  Meade  shall  nbt,  under  any  consideration,  be  mixed  with  his  claims  as  an 
agent  for  other  persons,  who  perhaps  are  not  so  much  entitled  as  he  is  to  those  con- 
siderations which  are  due  to  him  for  the  important  services  rendered  by  him. 

"The  King  also  wishes  that  no  means  nor  fatigue  may  be  spared  in  the  immediate 
dispatch  of  this  affair,  to  avoid  damages  and  losses,  and  that  it  mav  be  decided 
according  to  strict  justice." 

I  malie  this  communication  to  you,  by  order  of  His  Majesty,  for  your  information 
and  government. 

May  God  preserve  your  life  many  years.  Salmon. 

Richard  W.  Meade,  Esq. 


[Mr.  Meade  asks  copies  of  the  reports  of  the  junta,  of  September  the  30th  and  Xnvember  the  loth 

and  his  documents.]  ' 

Madrid,  January  15,  1S30. 
By  an  official  note  of  his  excellency  the  minister  of  finance,  I  am  informed  that 
your  lordships  have  given  the  final  report  or  award  under  the  dates  of  September 
the  30th  and  November  the  15th,  in  conformity  to  the  special  commission  which  His 
Majesty  was  pleased  to  confer  on  you,  with  full  powers  to  adjust  and  .''ettle  the  claims 
preferred  by  me  against  the  Spanish  Government;  and  that  His  Majesty  has  resolved 
that  the  whole  body  of  documents  shall  be  transmitted  to  his  excelleuev  the  treasurer- 
general  of  the  Kingdom,  for  ascertaining  the  dates  of  some  pavments  which  the 
minister  of  finance  thinks  proper  should  be  ascertained;  and,  in  order  that  I  mav 
be  able  to  proceed  with  the  correctness  which  the  business  requires,  and  to  know 
the  ground  on  which  the  minister  founds  his  resolution,  it  is  necessarv  that  vour 

hi  qntfo^  ^°'^        ''k     I  ^°,l'^u^f  *°  '^'''*  '"^  '^  "OI'^'  °*  the  reports  of  September 
the  30th  and  November  the  15th,  for  my  own  government  and  information.     I  have 
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also  to  beg  from  your  lordships,  that,  as  the  commission  is  dissolved,  and  my  docu- 
ments are  no  more  necessary,  you  may  be  so  kind  as  to  send  them  to  me,  for  which 
I  will  give  the  correspondent  receipt,  as  your  lordships  did  with  me  when  you  called 
for  and  received  them. 

May  God  preserve  your  lordships  many  years. 

Richard  W.  Meade. 

To  his  Lordship  Don  Bkhno  Vallaeino. 


[The  King  orders  that  copies  of  the  reports  should  be  given  to  Mr.  Richard  W.  Meade.] 

Royal  Palace,  February  9,  1820. 

I  write  under  this  date  to  the  treasurer-general  of  the  Kingdom  as  follows:  Hav- 
ing laid  before  the  King  our  lord  a  petition  made  through  this  department  by  Mr. 
Richard  W.  Meade,  asking  copies  of  the  reports  of  September  the  30th  and  Novem- 
ber the  15th,  and  of  the  settlements  which  accompanied  said  reports,  submitted  to 
His  Majesty  by  the  junta  by  him  appointed  to  examine  and  settle  his  accounts 
and  claims  against  the  royal  finance.  His  Majesty  has  been  pleased  to  resolve  that 
said  copies  shall  be  given  to  him  by  the  treasurer-general,  to  whom  all  the  documents 
have  been  transmitted.  I  make  you  this  communication  for  your  information  and 
government,  by  order  of  His  Majesty. 

May  God  preserve  your  life  many  years.  Salmon. 

Richard  "VV.  Meade. 


[Report  of  the  junta,  September  the  30th,  1819.] 

ilosT  Excellent  Sir:  The  commission  named  by  royal  order  of  the  7th  of  May, 
of  the  present  year,  for  the  liquidation  of  the  credits  and  reclamations  of  the  citi- 
zen of  the  United  States,  Mr.  Meade,  as  soon  as  it  installed  itself,  collected  together 
all  the  documents  which  it  possibly  could  relative  to  its  object,  and  examined  them 
with  that  scrupulous  attention  which  the  confidence  it  had  merited  from  His  Majesty 
exacted.  Fully  penetrated  with  the  nature  of  the  request  made  to  His  Majesty  by 
Mr.  Meade,  and  to  which  he  had  been  pleased  to  accede  by  the  aforesaid  royal 
decree,  it  could  not  do  less  than,  first  of  all,  establish  the  character  and  faculties 
which  appertained  to  the  commission  itself;  and  it  felt  persuaded  that  its  individuals 
could  not  bs  considered  as  judges  to  decide  in  law,  because,  on  that  principle  the 
reclamations  would  not  have  been  taken  out  of  the  tribunals;  it  therefore  believed 
that  its  duties  were  those  of  referee  judges  and  friendly  arbitrators,  as  they  are  styled 
by  the  laws,  and  that  searching  for  the  truth  with  that  good  faith  so  peculiarly  appro- 
priate to  the  Sovereign  who  named  them,  they  should  settle  the  business  in  afriendly 
manner,  and  upon  these  principles  should  arbitrate  the  rights  of  Mr.  Meade  and 
those  of  the  Government. 

As  the  greatest  part  of  the  transaction  submitted  to  their  examination  were  mer- 
cantile operations,  which  had  taken  place  under  solemn  contracts  and  engagements, 
this  was  a  further  motive  why  they  viewed,  discussed,  and  decided  on  the  reclama- 
tions in  a  mercantile  manner,  and  on  the  principles  before  stated,  of  ascertaining  the 
truth,  and  being  governed  by  good  faith.  Consequently,  they  laid  aside  everything 
that  was  opposed  to  these  principles  as  indecorous  to  the  dignity  of  a  just  monarch, 
in  whom  justice  shines  as  one  of  his  brightest  ornaments.  If  the  junta  should  have 
acted  erroneously,  it  hopes  that  its  conduct  will  be  viewed  with  indulgence,  when  it 
is  taken  into  consideration  that  its  only  motives  were,  that  the  unalterable  rectitude 
of  His  Majesty  should  be  made  to  appear  with  its  due  splendor.  The  junta  heard 
Mr.^  Meade  as  it  was  commanded,  and  he  presented  to  it  an  exposition  which  is  here- 
unto annexed,  marked  No.  1,  as  also  a  statement  of  his  reclamations.  No.  2;  he 
expressing,  verbally,  to  the  junta  that  his  desires  were  to  have  his  claims  settled,  in 
order  to  claim  the  amount  from  the  Government  of  the  United  States  in  case  that 
the  treaty  pending  between  the  two  nations  should  be  ratified;  on  the  contrary  case, 
he  would  propose  to  His  Majesty  to  receive  the  amount  in  lands,  or  in  some  other 
way  in  America,  being  persuaded  as  he  was  of  the  impossibility  of  his  being  paid 
here  on  account  of  the  present  state  of  finances  of  the  nation;  that,  in  making  this 
exposition,  he  was  influenced  by  the  same  generous  and  frank  dispositions  by  which 
he  has  been  animated  during  the  glorious  times  of  the  revolution.  When  the  junta 
takes  into  consideration  the  enormous  amount  furnished  by  Mr.  Meade  in  provisions 
to  the  central  junta,  and  governments  posterior  thereto,  in  those  moments  when  they 
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seemed  about  to  disappear,  thus  identifying  his  own  ruin  with  that  of  a  nation  to 
which  he  did  not  belong,  it  can  not  do  less,  in  common  justice,  than  admire  and  be 
surprised  at  such  liberal  and  generous  conduct;  and,  at  the  same  time,  deeply  regret 
that  his  only  recompense  has  been  that  of  being  involved  in  difficulties,  and  finally 
ruined,  not  by  the  armies  of  the  usurper,  but  by  those  very  persons  who,  profiting 
by  the  benefits,  obtained  through  these  very  resources  the  means  of  resisting  the 
invasion,  and  of  restoring  His  Majesty  to  the  throne  of  his  ancestors. 

In  the  plan  ISfo.  2,  Meade  reduces  his  claims  to  twelve,  and  separately  he  claims, 
under  the  No.  3,  two  more  belonging  to  some  American  citizens  whose  agent  he  is; 
making  altogether  fourteen.  Out  of  these,  the  first,  third,  fourth,  fifth,  sixth, 
seventh,  eighth,  thirteenth,  and  fourteenth  are  for  sums  actually  due  to  him,  which  he 
claims  with  interest.  The  original  documents  of  each  of  these  have  been  presented 
by  Mr.  Meade  to  the  junta,  and  they  have  been  returned.  Nos.  2,  9,  10,  11,  12,  are 
claims  for  damages;  which  he  likewise  demands. 

The  junta,  after  having  analyzed  and  ascertained  each  of  the  claims  separately, 
have  determined  what  in  their  opinion  is  due  to  each  of  them;  which  they  proceed 
to  demonstrate  in  their  respective  order. 

By  a  contract  concluded  between  Mr.  Richard  W.  Meade  and  Mes.srs.  Don  Victor 
Soret,  Don  Miguel  Lobo,  and  Don  Ildefonso  Ruiz  del  Rio,  in  the  name  of  the  Gov- 
ernment, the  former  was  bound  to  deliver  a  certain  quantity  of  provisions  at  the  prices 
therein  specified,  which  provisions  he  delivered;  and  for  the  amount  of  the  same, 
say  3255,000,  he  agreed  to  receive  it  at  Vera  Cruz;  he  was  also  to  be  allowed  a  pre- 
mium on  the  same  of  15  per  cent  for  the  difference  in  the  exchange,  delays,  and 
expenses;  there  was,  also,  an  express  condition  in  the  contract  that  he  ought  to  be 
allowed  to  export  said  amount  out  of  the  dominions  of  His  Majesty  free  of  duties, 
and  in  a  foreign  vessel,  which  he  was  to  be  permitted  to  send  for  this  purpose. 
Drafts  for  300,000  hard  dollars,  at  thirty  days'  sight,  upon  the  treasury  of  Vera  Cruz, 
were  accordingly  delivered  to  him,  and  he,  through  an  agent,  presented  them  at  Vera 
Cruz,  where  they  were  not  paid  when  due.  After  many  petitions  and  representa- 
tions made  to  the  viceroy,  he  only  obtained  the  payment  of  §50,000,  in  tobacco,  with 
an  overcharge  of  10  per  cent.  His  agent  remained  one  year  in  America,  and,'  after 
he  had  lost  all  hopes  of  obtaining  the  payment  of  the  remainder,  sav  5,000,000  reals, 
he  returned  to  Spain,  where,  having  presented  the  drafts  in  December,  1813,  the 
Government  ordered  them  to  be  paid,  and  accordingly  he  received,  in  January,  1S14, 
3,000,000,  reals,  two  of  which  were  paid  in  bills  upon  several  treasuries,  which  he 
did  not  collect  till  the  years  1815,  1816,  and  1817,  and  this  not  without  consider- 
able loss,  and  under  a  security,  which  he  was  obliged  to  give,  of  refunding,  in  case 
it  would  appear  that  any  further  payment  had  been  made  to  him  in  America  posterior 
to  the  protest  of  the  drafts. 

Meade  claims  certain  sums  for  the  default  of  payment,  delays  at  Vera  Cruz  and 
damages  which  arose  from  the  conditions  of  the  contract;  and  the  Government  on 
its  side,  demands  from  him  the  15  per  cent  which  they  credited  to  him  on  the  bills 
amounting  to  750,000  reals,  alleging  that  this  premium  being  allowed  for  the  differ- 
ence m  the  exchange  between  Spain  and  America,  and  the  payment  havmo-  taken 
place  here,  the  holder  of  the  former  bill  ought  to  pay  back  said  premiurn  The 
Government  also  asks  him  to  present  the  first  of  said  drafts.  Upon  these  two  points 
there  is  a  suit  pending  in  the  council  of  finance. 

■^.v'^^^r  ^^^^?'  comparing  at  once  the  demand  of  the  Government  with  the  sum  of 
Mr.  Meade  s  reclamations,  thought  it  necessary  to  settle,  first,  the  mercantile  aue«- 
tion  which  presented  itself,  which  is,  whether  the  difference  of  the  exchano-e  after 
the  bill  has  been  protested,  must  be  credited  to  the  holder  of  said  bill-  nr'what 
amounts  to  the  same,  whether  the  drawer  of  a  bill  which  has  been  protested  is 
obliged  to  pay  the  whole  amount  written  on  the  bill,  or  whether  he  has  a  rio-ht  to 
make  a  deduction  rom  the  value  which  the  bill  contains.  The  exchange  is  the  price 
of  the  contract,  calculated  to  pay  for  delays,  damages,  etc.;  and  this,  accordinAo 
mercantile  practice  belongs  to  the  holder  of  the  bill.  Thus,  if  the  bi  1  is  protected 
and  a  demand  is  entered  against  the  drawer,  the  holder  of  th4  bill  recovers ?he  whole 
fZ'^^/'^'^T^'^w^'i''''  ?:'"^  *]"'  practice  is  just  and  reasonable,  berause  u^He 
the  holder  of  the  bill  has  been  deprived  of  his  funds,  and  sustaining  Sma^^sfo? 
wh^r'h  °^  that  sum  ma  place  where  he  had  calculated  to  make  1  °^™cg?ure° 
which  he  saw  frustrated  for  the  want  of  funds  on  which  he  depended  the  dra«;; 
was  usmg  and  profiting  by  the  money  of  the  holder.  According  to  these  nrii^^^^^^^^ 
various  cases  have  been  decided  in  law  by  the  tribunal  of  tl™'c  msulfdo  of  S' 
oFTxchangT  ^"  "'""  ""^"^  "  •'°"^*  °'  *^'«  P"""P^^  adopted  wi^h  regard  to^biS 

Another  mercantile  question  arises  from  the  first   vi? '-n-liotKo,.  +i,„  i    u        i  ^, 
bill,  who  is  credited  with  the  premium  of  ^^  ^^^n^A'lXu  t^^^fal^. 
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ages,  or  whether  all  that  he  can  claim  is  included  in  the  premium  of  the  bill.  The 
consular  ordinance  saj's  that  he  is  entitled  to  claim  the  value  of  the  bill,  exchanges, 
reexchanges,  protest,  etc.  But,  as  in  the  present  case,  the  value  of  the  exchange  and 
reexchange  was  comprehended  in  the  bill,  it  is  to  be  inferred  that  he  has  no  right  to 
claim  any  more  damages  on  account  of  the  protest;  and  the  junta,  guided  by  these 
principles,  think  that  this  demand  must  be  superseded,  and  the  sequestration  laid  on 
the  credits  of  Mr.  Jleade  taken  off.  It  is  also  the  opinion  of  the  junta  that  there  is 
no  reason  to  oblige  JVIr.  Meade  to  the  exhibition  of  the  first  bill  of  exchange;  because 
by  the  L.  20,  tit.  28,  B.  8  of  the  recopilacion  of  India,  the  original  or  first  bills  are  to 
remain  in  the  comptroller's  office;  which  agrees  with  the  lawsof  Spain.  Therefore  the 
original  or  first  bill,  which  commenced  to  be  paid  in  America  was  to  remain  there, 
and  the  testimony  presented  before  the  court  is  sufficient  to  prove  that  he  only 
received  on  account  the  !ji50,000  above  mentioned,  and  of  course  the  securitie,"  given 
by  Mr.  Meade  for  receiving  the  5,000,000  reals  in  1814  must  lie  canceled.  The 
junta  also  think  that  he  has  no  right  to  claim  on  account  of  the  protest  any  other 
charges  nor  exchange,  except  interest  for  the  delay,  at  the  rate  of  6  per  cent,  which 
is  the  mercantile  premium  allowed  by  courts  of  justice,  to  count  from  the  time  of  the 
presentation  of  the  protest  at  Cadiz  till  he  was  paid.  The  junta  find  the  amount  of 
this  to  be  362,301  reals  and  21  maravedis  vellon. 

By  another  contract  concluded  by  ilr.  ]\Ieade  and  the  Government,  under  guaranty 
of  Don  Vicente  Beltran  de  Lis  for  a  quantity  of  provisions,  it  appears  that  these  pro- 
visions were  duly  delivered,  but  not  paid  for,  either  by  the  Government  or  by  Beltrau 
de  Lis.  Mr.  Meade  entered  an  action  against  the  latter  as  guaranty  for  the  Govern- 
ment, and  after  several  agreements,  and  after  stipulating  for  the  payment  with  the 
premium  of  10  per  cent,  Beltran  has  not  complied  with  any  of  said  engagements. 
Mr.  Meade  has  gained  against  him  writs  oi  execution  in  the  tribunals  of  commerce, 
and  he  has  only  received  a  draft  upon  the  treasury  for  757,608  reals  and  17  maravedis. 
The  amount  of  this  bill,  in  the  opinion  of  the  junta,  must  be  paid  to  Mr.  Meade, 
and  also  297,829  reals  and  13  maravedis  vellon,  amount  of  the  net  balance  in  his  favor 
on  his  account  with  Beltran;  and  the  treasury  will  deduct  this  amount  from  the 
accounts  with  Beltran  for  various  contracts  he  has  pending  with  it.  The  royal  finance 
who  received  and  was  benefited  by  the  provisions,  ought  in  good  faith  to  pay  for 
them.  If  it  has  paid  for  said  provisions  in  its  account  with  Beltram,  this  being  reim- 
bursed, it  is  not  just  that  he  may  profit  by  it  at  the  expense  of  Mr.  Meade,  and  that, 
under  the  pretext  of  his  contract  accounts,  he  may  omit  making  a  payment  which 
he  was  condemned  to  make  by  a  writ  of  execution;  and  if  the  royal  finance  has  not 
pdid  for  the  same,  it  is  an  obligation  of  justice  to  fulfill  so  just  an  engagement,  and 
in  either  of  these  two  cases  it  must  settle  with  Beltran.  The  amount  of  this  claim  is 
1,054,937  reals  and  30J  maravedis  vellon. 

The  claim  for  balance  proceeding  from  tobacco  delivered  to  the  manufactory  of 
Seville  in  1807  and  1808  is  certain  and  just,  as  fully  ascertained  by  the  junta;  and  as 
such  must  be  admitted,  and  its  amount  credited  to  IMr.  Meade.  As  to  the  premiums 
for  the  same,  the  junta  thinks  he  must  not  recover  more  than  6  per  cent  for  the 
delays  in  the  payment;  considering  the  mercantile  nature  of  these  contracts,  accord- 
ing to  which,  whenever  a  sum  is  due  and  not  paid  at  the  time  stipulated,  the  pay- 
ment thereof  with  its  fruits  must  be  recovered  by  the  law  in  any  court  of  justice, 
which  fruits  in  money  are  the  interest.  Under  these  principles  this  claim  is  adjusted, 
and  amounts  to  293,522  reals  and  17  maravedis  vellon. 

There  is  also  among  these  claims  one  for  the  amount  of  a  draft  for  8O,00OTeals,  pro- 
ceeding from  a  loan  to  the  Government  at  Cadiz  in  1811,  which  was  to  be  paid  at  a 
fixed  time  specified;  and  as  the  same  has  not  been  paid,  it  is  but  just  that  it  should 
be  satisfied  with  a  mercantile  interest  of  6  per  cent.  The  whole  amounts  to  119,200 
reals  vellon. 

It  is  also  just  to  pay  him  the  amount  of  the  flour  delivered  by  him  to  the  garrison 
of  Ceuta,  as  it  appears  by  the  documents  before  the  junta;  and  he  is  also  entitled, 
according  to  the  principles  stated  before,  to  a  mercantile  interest  of  6  per  cent,  con- 
sidering the  business  as  a  mercantile  transaction.  The  amount  thus  settled  is  36,134 
reals  and  20  maravedis  vellon. 

Meade  has  presented  an  original  account  of  the  late  junta  of  Cadiz  in  the  year 
1810,  and  he  claims  damages  for  several  entries  omitted  to  his  credit,  for  which  the 
junta  ought  to  have  given  him  credit;  and  after  having  analyzed  and  considered  the 
justice  of  this  claim,  the  junta  thinks  that  Mr.  Meade  has  a  right  to  claim,  and  must 
be  paid  for  the  barley  that  was  cast  away,  which  amounts  to  28,800  res-ls.  The  prac- 
tice being  to  sell  in  the  bay — that  is,  on  board — and  there  being  at  that  time  a  known 
risk  in  the  transportation  of  the  article  to  the  island  Leon,  the  Cano  del  Trocadero, 
and  its  forts,  St.  Louis  and  Matagorda,  being  occupied  by  the  French  troops,  it  appears 
impossible  that  he  would  sell  at  the  market  price  aa  he  did,  having  to  run  a  risk  as 
certain  as  unprofitable. 
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With  regard  to  the  deduction  for  the  loss  of  weight  in  the  rice,  the  junta  thinks 
also  that  he  is  entitled  to  be  paid  for  the  amount  of  the  6,000  quintals,  hundred- 
weights, because  this  having  taken  place  one  year  after  the  article  was  sold,  and  hav- 
ing remained  in  the  stores  on  account  of  the  purchaser,  and  it  being  well  known  that 
this  article  is  subject  to  decay  and  become  pulverized,  this  detriment  which  hap- 
pened in  the  course  of  so  long  a  time  must  not  be  suffered  by  any  one  but  by  its 
owner,  and  the  junta  must  be  considered  as  such,  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  from 
the  moment  that  they  bought  it;  and  it  would  be  very  strange  that  the  said  detri- 
ment should  be  borne  by  any  other  except  by  the  owner  of  the  thing;  and  that  a  per- 
son strange  to  it,  because  we  must  consider  the  seller  as  such,  would  be  obliged  to 
suffer  for  a  thing  which  is  not  his  own.  The  expenses  of  storage  must  be  credited 
to  him;  it  is  a  common  practice  that  the  owner  of  the  article  should  pay  it,  and  it 
would  be  injurious  and  unjust  if  this  was  not  the  case,  because  the  seller  would  he 
obliged  to  make  a  disbursement  which  he  neither  had  calculated  on  nor  stipulated  to 
bear  in  the  price  of  the  sale;  because  for  the  seller  to  be  obliged  to  pay  for  storage 
of  the  article  which  he  sold,  it  would  be  necessary  that  his  contract  should  have 
expressly  so  stipulated;  the  common  rule  being  contrary  in  this  case.  Also  he  must 
be  credited  for  expenses  at  the  health  office,  because  by  a  document  presented  by 
Mr.  Meade  to  which  full  faith  is  due,  not  being  attempted  to  be  disputed  by  any  per- 
son, it  appears  that  it  was  stipulated  so.  As  to  other  grievances  and  damages  claimed 
under  this  head,  the  junta  thinks  he  has  no  right  to  recover  the  amount  which  he 
demands  as  compensation.  Neither  is  he  entitled  to  the  premium,  because  having 
considered  the  crediting  of  interest  upon  mercantile  principles  as  due  for  the  non- 
payment of  a  liquidated  sum  at  the  stipulated  time,  the  junta  can  not  grant  the  same 
on  sums  unliquidated  unless  it  is  so  agreed;  it  being  an  elementary  principle  that 
where  there  is  no  liquidated  sum  there  can  be  no  interest;  and  the  junta  calculating 
the  amount  of  those  sums  which  in  their  opinion  he  has  a  right  to  be  credited  with, 
find  them  to  133,022  reals  and  2  maravedis  vellon. 

He  is  also  entitled  to  the  recovery  of  the  10,000  reals  given  to  the  colonel  of  the 
regiment  provincial  de  Cordova  for  the  equipping  and  subsistence  of  the  regiment 
under  his  command,  and  also  to  the  interest  thereon  of  6  per  cent,  to  count  not  from 
November  the  15th,  1807,  the  day  on  which  said  sum  was  lent,  but  six  months  from 
that  date,  because  this  is  a  prudent  time  for  its  payment,  and  said  sum  not  having 
been  paid  then,  the  delay  commenced  to  be  on  the  account  and  risk  of  the  borrower, 
and  Mr.  Meade  must  not,  by  any  means,  be  the  sufferer.  This  document  must  be 
sent  to  the  treasurer,  that  he  may  charge  the  amount  to  the  regiment.  The  amount 
of  this  claim  is  16,976  reals  and  11  maravedis  vellon. 

Meade,  as  agent  for  John  Dickson,  claims  a  sum  of  1,503,590  reals,  amount  of 
3,417  quintals  (hundredweights)  and  25  pounds  of  tobacco,  which  he  delivered  to 
the  royal  finance  in  consequence  of  a  contract  with  it.  It  is  true  that  said  roj'al 
finance  retains  the  sum  on  account  of  a  lawsuit  pending  in  court  between  said  Dick- 
son and  Don  Juan  Beautista  Declovet;  but  as  the  result  of  this  suit  is  certain,  inas- 
much as  whether  Dickson  gain  or  lose  the  suit  the  amount  must  be  paid  to  him, 
deducting  only  the  damages  in  case  the  tribunal  of  war  would  condemn  him  to  pay 
them,  it  appears  that  there  is  no  reason  to  retain  the  sum  above  mentioned  pro- 
vided Dickson  gives  a  security  to  stand  the  result  of  the  suit.  The  royal  finance 
contracted  with  Meade;  it  received  a  great  benefit  by  it,  inasmuch  as  it  paid  §22  a 
quintal  (hundredweight),  for  which  it  would  otherwise  have  paid  at  the  rate  of  40 
per  quintal.  Besides,  by  crediting  Meade  with  this  amount,  the  royal  finance  is  dis- 
charged at  once  of  this  payment,  forming  a  body  with  the  whole  of  the  claims  to 
be  received  m  the  manner  already  indicated.  But  the  junta  think  there  is  no  room 
to  clami  interest  m  the  present  case,  because  the  royal  finance  retains,  as  on  deposit 
a  sum  disputed  till  the  decision  of  the  court  on  the  lawsuit  of  Declovet 

For  this  reason  the  amount  of  this  claim  is  1,503,590  reals 
.  '^he  claim  of  Mr.  Meade  for  several  American  houses  which  he  represents  stands 
m  the  same  case.  These  American  houses  were  owners  of  flour  consigned  to  Mr 
James  Wardrop,  who  was  ordered  to  be  paid  for  it  and  received  a  draft.  Wardrop 
t  w  1^"^'  K°^f  *°  Meade  660,000  reals  as  belonging  to  said  houses,  the  junta  think 
there  is  no  objection  against  crediting  this  to  Meade.  On  the  contkry,  thev  think 
It  IS  but  ]u8t,  the  amount  being  settled  and  admitted,  inasmuch  as  the  draft  for  the 
I^n^,^!f7^^''-Tr''^--^  ^^''  ''^^r  ^^  ^"™^d  to  interest  because  the  amount  is 
vXvelfon^    ^^     ^^     mterestthe  whole  amounts  to  841,887  reals  and  4  mar^- 

The  junta  after  having  given  their  opinion  about  the  claims  for  sums  ascertamed 
which  they  have  adjusteS,  as  it  appears  by  the  statement  No.  4,  wWch  thev  Sv 
accompany,  they  proceed  to  analyze  those  claims  which  belong  to  the  second  S 
according  to  the  division  which  was  made  of  all  the  clahns.     These  are  the  c^aiS 
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for  compensation  of  damages  and  grievances  suffered  by  Meade.  The  junta  are 
aware  of  the  impossibility  of  analyzing  them  in  terms  of  rigorous  justice,  not  even 
by  approximation,  because  they  might  amount  to  an  immense  sum,  but  they  will 
give  their  opinion,  founded  upon  principles  of  equity  and  justice,  after  having 
examined  and  weighed  the  merits  of  said  claims  they  have  to  decide  upon. 

The  j  unta  has  examined  the  multitude  of  contracts  made  with  the  royal  depart- 
ment of  finance,  and  has  remained  convinced  of  the  exact  and  religious  compliance 
with  all  of  them  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Meade,  and  of  the  delays,  diificulties,  and 
repeated  orders  for  payment  on  that  of  the  Government.  The  enormous  mass  of 
millions  which  they  amount  to  clearly  shows  that  the  capital  invested  could  not 
belong  to  Mr.  Meade  alone,  but  to  many  other  persons,  capitalists,  who  placed  in  his 
hands  their  property  invested  in  provisions.  These  persons  will,  in  all  probability, 
have  drawn  for  the  same  at  certain  periods,  as  is  the  practice  in  commerce,  and  Mr. 
Meade,  in  order  to  meet  these  payments,  the  Government  failing  to  pay  him,  and 
upon  which  payment  he  would  naturally  have  counted  in  order  to  be  able  to  satisfy 
his  principals,  must  necessarily  have  been  compelled  to  seek  money  on  interest, 
suffering  this  loss  and  others,  which  must  have  increased  in  proportion  as  the  pay- 
ments due  to  him  were  retarded.  It  is  on  this  principle  of  justice  that  Mr.  Meade 
claims  a  remuneration  for  the  many  losses  which  he  experienced  on  this  account. 
He  performed  a  most  signal  service  to  the  nation.  He  experienced  positive  and 
known  injuries,  the  royal  department  of  finance  having  failed  to  pay  him  at  the 
periods  stij)ulated,  and  if  the  junta,  convinced  that  he  ought  to  receive  considerable 
sums  on  this  account,  does  not  fix  the  exact  amount,  it  can  not  do  less  than  recom- 
mend to  the  equity  and  justice  of  His  Majesty  the  payment  of  two-thirds,  one-half, 
or  whatever  other  proportion  His  Majesty  may  be  pleased  to  grant  of  the  amount 
claimed,  Mr.  Meade  having  fully  esta.blished  by  his  expositions  and  by  the  very  docu- 
ments remitted  by  the  department  of  finance  the  measures  which  he  was  obliged  to 
adopt  and  the  great  injuries  which  he  suffered  in  the  business,  having  been  obliged  to 
make  enormous  sacrifices  to  support  his  credit. 

By  the  claim  No.  2,  he  claims  the  freights,  demurrage,  expenses,  interests,  and 
damages  occasioned  by  the  want  of  payment  of  the  bill  of  exchange  above  men- 
tioned of  300,000  hard  dollars  upon  Vera  Cruz,  mentioned  by  the  junta  in  the  claim 
No.  1.  But  they  think  proper,  upon  the  principles  which  they  adopted,  not  to 
grant  to  this  claim  further  credit  than  that  of  the  15  per  cent  premium  which  he 
received  on  the  bill,  considering  everything  comprehended  in  it,  and  viewing  the 
freights  as  an  expense  to  be  borne  by  him,  as  well  as  the  demurrage,  the  latter  being 
voluntary,  since  he  ought  to  have  returned  to  Spain  as  soon  as  the  bills  were 
protested. 

For  this  reason,  the  only  point  to  be  taken  into  consideration  is  that  of  damages, 
which  Mr.  Meade  makes  amount  to  a  million  of  reals,  besides  the  above  charges. 

The  junta  are  convinced  that  he  met  with  serious  losses,  because  the  contract  con- 
tained, amongst  other  conditions,  that  of  the  exportation  of  the  amount  of  the  order 
in  specie,  free  of  duties,  and  in  a  foreign  vessel,  under  which  expectation,  and  in 
consideration  of  the  advantages  that  he  could  derive  from  this  negotiation,  he  made 
a  considerable  deduction  in  the  cash  price  of  the  provisions  which  he  sold.  There 
was  a  real  benefit  on  the  side  of  the  royal  finance  on  account  of  the  moderate  prices 
of  the  sale,  but  on  Mr.  Meade's  side  there  were  only  losses  for  the  want  of  the  fulfill- 
ment of  the  contract  on  the  part  of  the  royal  finance.  These  reasons,  and  the  good 
faith  which  serves  as  the  basis  of  the  proceedings  of  the  junta,  induced  them  to  con- 
sider this  claim  as  founded  upon  equity,  in  this  respect,  and  they  submit  to  the  con- 
sideration of  His  Majesty  to  credit  him  the  two-thirds  or  one-half,  as  His  Majesty 
may  think  proper. 

If,  in  the  foregoing  reclamations,  the  junta  considers  in  equity  certain  sums  due  to 
Mr.  Meade,  as  proposed  in  the  twelfth  reclamation,  it  conceives  the  same  as  due 
equally  in  rigorous  justice.  The  junta  is  of  opinion  that  it  ought  to  lay  aside  every- 
thing relative  to  the  suit  carried  on  in  the  council  of  war,  and  confine  itself  to  the 
documents  received  from  the  department  of  finance  and  the  royal  orders  marked 
No.  5.  The  former  gives  a  correct  and  just  idea  and  a  positive  proof  of  the  erroneous 
motive  for  having  decreed  the  imprisonment  of  Mr.  Meade,  which  was  to  avoid 
acknowledging  a  debt  of  His  Majesty,  certain,  legitimate,  and  fully  authenticated; 
thus  sealing  by  his  sentence  the  discredit  and  dishonor  of  His  Majesty  himself,  who 
has  declared  the  imprisonment  illegal,  which  Mr.  Meade  suffered  for  the  space  of 
two  years,  and  with  which  his  credit  disappeared,  he  having  abandoned  his  corre- 
spondents and  lost  his  mercantile  reputation,  suffering,  besides,  the  loss  of  his  lib- 
erty. What  compensation  could  be  sufficient  for  injuries  of  so  great  a  magnitude? 
The  justice  and  piety  of  His  Majesty  can  not  but  be  deeply  interested  in  repairing 
the  evils  of  which  Mr.  Meade  has  been  the  victim  in  consequence  of  the  laws  having 
been  trampled  upon,  he  having  suffered  in  direct  opposition  to  them. 
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The  junta,  in  giving  their  opinion  on  this  point,  always  guided  by  principles  of 
truth,  consider,  taking  into  view  the  opulence  and  extensive  commercial  relations  of 
the  house  of  Mr.  Meade,  that  he  ought  to  be  credited,  if  not  the  whole,  at  least 
the  three-fourths  part  of  the  SIOO.OOO  which  he  claims  for  damages. 

The  claims  for  damages  contained  in  Nog.  2,  9,  10,  11,  12,  amount,  according  to 
Mr.  Meade's  memorandum,  No.  2,  to  eight  milhons  and  a  half  of  reals;  but  the  junta, 
by  way  of  approximation,  and  always  submitting  their  opinion  to  the  will  of  His 
Majesty,  reduced  the  amount  to  two-thirds  of  what  he  asks.  To  explain  the  same 
with  more  clearness  and  distinctness,  they  subjoin,  herewith,  a  plan  marked  No.  6. 

A  single  glance  at  all  and  each  of  'Mr.  Jleade's  contracts  with  the  Government 
proves  the  disinterestedness  of  his  proceedings,  and  the  euthusia.«m  which  animated 
him  in  favor  of  our  just  cause,  in  which  he  cooperated  so  efficaciously,  and  thia  in 
moments  of  the  greatest  distress  and  in  those  critical  circumstances  when  the  army 
was  perishing.  The  sundry  documents  presented  by  him,  which  are  annexed,  to  the 
number  of  seven,  prove  the  high  character  and  opinion  which  he  enjoyed.  These 
services,  the  principles  of  truth  and  good  faith  adopted — the  nature  of  the  commis- 
sion itself — the  nature  of  the  whole  business,  received  and  reputed  as  a  State  affair, 
the  Government  of  the  United  States  having  interfered  therein — the  consideration 
which  the  diplomatic  notes  passed  on  the  subject  have  merited  from  His  Majesty — 
all  united  have  formed  the  basis  on  which  the  junta  has  established  its  opinions 
respecting  the  various  points  in  dispute  between  the  two  Governments  as  referees, 
and  on  the  principles  of  truth  and  good  faith,  separating  from  itself  those  subleties 
which  unfortunately  are  too  frequently  adopted  to  make  truth  itself  a  subject  of  liti- 
gation. 

That  Mr.  Meade  has  facilitated  to  the  Government  more  than  fifty  millions  in  sun- 
"  dry  contracts  of  provisions  for  the  arm}',  at  a  period  when  no  one  else  did  or  could  do 
it  and  when  the  very  existence  of  the  Government  was  the  most  precarious,  is 
clearly  demonstrated  "by  the  documents  of  the  department  of  finance,  and  by  the 
same  it  is  equally  proved  that  the  greatest  part  of  the  contracts  were  not'complied 
with  except  after  great  delays  and  detentions  and  losses  in  the  mode  of  payment. 
From  this  simple  demonstration  proceeds  the  principle  of  good  faith  which  demands 
the  acknowledgment  of  the  damages  which  a  conduct  of  this  kind  has  brought  upon 
Mr.  Meade,  and  this  has  been  the  guide  of  the  junta  in  proposing  to  His  Majesty  its 
opinion  in  the  two  classes  of  reclamations  brought  forward  by  Mr.  Meade. 

If  the  junta  should  have  erred,  it  repeats  what  it  stated  in  the  commencement,  and 
that  is  that  in  this  diplomatic  dispute  they  have  only  had  in  view  the  unalterable 
rectitude  of  His  Majesty,  who  may  finally  determine  on  what  he  may  consider  most 
just.     May  God  preserve  your  excellency  many  years. 
jMost  excellent  sir, 

Beuno  Vallaeino. 

J  OSE  Vasqhez'  Ballesteros. 

Juan  Floein. 

To  His  Excellency  the  Minister  of  Finance. 


[R05'al  order  dated  January  the  3d,  1820.    Ordered  to  be  inserted  after  the  report  of  the  junta  by  the 
royal  order  of  March  the  7th  of  the  same  year.] 

Royal  Palace,  January  S,  1S30. 
Most  Excellent  Sie:  By  a  royal  order,  dated  7th  of  May  of  the  last  year,  commu- 
nicated to  the  minister  of  state  and  sent  to  your  excellency  for  your  own  Govern- 
ment, the  King,  our  lord,  was  pleased  to  appoint  a  junta  to  ascertain  and  settle 
the  claims  preferred  by  Mr.  Richard  W.  Jleade,  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  of 
America,  against  the  royal  finance.  In  compliance  with  the  said  order  the  commis- 
sioners, under  the  dates  of  September  30  and  November  15,  submitted  to  His  Maj- 
esty their  report  on  the  subject,  and  the  settlement  which  they  have  made  upon  the 
said  claims,  and  having  laid  the  whole  before  His  JMajesty,  he  has  been  pleased  to 
appreciate  the  pains  that  the  junta  has  taken  in  the  discharge  of  its  duty;  "but  at  the 
same  time  His  Majesty  can  not  help  observing  that  there  is  wanting  in  the  report  the 
ascertaining  of  the  dates  of  many  payments  made  to  Mr.  Jleade,  and  this  being  an 
essential  and  indispensable  requisite  in  liquidating  accounts,  and  as  there  is  no  reason 
why  this  may  not  be  done  when  the  public  offices  in  which  the  payments  were  exe- 
cuted exist.  His  Majesty  has  determined  that  the  whole  body  of  documents  shall  be 
sent  to  your  excellency  in  order  that  through  the  office  of  liquidation  of  supplies, 
and  with  the  assistance  of  Mr.  Meade,  a  settlement  may  be  made  with  all  exactitude 
and  dispatch,  subdivided  into  as  many  parts  as  there  have  been  contracts;  that  at 
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the  bottom  of  each  of  these  the  delivery  of  the  articles,  dates  of  said  delivery, 
amount  bills  given  with  their  dates,  and  the  date  of  each  payment,  shall  be  expressed 
with  all  clearness  and  distinctness,  without  omitting  to  mention  the  premiums  or 
profits  that  were  offered,  and  whether  they  have  been  paid  or  not;  in  short,  every- 
thing that  may  contribute  to  fix  a  true  adjustment  and  settlement  must  be  therein 
expressed.  It  is  the  wish  of  His  Majesty  that  the  personal  claims  of  Mr.  Meade  shall 
not,  under  any  consideration  whatever,  be  mixed  with  his  claims  as  an  agent  for 
other  persons  who  perhaps  are  not  so  much  entitled  as  he  is  to  those  considerationa 
whichare  due  to  him  for  the  important  services  which  he  has  rendered.  The  King 
also  wishes  that  no  means  nor  fatigue  may  be  spared  in  the  immediate  dispatch  of 
this  affair,  to  avoid  damages  and  losses,  and  that  it  may  be  decided  accordin^^  to 
justice. 

I  make  this  communication  to  you,  by  order  of  His  Majesty,  for  your  information 
and  government. 

May  God  jireserve  your  excellency  many  years. 

Antonio  Gonzalez  Salmon. 

To  His  Excellency  the  Treasuree-General. 

Madrid,  March  SS,  1820. 
The  foregoing  is  a  true  copy. 

SOHET. 

CoMPEOBATioN. — I  hereby  certify  that  the  preceding  signature  of  Soret  is  that  of 
Don  Victor  Soret,  treasurer-general  of  Spain;  that  the  same  is  well  known  to  me,  and 
that  full  faith  and  credit  are  due  to  the  same  as  such. 

Given  under  my  hand  at  Madrid  this  27th  day  of  March,  1820,  and  of  the  inde- 
pendence of  the  United  States  the  forty-fourth. 

0.  Rich, 
Consul  of  the  United  States  for  Valencia. 

CoMPROBATioN. — I,  the  Undersigned  scrivener  of  His  JIajesty  and  public  notary 
belonging  to  the  college  of  this  most  heroic  city  and  court  of  Madrid,  do  certify  that 
the  half  signature  of  Soret,  attesting  the  foregoing  copy  under  the  date  of  the  22d 
instant,  is  the  true  handwriting  of  his  excellency  Don  Victor  Soret,  treasurer-general 
of  the  Kingdom,  and  that  to  such  signature  full  faith  and  credit  are  given  in  and  out 
of  court. 

In  testimony  whereof,  and  at  the  request  of  Mr.  Meade,  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States  and  merchant  of  Cadiz,  now  resident  in  this  city,  I  give  the  present  certificate. 

Witness  my  hand  and  notarial  mark  at  Madrid,  March  24,  1820. — Notarial  mark. 

Antonio  Dominguez. 

CoMPEOBATiON. — We,  the  undersigned  scriveners  of  His  Majesty,  public  notaries 
of  this  most  heroic  city  and  court  of  Madrid,  do  certify  that  Don  Antonio  Dominguez, 
by  whom  the  foregoing  certificate  is  signed,  is  also  a  scrivener  of  His  Majesty  and 
public  notary,  entitled  to  faith  and  confidence,  and  that  to  all  his  acts  full  credit  is 
given  in  and  out  of  court. 

In  testimony  whereof  we  give  the  present  certificate. 

Vv'itness  our  hands  and  notarial  marks,  without  affixing  any  seal — there  being  none 
at  present  in  the  college.     Madrid,  ut  supra. — Notarial  marks. 

Juan  Antonio  de  Mata. 
Fkancisco  Alonzo  de  Reuda. 
JusTo  Beltkan  del  Rey. 


[Conunission  appointed  to  audit  and  report  on  the  demands  ql  Mr.  Meade,  plan  No.  6,  accompanying 

ttie  report.] 

Settlement  of  claims  for  which  Mr.  Richard  W.  Meade  must  be  credited  in  the 
opinion  of  the  commissioners.  The  interest  of  6  per  cent  in  these  cases  in  which  he 
is  entitled  to  it  is  calculated  from  theii*respective  dates  down  to  the  30th  of  September, 
for  the  sake  of  clearness.  This  liquidation  and  settlement  comprehends  the  claims 
Nos.  1,  3,  4,  5,  6,  7,  8,  13,  and  14. 

The  junta  considers  it  just  that  he  should  be  credited  on  362,801  reals  and  21 
maravedis,  amount  of  interest  allowed  for  delay  in  the  payment  of  the  5,000,000 
reals,  which,  for  want  of  payment  at  Vera  Cruz,  were  paid  in  the  peninsula.     The 
dates'  and  capitals  thereof  are  the  following: 
69,863  reals  on  5,000,000,  from  November  1,  1813,  till  January  24, 

1814,  on  which  date  he  received  3,000,000  reals  out  of  duties  on  the 

gold  and  silver  brought  by  the  ship  Mino 69, 863. 00 


S.  Doc.  231,  pt.  1 11 


162  MAEGARET   MEADE. 

He  received  in  drafts  under  date  of  January  24,  1814,  on  several  treas- 
uries, the  balance,  say  two  millions.  These  were  paid  to  him  in 
1814,  1815,  1816,  1817,  and  the  junta  not  having  been  able  to  ascer- 
tain from  the  different  treasuries,  with  precision,  the  dates  of  each 
payment,  they  adopt  in  crediting  the  interest  for  the  delay  on  the 
payment  of  said  amount  the  payment  of  500,000  reals  each  year, 
and  upon  this  principle  there  are  coming  to  him  from  January  25  to 
December  31,  on  a  capital  of  2,000,000  reals,  112,438  reals  and 
21  maravedis  vellon .--        112,438.21 

From  January  1, 1815,  till  December  31  of  the  same  year,  on  a  capital 
ofl,500,000reals - 90,000.00 

From  January  1,  1816,  on  a  capital  of  1,000,000  reals,  to  January  1, 

1817 ! 60,000.00 

And  from  January  1,  1817,  to  January  1,  1818,  on  a  capital  of  500,000 
reals ..., 30,000.00 

362, 301. 21 


The  junta  also  considers  that  it  is  just  that  he  should  be  credited  on 
1,054,937  reals  and  30  maravedis,  the  amount  of  capital  and  interest 
stipulated  expressly  by  contract,  at  10  per  cent,  for  which  amount  he 
gained  the  writ  of  execution  on  the  consulado  and  in  the  tribunal  of 
appeals,  at  Cadiz,  against  Don  Vicente  Beltran  de  Lis,  as  a  guaranty 
for  the  contract  for  provisions  which  the  Government  did  not  pay. 
Capital 841,508.10 

Interest  from  November  1, 1816,  till  May  31  of  the  present  year,  as  per 
contract 185,379.20 

Interest  from  June  1,  till  this  day,  as  per  contract 28, 050. 00 

1, 054,  937-.  30 


They  also  consider  it  just  that  he  should  be  credited  on  175,240  reals, 
for  balance  in  his  favor  on  account  of  tobacco  delivered  by  him  in 
1807  and  1808  to  the  superintendent  of  Seville,  according  to  a  con- 
tract; he  is  also  justly  and  legallj'  entitled  to  interest  on  the  same. 
Capital 175,240.00 

Interest  at  6  per  per  cent  from  July  1,  1808,  till  this  day 118, 282. 17 

293, 522. 17 


Also  80,000  reals  vellon,  his  share  in  the  loan  of  15,000,000  reals, 
collected  at  Cadiz  by  order  of  the  Government  in  the  month  of 
March,  1811.     They  also  adjudicate  interest  on  the  same.     Capital. .  80, 000. 00 

Interest  from  July  1, 1811,  to  the  time  on  which  it  was  stipulated  to 
be  returned,  till  this  date 39,200.00 


119, 200. 00 


They  also  think  that  he  is  justly  entitled  to  the  amount  of  21,067  reals 
and  20  maravedis,  balance  of  flour  which  General  Castanos  took  in 
1806, from  on  board  a  vessel  belonging  to  Mr.  Meade  for  supplies  for 
the  garrison  of  Ceuta.  Thev  also  allow  him  interest  on  the  same. 
Capital ". 21,067.20 

Interest  from  January  1,  1817 15,067.08 


36, 134.  28 


He  also  claims  several  sums  which  the  supreme  junta  of  Cadiz  omitted 
crediting  him  on  his  account  with  said  junta,  proceeding  from  the 
contracts  celebrated  with  them  before  the  extinction  of  said  jimta. 
He  solicited  the  payment  from  the  junta  called  Gubernativa,  after 
that  of  Cadiz  was  extinguished,  but  he  never  could  recover  it.  The 
junta  think  that  they  are  in  justice  bound  to  credit  him  in  the  fol- 
lowing sums:  Twenty-eight  thousand  and  eight  hundred  reals  vel- 
lon, for  480  fanegas  of  barley,  at  the  price  of  60  reals,  which  w'ere 
sent  by  order  of  the  Government  to  El  Cano  to  supply  the  armed 
forces  there,  which  barley  was  lost  on  the  passage  from  Cadiz  to 
said  place ." 28, 800. 00 
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Sixty-five  thousand  and  thirty  reals  for  loss  ot  weight  on  600  quintals 
(cwts. )  of  rice,  which  loss  of  weight  in  said  article  was  discovered 
when  the  officers  of  the  Government  delivered  out  the  same.  This 
took  place  a  long  time  after  Mr.  Meade  had  sold  the  same,  for  which 
reason  and  because  of  the  nature  of  this  article,  subject  to  decay  and 
becoming  pulverized,  the  junta  think  that  the  seller  ought  not  to 
suffer  this  loss 65, 030. 00 

They  also  grant  him  26, 758  reals  and  2  maravedis  for  rent  of  the  stores 
where  the  articles  sold  to  the  royal  finance  were  kept,  as  per  account 
rendered 26,758.02 

Also,  12, 434  for  expenses  at  the  health  oflfice,  and  the  expenses  incurred 
in  discharging  from  the  vessels  the  articles  sold  to  the  junta  during 
quarantine,  which  expenses  must,  in  justice,  be  paid  by  the  junta, 
according  to  practice 12,434.00 

133, 022. 06 


It  is  also  just  that  he  should  be  credited  in  10,000  reals  vellon,  with 
interest  thereon,  which  he  lent  in  November,  1807,  to  Don  Francisco 
Carbajal,  colonel  of  the  regiment  provincial  de  Cordova,  for  supplies 
for  said  regiment,  as  per  original  receipt,  which  he  has  exhibited. 
Capital 10,000.00 

Interest  from  November  5,  1807,  to  this  day 6, 976. 11 

16, 976. 11 


It  is  also  just  that  he  should  be  credited,  as  agent  or  representative  of 
Mr.  John  Dickson,  in  1,503,590  reals,  for  3,417  quintals  and  5  pounds 
Virginia  tobacco,  delivered  by  him  to  the  manufactory  of  Seville,  in 
1815,  at  |22  a  quintal,  according  to  a  contract  concluded  with  said 
manufactory 1,503,590.00 

They  consider  equally  just  that  he  should  be  credited  in  630,000  reals, 
besides  interest  on  the  sum  for  balance  in  his  favor,  proceeding  from 
flour  which  the  American  houses  which  Mr.  Meade  now  represents, 
and  whose  consignee  at  that  time  was  Mr.  James  Wardrop,  deliv- 
ered. This  amount  due  by  the  royal  finance,  and  30,000  reals  more 
which  were  paid  on  February  21  and  22,  were  drawn  upon  the 
treasury  of  the  revenue  of  Cadiz.     Capital 630, 000. 00 

Interest  from  February  23,  1814,  to  this  date 211, 887.  04 

841, 887. 04 


All  the  sums  credited  to  Mr.  Richard  W.  Meade,  and  to  which  he  has  < 

a  just  claim,  in  the  opinion  of  the  junta,  amount  to  4,361,571  reals 
and  Hi  maravedis,  as  remains  fully  demonstrated 4, 361, 571. 11 J 

Madkid,  September  SO,  1819. — It  is  not  signed  nor  marked  with  the  usual  flourish 
(rubrica). 

Madrid,  March  SS,  18S0. 
The  foregoing  is  a  true  copy  from  the  original. 

SOEET. 

N.  B.— Here  ia  a  certificate  signed  by  the  American  consul  for  "Valencia,  acknowl- 
edgiJng  the  signature  of  the  treasurer-general,  Soret;  another  certificate  for  the  same 
purpose,  signed  by  the  notary  public,  Dominguez;  another  certificate  signed  by  three 
public  notaries,  Valentin  Santos  Diaz,  Manuel  Rubio  de  Villegas,  and  Don  Matiaa 
del  Acebal,  acknowledging  the  signature  of  the  above  notary  pubUc,  Dominguez,  all 
of  the  same  tenor  as  those  affixed  to  the  preceding  document. 
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[Claims  ol  Mr.  Richard  W.  Meade  for  damages  and  injuries,  Nos.  2,  9,  10,  11,  and  12— Sums  which  he 

demands.] 

The  junta  leaves  to  the  decision  o£  His  Majesty  the  graduation  thereof,  and  pro- 
ceeds to  the  demonstration  of  their  amount  by  the  following  hypothesis,  proposed  by  it : 


Sumsde-     Two-thirds.       Hall, 
manded. 


No.  2.  Damages  proceeding  from  the  protest  and  want  of  pay- 
ment of  the  draft  for  S300,000  drawn  upon  Vera  Cruz 

No.  9.  Damages  proceeding  from  the  delay  on  the  payment  of 
all  the  contracts  concluded  from  December,  1809,  till  the  end 
of  1812,  and  also  from  judicial  deposits  of  flour  at  Algesiras 

No.  10.  Damages  on  the  contract  of  proyisions  for  Valencia 

No.  11.  Damages  received  when  he  gave  the  Government  bills 
to  the  En§;lish  consul,  and  made  the  deposit  of  flour  which 
he  was  obliged  to  make  into  his  hands 

No.  12.  Damages  for  the  unjust  confinement  which  he  suffered 
from  May  2, 1818 

Total  rials 


1, 000, 000 


3,000,000 
1,000,000 


1,500,000 
2, 000, 000 


666, 66622 


2, 000, 00000 
666, 66622 


1,000,00000 
The  three- 
1, 500, 00000 


600,  OOO 


1, 500, 000 
500, 000 


750, 000 
J  ourths. 
1,500,000 


8,500,000 


4,750,000 


Madkid,  September  SO,  1819. — It  is  not  signed  nor  marked  with  the  u.sual  flourish 
(rubrical. 

Madkid,  },ku-<h  -2-2,  18S0. 
The  foregoing  is  a  true  copy. 

SOEET. 

N.  B. — There  are  here  three  certificates  of  the  same  tenor,  and  for  the  same  pur- 
pose, of  those  affixed  to  the  preceding  document,  the  first  of  which  is  signed  by  Mr. 
O.  Rich,  consul  of  the  United  States  for  Valencia,  the  second  by  Antonio  Dominguez, 
a  public  notary,  and  the  third  by  Juan  Antonio  de  Mata,  Francisco  Antonio  de 
Eueda,  and  Justo  Beltran  del  Eey. 


[Official  note,  containing  an  order  for  the  junta  to  meet  again  and  reconsider  the  business.] 

Royal  Palace,  October  S8,  1819. 

I  have  laid  before  the  King  our  lord  the  exposition  of  the  commissioners  appointed 
for  adjusting  and  settling  the  accounts  and  claims  of  Mr.  Richard  W.  Meade,  a  citizen 
of  the  United  States  of  America;  and  His  jVIajesty,  after  mature  consideration  of  the 
manner  in  which  the  junta  exhibits  the  settlement  and  adjustment  of  nine  out  of 
fourteen  claims  presented  by  Mr.  Meade,  and  also  its  opinion  of  the  remamder  of  his 
claims,  by  which  he  demands  compensation  for  damages,  resolves,  for  the  present, 
that  said  junta  shall  meet  again,  consider  and  report  about  the  justice  of  crediting 
interest  in  debts  originating  on  contracts,  in  which  such  interest  was  not  expressly 
stipulated,  and  on  the  effect  which  such  a  precedent  might  produce;  and  as  to  the 
indemnification  for  damages.  His  Majesty  wishes  the  junta  to  consider  whether  it  is 
just  that  the  Royal  Finance  should  be  responsible  for  them,  without  the  necessity  of 
any  more  qualifications.  His  Majesty,  at  the  same  time  that  he  wishes  to  pay  a 
proper  attention  and  regard  to  the  demands  of  Mr.  Meade,  as  far  as  it  is  compatible 
with  justice,  can  not  help  proceeding  with  that  circumspection,  prudence,  and  cer- 
tainty which  a  business  so  complicated  in  all  its  respects  and  relations  requires. 

I  malse  this  communication  to  your  Lordship,  by  order  of  His  Majesty,  and  for  the 
information  and  government  of  the  junta. 

May  God  preserve  your  Lordship  many  years. 

Jose  Ymaz. 

To  his  Lordship  Don  Bhuno  Vallakino. 


[Report  of  the  junta,  November  the  5th.] 

Madrid,  Kovembcr  15,  1819. 
Sire:  By  a  royal  order,  dated  October  the  28th,  the  exposition  upon  the  claims  of 
Mr.  Richard  W.  Meade,  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  which  we,  the  commissioners 
appointed  by  your  Majesty,  had  the  honor  to  submit  to  your  royal  consideration 
through  the  minister  of  finance,  has  been  recommitted  to  them,  in  order  that  the 
commissioners,  meeting  again,  may  reconsider  and  report  about  the  justice  of  cred- 
iting interest  in  debts  originating  from  contracts  in  which  such  interest  was  not 
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expressly  stipulated  and  on  the  effect  which  such  precedent  might  produce.  And 
as  to  the  indemnification  for  damages,  Your  Majesty  wishes  to  know  whether  the 
junta  think  just  that  the  Eoyal  Finance  should  be  responsible  for  them  without  the 
necessity  of  any  more  qualifications,  because  Your  Majesty,  at  the  same  time  that  he 
wishes  to  pay  a  proper  attention  and  regard  to  the  demands  of  Mr.  Meade,  as  far  as 
it  is  compatible  with  justice,  can  not  help  proceeding  with  that  circumspection, 
prudence,  and  certainty,  which  a  business  so  complicated  in  every  respect  requires. 

In  consequence  thereof,  sire,  the  junta  have  taken  again  into  their  consideration 
the  claims  of  Mr.  Meade  and  the  grounds  of  their  opinion,  and,  after  a  minute  and 
scrupulous  examination,  they  find  that  they  can  not  do  less  than  fully  ratify  their 
former  opinion. 

From  the  very  beginning  the  junta  thought  that  the  business  was  of  a  mercantile 
nature  by  itself  and  by  the  quality  of  the  claimant,  who  was  publicly  known  as  a 
foreign  merchant.  They  took  into  their  consideration,  as  they  ought,  the  supplies 
from  which  the  claims  proceeded,  the  circumstances  under  which  he  furnished  them, 
the  incalculable  benefite  they  produced  to  the  Spanish  Government,  and  what  mis- 
fortunes these  acts  of  beneficence  had  brought  upon  the  dispenser  of  them,  who,  far 
from  that  satisfaction  of  acknowledgment  and  gratitude  which  he  ought  to  have 
received,  from  accidents  foreign  to  the  royal  mind  of  Your  Majesty,  not  only  has  been 
deprived  of  a  great  part  of  his  capital  and  interests,  but  he  has  suffered  many  other 
losses,  insults,  and  personal  injuries,  which  aggravate  the  wrongs  of  which  he  com- 
plains. With  such  precedents  before  them,  the  junta  recurred  to  the  principles  of 
justice,  equity,  and  policy,  according  to  the  character  of  their  commission,  and  they 
proposed  to  determine  this  business  accordingly,  clearing,  simplifying,  and  reducing 
the  matter,  which  had  been  the  object  of  their  greatest  attention  and  the  most  extra- 
ordinary pains.  They  could  not,  therefore,  lose  sight  of  the  principle  of  loss  of  gain, 
and  damage  occasioned  thereby,  etc.,  on  which  Mr.  Meade  founded  his  claims. 
Besides  the  moral  reason  of  these  principles,  they  are  acknowledged  and  have  been 
adopted  in  the  laws  of  all  civilized  nations.  All  are  in  favor  of  and  adjudicate  mer- 
cantile interest,  not  only  in  those  contracts  in  which  such  condition  is  expressed,  but 
also  in  all  contracts  concluded  with  merchants  or  any  other  persons  in  which  no 
mention  ia  made  of  interest — considering  this  as  a  natural  consequence  of  the  contract 
itself  wherever  a  failure  occurs  in  either  of  the  contracting  parties.  If  we  were  to 
examine  the  archives  of  the  tribunals  before  which  commercial  cases  have  been 
decided  and  executions  issued,  we  should  find  many  instances  of  interest  and  dam- 
ages credited  and  decreed  by  said  tribunals  for  the  default,  delay,  or  other  defect  on 
the  part  of  either  of  the  contracting  parties  in  cases  in  which  no  interest  was  stipu- 
lated. These  tribunals  considered,  and  very  justly,  too,  that  interest  was  compre- 
hended and  understood  in  the  contract,  by  the  very  nature  of  the  contract  itself  and 
by  that  essential  justice  which  weighs  and  determines  the  responsibilities  that  follow 
from  every  contract  whatever.  Thus  the  L.  12,  tit.  11,  B.  10  of  the  Noverima 
Eecopilacion,  speaking  of  the  active  debts  due  to  artisans  and  mechanics,  expressly 
says  that,  with  respect  to  these,  a  mercantile  interest  of  6  per  cent  runs  in  their  favor 
from  the  date  of  the  judicial  interpellation  as  a  compensation  for  the  damages  sus- 
tained in  consequence  of  the  delay  in  the  payment — a  proof  that  such  interest  of  6 
per  cent  is  observable  in  mercantile  affairs.  There  is  also  another  law  of  the  same 
tenor  respecting  debts  due  to  servants,  L.  13,  tit.  11,  B.  10;  and  lately,  Your  Majesty 
(last  year),  after  having  heard  the  opinion  of  the  supreme  council  and  tribunal  of 
admiralty,  ordered  that  an  interest  of  6  per  cent  should  be  paid  to  the  owner  of  the 
ship  CoHes,  now  the  sloop  of  war  Baylen,  for  the  delay  in  the  payment  thereof. 
Besides  these  and  other  positive  laws,  the  principle  of  all  law  for  payment  of  similar 
interest  and  damages  is  written  in  the  code  of  nature,  the  origin  of  all  legislation. 

The  junta,  with  these  solid  principles  before  them,  considered  the  reasons  and 
qualities  necessary  to  justify  the  interest  and  compensation  that  they  recommended 
to  Your  Majesty,  viz,  that  the  debt  had  not  been  paid  when  due;  that  the  creditor 
was  a  merchant  and  a  foreigner;  the  use  of  his  capital  and  the  consequences  of  being 
deprived  of  them,  and  they  found  that  some  of  these  points  were  completely  estab- 
lished and  others  were  equally  certain,  and,  if  necessary,  might  be  more  fully  sub- 
stantiated. Therefore,  they  determined  to  finish  and  settle  the  business  in  a  fair 
and  equitable  manner,  submitting  to  Your  Majesty  that,  with  respect  to  the  damages, 
it  should  remain  to  your  soverign  consideration  to  decide  whether  it  should  be  fixed 
in  the  two-thirds  or  one-half  of  the  whole  amount  claimed.  Besides  the  honor  of 
terminating  this  business,  the  Royal  Finance  would  have  this  advantage,  that  the 
creditor,  being  disposed  to  compromise  the  matter  and  to  make  some  sacrifice,  would 
willingly  accept  the  half  of  what,  after  further  examination  and  discussion,  he  could 
not  but  claim  in  totum;  the  arrangements  for  the  payment  remaining  pending  in 
which  the  creditor,  likewise  taking  into  consideration  the  peculiar  circumstances  of 
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the  State,  reserves  to  himself  the  right  of  making  propositions  which  would  be  in 
conformity  to  his  generous  attachment  to  the  cause  of  Spain. 

As  to  the  consequences  to  be  apprehended  in  case  he  should  be  allowed  interest, 
Your  Majesty  will  find,  by  common  practice,  and  by  the  laws  themselves,  that  this 
is  not  the  first  instance  in  which  such  interests  have  been  allowed,  and  thus  it  never 
can  be  said  that  this  instance  alone  has  produced  any  bad  consequences.  Every 
case  and  every  claim  having  its  peculiar  circumstances,  it  is  impossible  to  give  a  gen- 
eral rule  for  the  decision  of  them  all.  A  debt  fairly  contracted  must  be  paid;  this  is 
a  duty  prescribed  by  justice;  but  the  possibihty  of  making  the  payment  influences 
and  governs  in  the  accommodations  that  may  be  agreed  on  by  the  parties.  Here  it 
is  necessary  to  make  a  distinction  between  national  and  foreign  creditors.  The 
natives  of  a  country  are  interested  in  the  preservation  of  the  Government  that  pro- 
tects and  supports  their  rights,  and,  consequently,  not  only  are  bound  to  accommodate 
themselves  to  the  means  and  general  dispositions  of  the  country,  and_  to  the  delays 
that  may  be  occasioned  by  these  circumstances,  but  they  are,  also,  obliged  to  render 
other  services  which  the  necessities  of  the  Government  may  require  from  them, 
amongst  which  that  of  their  lending  their  money  is  one  of  the  principal.  But  the 
foreign  creditors  are  not,  in  this  respect,  under  any  other  law  than  those  laws  which 
regulate  written  contracts,  because  they  do  not  stand  in  the  same  relation  to  the  Gov- 
ernment which  the  natives  do ;  and  if  they  have  complied,  on  their  part,  with  their  con- 
tracts, there  is  no  reason  why  they  should  give  up  their  rights,  and  be  injured  in  their 
transactions.  These  considerations  have  convinced  the  junta  that  there  is  no  pros- 
pect of  terminating  this  business  in  any  better  form  than  the  one  that  has  been  pro- 
posed, in  which  it  has  followed  the  benevolent  intentions  of  Your  Majesty.  The 
junta  have  tried  to  regulate  their  opinion  by  said  benevolent  intentions,  for  the  rea- 
sons contained  in  this  and  their  former  report,  to  which  the}'  refer  themselves;  and 
therefore  their  opinion  is  the  same  now  as  it  was  then,  that  the  interests  claimed  by 
the  foreign  merchant,  Mr.  Meade,  are  due  to  him  according  to  strict  justice,  as  well 
as  the  compensation  for  damages  and  injuries  which  he  has  suffered;  and  iia  this, 
besides  justice,  the  interest  of  the  State  is  concerned  in  adopting  the  mode  proposed, 
either  moderated  or  reduced,  without  the  necessity  of  any  other  qualifications,  and 
without  apprehending  any  injurious  consequences  from  this  instance  of  strict  justice. 
Your  Majesty,  notwithstanding,  can  determine  and  resolve  according  to  your  royal 
pleasure. 

Sire,  Bkuno  Vallaeino, 

Jose  Vasquez  Ballesteeos, 
Makquis  de  las  Heemazas, 
Juan  Floein. 


The  foregoing  is  a  true  copy  from  its  original. 
Madeid,  March  »,  1820. 


SOEET. 


N.  B. — Here  there  are  three  certificates  of  the  same  tenor  and  for  the  same  pur- 
pose as  those  found  in  the  preceding  documents;  the  first  of  which  is  signed  by  0. 
Rich,  consul  of  the  United  States  for  Valencia,  the  second  by  Antonio  Dominguez,  a 
public  notary,  and  the  third  by  Juan  Antonio  de  Mata,  Francisco  Alonzo  de  Eueda, 
and  Justo  Beltran  del  Rey,  public  notaries. 


[The  treasurer-general  sends  Mr.  Meade's  documents  to  the  department  of  finance.] 

Royal  Teeasuey-Gexeeal, 

Madrid,  the  18th  of  April,  1820. 
I  have  returned  to  the  department  of  the  minister  of  finance  the  whole  body  of 
documents  relative  to  your  claims,  in  conformity  to  a  royal  order,  dated  the  11th 
instant,  which  I  received  on  the  15th  in  the  afternoon. 

I  make  this  communication  to  you  for  your  Government,  and  in  answer  to  your 
official  note  of  the  same  date. 
May  God  preserve  your  life  many  years. 

Victor  Soeet. 
Eichaed  W.  Meade,  Esq. 
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[Ofacial  note  from  the  president  ol  the  junta  to  Mr.  Meade.    He  sends  Mr.  Meade's  documents  to  tlie 

department  of  finance.] 

Madeid,  mh  of  May,  ISSO. 

Under  this  date,  I  write  to  his  excellency,  the  minister  of  finance,  as  follows: 

"Most  Excellent  Sir:  in  compliance  with  the  royal  order  communicated  to  me 
by  your  excellency,  dated  May  the  9th,  by  which  the  junta  appointed  to  make  the 
liquidation  of  the  credits  and  claims  of  Mr.  Meade,  was  directed  to  extend  the  docu- 
ment of  said  liquidation  which  His  Majesty  had  been  pleased  to  approve,  and  order- 
ing the  junta  to  compromise  with  Mr.  Meade  about  his  reclamations  relative  to  dam- 
ages and  personal  injuries,  the  junta  have  done  everything  in  their  power  to  settle 
and  adjust  said  damages  in  the  manner  which  they  have  thought  most  advantageous 
to  the  interests  of  the  royal  finance;  before  proceeding  to  extend  said  document,  and 
after  several  ofiicial  notes  passed  on  the  subject,  and  after  having  held  repeated  con- 
ferences with  Mr.  Meade,  his  reclamations  have  been  fixed  and  reduced  to  the  sum 
expressed  in  the  document.  It  having  been  out  of  the  power  of  the  junta  to  obtain 
any  further  deduction,  they  have  extended  the  document  in  those  terms  which  they 
hope  will  meet  the  views  of  His  Majesty;  the  best  terms  they  have  been  able  to 
obtain  being  without  any  precedent  to  guide  them  on  the  occasion.  We  inclose 
your  excellency  said  document,  and  likewise  the  original  documents  of  the  claims  of 
Mr.  Meade,  in  order  that  your  excellency  may  give  them  the  proper  directions,  and 
cause  them  to  be  respectively  canceled.  Wishing  to  regulate  our  operations  accord- 
ing to  the  will  of  His  Majesty,  please  to  inform  the  junta  if  the  terms  of  the  docu- 
ment, and  all  proceedings,  are  correct  and  meet  the  approbation  of  His  Majesty." 

I  make  you  this  communication  in  answer  to  your  official  note  of  the  11th  instant, 
and  by  the  same  you  will  observe  that  the  original  documents  which  you  inclosed 
me^have  been  duly  received,  and  that  they  have  been  sent  to  the  department  of 
finance,  which  is  their  proper  destination. 

May  God  preserve  your  life  many  years. 

Bkuno  Vallakino. 

BiCHARD  W.  Meade,  Esq. 


[Official  note  from  the  Minister  Arguelles  to  Mr.  Meade.] 

A  statement,  in  due  form,  of  your  claims  against  this  Government,  and  the  dam- 
ages you  have  sustained  in  consequence  thereof,  was  transmitted  to  this  department 
of  finance  by  the  minister  of  state,  accompanied  by  a  royal  order,  dated  the  26th  of 
January  of  last  year,  which  statement  had  been  received  from  and  supported  by 
the  minister  of  the  United  States  of  Ameriba  resident  at  this  court.  His  Majesty 
named  a  special  junta  of  councillors  to  take  cognizance  of  the  liquidation  of  all  the 
credits  which  might  present,  or  be  able  to  substantiate,  and  of  the  claims  which  you 
should  make.  The  junta  gave  in  their  award,  and  consulted  His  Majesty  on  the  sub- 
ject, who,  having  been  pleased  to  approve  thereof  and  adopt  the  same,  the  said  junta 
has  extended,  in  legal  form,  a  certificate  of  the  entire  credit  due  to  you  by  the  nation, 
the  sum  of  which  amounts  to  9,823,072  r.  v.  11  maravedis,  or  $491,153.62,  in  the  terms 
and  for  the  reasons  therein  specified,  which  document,  with  His  Majesty's  approba- 
tion thereunto  annexed,  and  certified  by  me,  I  herewith  transmit  to  you,  by  his 
royal  order,  for  your  security,  and  for  whatever  other  purpose  or  object  conducive  to 
your  interest.  God  preserve  your  life  many  years.  Given  at  the  Royal  Palace  in 
Madrid,  the  21st  of  May,  1820. 

Canga  Arguelles. 

EiCHAED  W.  Meade,  Esq. 


[Final  settlems/nt  approved  by  the  King.] 

Royal  Palace,  May  the  7th,  1819. 

We,  Don  Bruno  Vallarino,  late  minister  of  the  late  supreme  council  of  Indies,  Don 
Jos6  Vasquez  Ballasteros,  late  fiscal  of  the  late  supreme  council  of  finance,  the  Marquis 
de  las  Hermazas,  president  of  the  comptroller's  general  department,  and  Don  Juan 
Florin,  actual  secretary  to  His  Majesty  for  the  extending  of  the  royal  decrees,  and 
clerk  of  the  secretary's  office,  finance  department,  do  hereby  certify  that  the  follow- 
ing order  of  His  Majesty  was  communicated  to  us  by  his  excellency  the  minister  of 
finance. 

"Under  this  date  I  communicate  to  the  secretary  of  the  state  the  following  order 
of  His  Majesty: 

"I have  laid  before  the  King  our  loi-d  the  note  of  your  excellency,  dated  26th  of 
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January  last,  accompanying  a  memorial  of  Mr.  Richard  W.  Meade,  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States  of  America,  supported  and  sent  to  the  department  under  your  excel- 
lency's charge,  by  the  minister  of  the  United  States  near  His  Majesty's  Government, 
by  which  said  Richard  W.  Meade  solicits  the  appointment  of  a  junta  consisting  of 
two  or  three  persons  of  the  confidence  of  His  Majesty,  who,  acting  as  special  com- 
missioners, and  invested  in  full  powers,  might  proceed  to  adjust  and  settle  the 
several  claims  of  the  petitioner  by  reuniting  all  the  documents  existing  in  this 
department,  the  royal  treasury,  the  council  of  finance,  and  office  of  the  intendant  of 
Cadiz.  They  also  are  to  settle  the  compensation  to  which  he  may  be  entitled  for 
losses  and  personal  sufferings;  upon  which  subject  he  solicits,  likewise,  to  be  heard, 
and  be  permitted  to  make  his  propositions  thereupon,  submitting  afterwards  to  the 
consideration  of  His  Majesty  the  report  which  they  may  think  proper  to  make.  His 
Majesty  has  also  taken  into  consideration  what  his  lordship  the  duke,  president  of 
the  council  of  finance,  has  reported  on  the  subject,  to  whom  the  petition  was  sent  for 
the  said  purpose,  as  also  the  communication  of  your  excellency  to  me,  in  your  note 
dated  the  1st  of  April  last;  and  His  Majesty  has  been  pleased  to  accede  to  the  peti- 
tion of  Mr.  Richard  W.  Meade,  and  appointed,  at  the  same  time,  a  commission,  con- 
sisting of  Don  Bruno  Vallarino,  minister  of  the  council  of  Indies,  Don  Jos6  Yasquez 
Ballesteros,  fiscal  of  the  council  of  finance,  the  Marquis  de  laa  Hermazas,  deacon 
minister  of  the  comptroller's  general  department,  and  Don  Juan  Florin,  clerk  of  the 
secretary's  office,  finance  department,  who  are  charged  by  His  Majesty  with  the  set- 
tlement of  claims  and  compensations  that  may  result  from  the  documents  presented 
to  them  for  the  purpose.  All  which  I  have  the  honor  to  communicate  to  your  excel- 
lency for  your  information  and  government,  your  lordship  being  one  of  the  commis- 
sioners appointed. 

May  God  preserve  your  lordship  many  years. 
1  "  JosE  DE  Ymas. 

"  To  His  Lordship  Don  Bkuno  Vallaeino." 

We  further  certify  that,  in  consequence  of,  and  in  compliance  with,  said  royal  order, 
after  having  reunited  all  the  precedents  and  documents,  and  having  heard  and 
examined  the  reclamations  of  Mr.  Meade  in  his  own  behalf,  and  in  behalf  of  Mr. 
John  Dickson,  and  other  American  citizens,  together  with  his  expositions;  and  after 
having  made  the  liquidation  which  we  were  ordered  to  make  of  the  principal  and 
interest  due  to  him,  we  reported  to  His  Majesty  thereon  under  date  of  September  the 
30th,  of  the  same  year,  giving  it  as  our  opinion  that  the  American  citizen,  Mr.  Meade, 
was  entitled,  and  "had  a  just  right  to  be  credited,  the  following  sums: 


Principal. 


By  li<iuidated  interests  on  the  bills  proceeding  from  the  contract  of  pro- 
visions concluded  on  the  27th  of  February,  1812,  which  were  protested 
for  nonpayment  at  Vera  Cruz,  where  said  bills  ou^ht  to  have  been  paid. 
The  interest  is  calculated  at  the  rate  of  6  per  cent  tor  all  the  time  eince 
the  protest  was  presented  till  the  date  of  the  liquidation 

By  the  liquidated  amount  for  provisions  delivered,  agreeably  to  a  contract 
concluded  between  Mr.  Meade  and  the  Government,  which  contract 
was  guaranteed  by  Don  Vicente  Beltran  de  Lis,  who  obliged  himself  to 
pay  said  amount,  and  the  premium  of  10  per  cent  thereon  for  delays, 
and  for  the  payment  of  which  a  writ  of  execution  v/aa  issued  from  the 
tribunal  of  commerce  at  Cadiz  against  said  guaranty 

By  balance  of  account,  proceeding  from  tobacco  delivered  to  the  manufac- 
tory of  Seville,  in  the  years  1807  and  1808,  and  the  legal  interest  of  6  per 
cent  on  the  same 

By  this  amount  lent  to  the  Government  at  Cadiz  for  his  share  on  the  loan 
of  March,  1811,  and  6  per  cent  interest  thereon 

By  flour  delivered  for  the  garrison  of  Ceuta,  and  6  per  centinterest  thereon 
for  delay  in  the  payment 

By  certain  sums  omitted  to  be  credited  to  him  in  his  account  with  the  late 
junta  of  Cadiz,  relative  to  the  barley  lost  In  the  vessel  cast  away,  loss  of 
weight  in  the  rice,  expenses  at  the  health  office,  lighters,  and  unloading 
the  vessel  during  quarantine.  This  being  till  the  present  period  an 
unliquidated  sum,  no  interest  is  allowed 

By  a  loan  to  the  colonel  of  the  regiment  provincial  of  Cordova,  for  the 
equipping  of  his  regiment,  and  interest  on  the  same,  calculated  as  per 
liquidation 

By  3,417  quintals  and  25  pounds  of  tobacco,  delivered  by  Mr.  John  Dick- 
son, agreeably  to  a  contract;  to  which  sum  no  interest  is  adjudicated,  it 
being  considered  as  on  deposit  in  consequence  of  an  order  from  the  court. 

By  flour  consigned  to  Mr.  James  Wardrop  by  several  American  houses, 
and  passed  to  the  credit  of  Mr.  Meade,  as  per  agreement,  and  6  per  cent 
Interest  thereon 

Total 


Sll,  50810 

175,24000 
80,00000 
21,06720 


133,02202 

10,00000 

1,503,59000 

630, COOOO 


213,42920 

118, 28217 
32, 20000 
15, 06708 


1,  394, 42732 


967, 14413 
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And  as  to  the  damages  and  losses  claimed,  separately,  by  Mr.  Meade,  some  obser- 
vations were  made  and  submitted  to  the  royal  consideration  of  His  Majesty,  in  order 
that  His  Majesty  would  be  pleased  to  decide  respecting  the  sums  and  plans  therein 
indicated  and  subjoined;  and  His  Majestjr  was  pleased  to  approve  the  liquidation, 
and  resolve  about  the  pending  point  what  is  contained  in  the  following  royal  order, 
which  we  herewith  subjoin: 

Royal  Palace,  May  9,  18S0. 

"His  Majesty  having  taken  again  into  his  consideration  the  whole  matter,  together 
with  the  report  sent  from  the  general  comptroller's  department,  upon  the  last  recla- 
mations of  Mr.  Meade  submitted  to  him,  has  been  pleased  to  approve  the  liquidation 
of  his  credits  against  the  royal  finance,  as  adjusted  and  settled  by  the  royal  junta 
appointed  for  that  purpose,  and  to  order  that  said  junta  shall  extend  the  proper 
document  thereof,  and  send  it  to  this  department  for  the  sanction  of  His  Majesty, 
and  for  the  other  correspondent  purposes  necessary  for  the  security  of  the  interests  of 
the  nation;  that,  respecting  the  five  sums  adjudicated  for  damages  and  personal 
injuries,  they  shall  try  to  reduce  them  as  much  as  possible  in  favor  of  the  royal 
finances,  compromising  on  this  point  with  Mr.  Meade,  and  that  the  document 
which  the  junta  shall  make  out  must  be  couched  in  general  terms,  without  making 
any  mention  about  the  particular  mode  of  payment." 

I  make  you  this  commmiication  for  the  information  of  the  junta,  and  for  the  ful- 
fillment of  this  royal  order. 

May  God  preserve  your  Lordship  many  years. 

Jose  Canga  Aegiielles. 

To  His  Lordship  Don  Bruno  Vallakino. 

And  lastly,  we  do  hereby  certify  that,  in  compliance  with  the  above-mentioned 
order  of  His  Majesty,  and  having  employed  on  our  part  all  the  means  that  prudence 
could  suggest,  and  after  holding  several  conferences  with  the  concerned,  we  have 
compromised  the  matter,  and  agreed  that  the  8,500,000  reals,  for  damages  and  per- 
sonal injuries  claimed  by  him  according  to  his  reclamations,  shall  be  reduced  to 
5,461,500  reals  vellon;  making  the  sum  total  due  to  Mr.  Meade  for  his  own  claims, 
and  for  those  of  the  persons  he  represents,  9,823,072  reals  and  11  maravedis,  which 
amount  he  must  receive  from  the  royal  finance  for  all  his  claims  to  principal  and 
interest  (the  latter  calculated  down  to  the  date  of  the  liquidation),  and  for  the  dam- 
ages and  personal  injuries  above  mentioned;  in  this  order,  viz,  7,477,595  reals  and  7 
maravedis  belonging  to  Mr.  Meade  himself;  1,503,590  reals  belonging  to  Mr.  John 
Dickson;  and  841,887  reals  and  4  maravedis  vellon,  belonging  to  the  American  citi- 
zens, consigned  to  Mr.  James  Wardrop,  as  appears  more  extensively  and  minutely 
from  the  documents  of  proceedings,  to  which  we  refer  ourselves;  and  for  the  com- 
plete fulfillment  of  the  royal  order  above  mentioned,  we  give  the  present  certificate. 

Britno  'Vallakino. 
Jose  Vasquez  Ballesteeos. 
The  Marquis  de  las  Hermazas. 
Juan  Florin. 
Madrid,  the  17ih  May,  1820. 

The  King  has  been  pleased  to  approve  this  liquidation. 
EoYAL  Palace,  the  19th  of  May,  1820. 

[Here  a  royal  seal.]  Jose  Canga  Akguelles. 

[Testimony.] 

I,  the  undersigned,  notary  public  of  His  Majesty,  belonging  to  the  college  of  this 
most  heroic  city  and  court  of  Madrid,  do  hereby  certify  that  the  preceding  signatures 
of  Don  Bruno  Vallarino,  Don  Josd  Vasquez  Ballesteros,  the  Marquis  de  las  Hermazas, 
Don  Juan  Florin,  and  Don  Jos6  Canga  Arguelles  are  the  true  signatures  of  said  gen- 
tlemen, and  that  full  faith  and  credit  are  given  to  them.  I  further  certify  that  they 
are  under  the  government  acknowledged  as  follows :  The  first,  late  minister  of  the 
late  supreme  council  of  Indies;  the  second,  late  minister  of  the  late  supreme  council 
of  finance;  the  third,  actual  president  of  the  comptroller's  general  office;  the  fourth, 
actual  secretary  of  His  Majesty  for  the  extending  of  the  royal  decrees,  and  clerk  of 
the  secretary's  office,  finance  department;  and  the  fifth,  actual  minister  of  state, 
finance  department. 

In  testimony  whereof,  and  at  the  request  of  Mr.  Richard  W.  Meade,  a  citizen  of 
the  United  States  of  America,  I  give  the  present  certificate  at  Madrid,  this  23d  day 
of  May,  1820.     Notarial  mark. 

Antonio  Dominguez. 

N.  B. — Here  a  certificate  acknowledging  the  signature  of  Antonio  Dominguez, 
signed  and  marked  with  the  notarial  marks,  by  Juan  de  Mata  YUana,  Jos6  Varela, 
and  Matias  del  Acebal,  public  notaries. 
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[Legalization.] 

±,  the  undersigned,  scrivener  of  His  Majesty,  and  public  notary,  belonging  to  the 
college  of  this  most  heroic  city  and  court  of  Madrid,  do  certify  that  the  royal  orders, 
liquidations,  expositions,  notes,  and  comprobations,  contained  in  the  foregoing,  are 
exactly  and  literally  copied  from  the  original  documents  given  to  me  to  make  out 
the  present  testimony,  which  documents  I  have  returned  under  a  receipt. 

In  testimony  whereof,  I  give  the  present  certificate. 

Witness  my  hand  and  notarial  mark,  Madrid,  the  21st  of  May,  1820.  '  Notarial 
mark. 

Antonio  Dominguez. 

We,  the  undersigned,  scriveners  of  His  Majesty,  and  public  notaries,  belonging  to 
the  college  of  this  most  heroic  city  and  court  of  Madrid,  do  hereby  certify  that  Don 
Antonio  Dominguez,  by  whom  the  precedmg  testimony  is  signed,  is  also  a  scrivener 
of  His  Majesty,  and  notary  public,  as  he  calls  himself  there;  and  that  to  all  his  acts 
full  faith  and  credit  are  given  in  and  out  of  court. 
In  testimony  whereof,  we  give  the  present  certificate. 

Witness  our  hands  and  notarial  marks,  Madrid,  the  24th  of  May,  1820.  Notarial 
marks. 

DioNisio  Pekez. 
Roman  Atienza. 
Juan  Gonzalez. 
[Here  the  seal  of  the  college  of  notaries  of  Madrid.  ] 

[Interpreter's  certificate.] 

I,  Thomas  Gough,  translator,  interpreter  to  the  American  legation  at  the  court,  do 
hereby  certify  that  the  preceding  signatures  of  Dionisio  Perez,  Roman  Atienza,  and 
Juan  Gonzalez  are  the  respective  signatures  of  the  aforesaid  individuals,  scriveners 
of  the  Royal  College,  and  public  notaries  of  this  city,  and  that  all  faith  and  credit 
are  due  to  them  as  such. 
Given  under  my  hand,  at  Madrid,  the  24th  day  of  May,  1820. 

Thomas  Gough. 
(Leg.  Jour.,  p.  214.) 


[See  Claims  against  Mexico,  Gen.  Index.] 

July  2,  1836. 

[Senate  Report  No.  424.] 

Mr.  Clay  made  the  following  report:   ' 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  to  whom  was  referred  the 
message  of  the  President  of  the  14th  June,  1836,  transmitting  a  report 
of  the  Secretary  of  State  in  regard  to  depredations  committed  upon 
the  persons  and  property  of  Messrs.  Chouteau  and  Demun,  under  the 
authority  of  the  government  of  New  Mexico,  in  1817,  have,  according 
to  order,  had  the  same  under  consideration,  and  beg  leave  to  report: 

That  it  appears  from  the  documents  accompanying  the  message  that 
Messrs.  Chouteau  and  Demun,  whilst  trading  in  1817  under  a  regular 
license,  upon  the  Arkansas,  with  a  large  adventure  of  merchandise, 
were  forcibly  seized,  together  with  their  merchandise,  exceeding  in 
value  the  sum  of  $30,000,  by  a  military  force,  under  the  authority  of 
the  governor  of  New  Mexico,  conveyed  as  prisoners  to  Santa  Fe,  and 
there  imprisoned  and  subjected  to  other  injuries  and  indignities.  Their 
merchandise  was  never  restored  to  them. 

This  aggression  was  as  unjustifiable  as  it  was  great.  And  it  is  due 
to  the  character  of  the  United  States  that  ample  redress  shall  be  obtained 
for  the  violation  of  its  jurisdiction  and  soil,  and  the  personal  wrongs 
and  injuries  perpetraced  upon  their  unoffending  citizens,  pursuing 
their  lawful  business. 
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Instructions  were  given  many  years  ago  from  the  Department  of 
State  to  the  minister  of  the  United  States  at  Mexico  to  demand  that 
redress  from  the  Government  of  the  United  Mexican  States,  which 
now  ought  to  be  held  responsible  for  it;  but  the  committee  are  not 
informed  whether  it  was  made,  or,  if  made,  what  answer  was  received 
to  it. 

The  committee  think  that  the  demand  ought  to  be  made  and  pressed 
with  an  earnestness  proportionate  to  the  magnitude  of  the  injury  and 
the  unreasonable  delay  which  has  arisen  in  making  satisfaction  for  it. 
Until  the  issue  of  this  experiment  is  known,  the  committee  believe  it 
would  be  inexpedient  to  indicate  what  else  ought  to  be  done  for  the 
reparation  of  the  injuries  of  Messrs.  Chouteau  and  Demun. 

Resolved^  That  the  committee  be  discharged  from  the  further  con- 
sideration of  the  message  of  the  President. 
(Leg.  Jour.,  p.  532.) 


TWENTY-FOURTH  CONGRESS,   SECOND  SESSION. 
January  11,  1837. 

On  petition  of  Thomas  Vowell,  Mr.  Buchanan  reported: 

That  the  memorialist  asks  of  Congress  an  indemnity  for  the  loss  of 
a  vessel  and  cargo  which,  he  alleges,  were  illegally,  captured  by  a 
French  cruiser  in  the  year  1800;  upon  the  principle,  that,  the  United 
States,  by  the  treaty  subsequently  concluded  with  France  having 
assumed  his  claim  upon  the  French  Government,  they  have  thus  ren- 
dered themselves  responsible.  The  case  of  the  memorialist  is  one  of  a 
very  numerous  class,  and  it  would  be  manifestly  impossible  for  Con- 
gress, in  a  satisfactory  manner,  to  investigate  and  decide  upon  each  one 
of  these  claims  in  detail.  Under  this  conviction,  the  Senate,  during  the 
session  of  1834r-35,  passed  a  general  bill  for  the  relief  of  all  such  claim- 
ants, but  the  subject  was  not  acted  upon  in  the  House.  Considering, 
then,  the  brief  period  of  the  present  session,  your  committee  believe 
that  it  would  be  a  vain  labor  at  this  time  to  mature  and  report  another 
general  bill  to  the  Senate  involving  such  important  principles  and 
necessarily  opening  such  an  extended  field  for  discussion. 

They,  therefore,  offer  the  following  resolution: 

Sesoloed,  That  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  be  discharged 
from  the  further  consideration  of  the  memorial  of  Thomas  Vowell, 
and  that  it  be  laid  upon  the  table. 
(Leg.  Jour.,  pp.  104-105.) 


TWENTY-SEVENTH  CONGRESS,  EIRST  SESSION. 

[See  Claims  against  Mexico,  Gen.  Index.] 
August  10,  1842. 

On  the  memorials  of  John  Baldwin  and  others,  Mr.  Rives  reported: 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  to  whom  was  referred  the 

memorials  of  Mr.  Baldwin,  W.  S.  Parrott,  G.  S.  Thompson,  and  others, 

in  relation  to  the  claims  of  themselves  and  others,  citizens  of  the 

United  States,  against  the  Government  pf  Mexico,  and  also  the  memo- 
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rial  of  Aaron  Leggett,  another  claimant,  respecting  the  grievances 
entertained  by  him  from  the  authorities  of  Mexico,  and  appealing  to 
Congress  for  redress,  together  with  numerous  documents  from  the 
Department  of  State  relating  to  the  subjects  of  these  memorials,  have 
had  the  same  under  their  consideration,  and  beg  leave  to  report: 

In  reviewing  the  history  of  the  relations  which  have  existed  between 
the  United  States  and  Mexico,  it  is  painful  to  observe  in  how  many 
instances  the  propertj'',  liberty,  and  personal  security  of  our  citizens, 
as  well  as  the  national  rights  and  dignity,  have  been  violated  and  out- 
raged bj^  a  neighboring  power,  with  which  it  has  ever  been  our  policy 
to  maintain  the  most  friendly  intercourse.  The  Government  of  the 
United  States,  in  seeking  the  redress  of  these  injuries  which  respect 
for  its  own  character,  no  less  than  the  protection  due  to  its  citizens, 
urgently  demanded,  has  at  all  times  exhibited  a  consideration  and 
forbearance  in  pressing  its  just  claims,  which  nothing  but  the  most 
anxious  desire  for  the  cultivation  of  harmonj^  and  good  neighborhood 
with  a  youthful  Republic,  just  rising  into  an  independent  national 
existence  on  the  same  continent  with  itself,  could  have  prompted  or 
excused.  At  length,  after  various  abortive  experiments,  assuming  in 
one  instance  the  shape  of  a  formal  arrangement  agreed  upon  with  its 
minister  here,  but  which  the  Government  of  Mexico  failed  to  ratify, 
and  through  a  patient  and  persevering  adherence  bj^  the  United  States 
to  every  honorable  means  of  pacific  adjustment,  a  convention  was 
concluded  and -ratified  by  both  powers  for  the  settlement  of  these 
unpleasant  subjects  of  controversj^. 

Under  this  convention  a  mixed  commission,  consisting  of  two  mem- 
bers, being  its  own  citizens,  appointed  by  the  Government  of  Mexico, 
and  of  two  others,  citizens  of  the  United  States,  appointed  bj'  the 
Government  of  the  Union,  was  organized  in  the  city  of  Washington 
on  the  25th  of  August,  1840.  By  the  terms  of  the  convention  aU 
claims  of  citizens  of  the  United  States  upon  the  Mexican  Government, 
statements  of  which  soliciting  the  interposition  of  the  Government  of 
the  United  States  had  been  presented  to  the  Department  of  State,  or 
to  the  diplomatic  agent  of  the  United  States  at  Mexico,  prior  to  the 
signature  of  the  convention,  were  to  be  referred  to  these  commis- 
sioners, who  were  to  be  sworn  impartially  to  examine  and  decide  upon 
the  said  claims  according  to  such  evidence  as  should  be  laid  before 
them  on  the  part  of  the  United  States  and  the  Mexican  Republic, 
respectively" — the  Mexican  Government  engaging  to  furnish  all  such 
documents  and  explanations  as  might  be  in  their  possession  touching 
the  said  claims  whenever  a  demand  should  be  made  upon  them,  accom- 
panied with  a  specification  of  the  documents  required.  The  said  board 
of  commissioners  was  to  terminate  its  duties  within  eighteen  months 
from  the  time  of  its  meeting  in  the  city  of  Washington;  and  it  was 
provided,  in  the  event  of  the  commissioners  disagreeing  in  relations' 
to  a,ny  of  the  aforesaid  claims,  that  the  points  on  which  they  differed 
and  the  grounds  on  which  their  respective  opinions  were  formed  should 
be  submitted  to  the  decision  of  an  arbiter  or  umpire  to  be  appointed 
by  His  Majesty  the  King  of  Prussia,  and  that  the  decisions  of  the  said 
umpire  should  be  final  and  conclusive  on  all  the  matters  so  referred. 
Finallj",  the  amount  which  should  be  found  due  to  the  claimants,  either 
by  the  decision  of  the  board  of  commissioners  or  that  of  the  umpire, 
was  to  be  paid  b}'  the  Mexican  Government,  with  a  stipulation  that  if 
it  should  not  be  convenient  :^or  the  Mexican  Government  to  pay  at 
once  the  amount  so  found  due  it  should  be  at  liberty,  immediately 
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after  the  decisions  in  tiie  several  cases,  to  issue  therefor  treasury  notes 
of  the  description  and  under  the  limitations  set  forth  in  the  convention, 
bearing  an  interest  of  8  per  cent  per  annum  from  the  date  of  the 
award  on  the  claim,  in  payment  of  which  the  said  treasury  notes  shall 
have  been  issued;  and  tne  United  States  agreed  to  exonerate  the  Mex- 
ican Government  forever  from  any  further  accountability  for  claims 
which  shall  either  be  rejected  by  the  board  or  the  arbiter  aforesaid, 
or  which,  being  allowed  by  either,  shall  be  provided  for  by  the  said 
Government  in  the  manner  before  mentioned. 

The  committee  do  not  deem  it  necessary  or  proper,  at  this  time,  to 
enter  into  a  detailed  review  of  the  proceedings  of  the  commission  in 
execution  of  the  provisions  of  this  convention.  It  is  sufficient  to 
observe  that  veiy  serious  complaints  are  alleged  by  the  memorialists 
against  the  course  of  the  Mexican  commissioners  in  both  the  interpre- 
tation and  execution  of  the  high  trust  devolved  upon  them  by  the 
convention.  In  the  very  outset  of  their  joint  labors  they  differed 
radically  from  the  American  commissioners  as  to  the  character  of  their 
functions  under  the  convention  and  as  to  the  rules  proper  to  be  estab- 
lished for  the  government  of  their  proceedings  and  to  facilitate  and 
methodise  the  prosecution  of  the  claims  before  the  board.  These 
differences,  which,  by  the  tenacitj^  with  which  the  Mexican  commis- 
sioners adhered  to  their  peculiar  views,  terminated  in  denying  all 
direct  access  to  the  board  by  the  claimants  or  their  agents  for  the  con- 
duct and  management  of  their  causes,  consumed  so  much  of  the  time 
of  the  commission  that  they  did  not  enter  upon  the  consideration  of 
any  of  the  claims  presented  for  their  decision  until  several  months 
from  the  period  of  their  organization  had  elapsed.  It  has  thus  hap- 
pened that  the  eighteen  months  to  which  the  duration  of  the  commis- 
sion was  limited  by  the  convention  have  expired,  leaving  many 
important  claims  against  the  Mexican  Government  undisposed  of, 
either  because  they  were  not  definitively  acted  upon  by  the  board,  or 
having  been  acted  upon  by  the  board  and  presented  to  the  umpire  for 
his  decision  upon  the  disagreeing  opinions  of  the  commissioners  they 
were  returned  by  him  undecided,  in  consequence  of  his  not  having 
time  to  examine  them  before  the  expiration  of  the  commission,  when 
he  considered  his  own  authority  and  functions  as  also  terminating. 
However  much  the  results  of  this  opinion  of  the  umpire  may  be 
regretted,  the  committee  deem  it  due  to  the  high  character  of  that 
distinguished  functionary  to  say  that  his  perfect  conscientiousness  in 
forming  it,  as  well  as  in  pronouncing  all  his  other  decisions,  is  above 
the  reach  of  imputation  or  suspicion. 

In  regard  to  the  claims  thus  undisposed  of  at  the  expiration  of  the 
mixed  commission,  the  committee  are  of  opinion,  notwithstanding  the 
intimation  to  the  contrary  contained  in  two  letters  of  the  Mexican 
commissioners  addressed  to  the  Secretary  of  State  on  the  25th  and 
26th  of  February  last,  that  they  are  to  be  regarded  as  still  subsisting 
claims  against  the  Government  of  Mexico,  in  no  manner  whatever 
barred  by  the  convention  or  the  proceedings  under  it,  and  entitled, 
according  to  their  intrinsic  merits,  to  the  faithful  countenance  and 
support  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States  in  prosecuting  them 
to  a  final  adjustment.  Such  of  the  claims  as  have  been  allowed,  and 
their  amount  ascertained,  by  the  decision  of  the  board  of  commis- 
sioners or  of  the  umpire,  will,  of  course,  be  the  subject  of  immediate 
demand  for  payment  and  satisfaction.  That  satisfaction,  to  fill  the 
requisites  of  good  faith,  the  plain  intention  of  the  convention,  and  the 
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only  rational  end  and  purpose  of  the  whole  transaction  between  the 
two  Governments,  must,  in  every  contingency,  be  rendered  in  sub- 
stantial value,  and  if  not  convenient  to  be  paid  "at  once,"  to  use  the 
language  of  the  convention,  in  money,  must  be  rendered  by  substitut- 
ing such  evidence  of  debt  as,  while  they  serve  the  purposes  of  giving 
to  the  Mexican  Government  further  time  for  the  performance  of  its 
obligations,  shall  entitle  the  holder,  at'  his  option,  to  ultimate  and 
eflEectual  payment  in  money. 

Such,  the  committee  have  reason  to  believe,  are  the  views  which 
have  been  already  expressed  by  the  Executive  Department  of  the 
Government,  the  designated  organ  of  the  nation  to  conduct  its  inter- 
course with  foreign  powers.  To  that  branch  of  the  Government 
properly  belongs,  in  the  present  stage  of  their  discussion,  the  treat- 
ment of  all  the  questions  presented  by  the  memorials  referred  to  them; 
and  leaving,  therefore,  to  the  deliberate  and  better  informed  action  of 
the  Executive  the  prosecution  of  the  rights  of  the  memorialists  accord- 
ing to  the  demands  of  justice  and  the  dictates  of  national  honor,  the 
committee  recommend  that  the  Senate  discharge  them,  for  the  present, 
from  further  consideration  of  the  memorials  and  documents  referred 
to  them. 

[See  Claims  against  Mexico,  Gen.  Index.] 
TWENTY-EIGHTH  CONGRESS,   SECOND  SESSION. 

February  15,  1845. 

[Senate  Report  No.  102.] 

Mr.  Archer  made  the  following  report: 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  to  whom  has  been  referred  the 
petition  of  A.  P.  Brittingham,  have  had  the  same  under  consideration, 
and  report: 

The  petitioner  was  a  claimant  under  the  board  of  commissioners 
which  sat  in  Washington  to  decide  on  the  claims  of  citizens  of  the 
United  States  against  the  Government  of  Mexico  for  outrages  on  our 
conmierce  and  other  matters.  The  case  of  the  petitioner  appears  from 
his  statement  to  have  been  one  of  those  passed  on  by  the  board,  but 
the  sum  awarded  to  him  to  have  been  greatly  reduced  by  the  arbitrator 
to  whom  it  belonged  to  pronounce  the  final  decision.  This  reduction 
the  prisoner  alleges  to  have  been  against  both  the  evidence  in  the  case 
and  its  equity,  and  he  asks  to  be  indemnified  from  the  Treasury  or  by 
a  grant  of  unsold  and  waste  lands  in  his  immediate  neighborhood, 
which  he  alleges  to  be  of  small  value  to  the  Government. 

The  committee  suppose  that  this  statement  of  the  case,  as  derived 
from  the  petitioner,  will  suggest  the  obvious  answer  to  his  application. 
The  Government  was  bound  to  provide  for  him  an  impartial  form  of 
trial,  as  regarded  the  character  and  extent  of  his  claim.  This  has 
been  done  in  the  usual  mode  of  provision  for  such  subjects,  and  the 
claim  of  the  petitioner  found  to  have  been  of  less  amount  than  that  at 
which  he  had  rated  it.  The  obligation  of  the  Government  has  been 
therefore  fully  discharged,  and  anything  granted  in  consideration  of 
his  claim  would  be  a  mere  gratuity  to  the  petitioner. 

The  committee  ask,  therefore,  that  they  may  be  discharged  from 
the  consideration  of  the  petition. 
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[See  Claims  against  Mexico,  Gen.  Index.] 

February  17,  1845. 

[Senate  Report  No.  104.] 

Mr.  Archer  made  the  following  report: 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  to  whom  has  been  referred 
the  petition  of  John  Baldwin,  have  had  the  same  under  consideration, 
and  report: 

That  the  petitioner,  a  claimant  under  the  late  Mexican  convention  of 
the  11th  of  April,  1839,  was  one  of  those  to  whom  a  considerable  sum 
was  found  due  and  awarded.  By  the  convention  of  the  30th  of  Jan- 
uarj',  1843,  the  Mexican  Government  obliged  itself  to  pay  the  sums 
awarded  in  twenty  quarterly  installments,  to  commence  on  the  30th  of 
Juty,  1813.  These  installments  were  discharged  down  to  that  which 
fell  due  on  the  30th  of  January,  ISM.  The  installments  becoming  due 
since  that  period  have  not  been  paid. 

The  petitioner .  submits  a  view  of  the  circumstances  which  have 
attended  the  transactions  between  the  United  States  and  Mexico  since 
that  period,  with  the  design  to  show  that  the  regular  fulfillment  of  her 
obligations  with  regard  to  these  payments,  on  the  part  of  Mexico,  has 
been  prevented  by  the  attitude  which'the  Government  of  the  United 
States  has  taken  toward  that  Government  in  the  agitation  of  a  policy 
for  the  annexation  of  Texas  to  the  Union.  Disclaiming  any  purpose 
of  complaint  as  regards  that  policy,  the  petitioner  insists  that  it  has 
been  owing  to  its  revival,  and  the  intimation  of  the  purpose  of  reviving 
it  during  last  fall  by  our  minister  in  Mexico,  Mr.  Shannon,  that  the 
Mexican  payments  from  January,  18M,  are  not  in  hand  for  distribution. 

On  the  ground  that  the  satisfaction  of  his  own  proportion  of  these 

Eayments  has  been  prevented  by  the  action  of  his  own  Government, 
e  alleges  that  he  conceives  himself  authorized  to  ask  that  the  Govern- 
ment shall  assume  the  payment  for  the  installments  in  arrear,  and  also 
for  those  which  may  be  brought  in  arrear  from  the  same  cause,  the 
disturbance  of  harmony  between  the  two  Governments  by  the  action 
of  our  Government. 

Without  going  into  an  inquiry  as  respects  the  correctness  of  the 
assertion  that  the  Government  has  been  the  occasion  of  the  nonpay- 
ment of  the  installments  due  in  arrear  under  the  Mexican  commission, 
the  committee  do  not  think  the  petitioner  entitled  to  the  relief  which 
he  claims;  and  this  on  a  ground  of  public  law,  not  open,  as  they  con- 
ceive, to  question.  In  cases  in  which  the  Government  appropriates 
the  property  of  the  citizen  to  its  own  uses,  the  State  is  bound  to 
indemnify.  Not  so  if  the  loss  has  resulted  as  an  incident  to  the  pur- 
suit of  an  object  of  public  policy -by  the  Government.  If  this  latter 
principle  were  admitted,  the  policy  of  the  Government  would  have  to 
submit  to  the  control  of  individual  in  place  of  general  interests,  and 
the  responsibilities  of  the  Government  for  personal  losses  be  indefinite. 
A  citizen  losing  his  claim  on  a  foreign  government  as  a  result  of  a  policy 
of  his  own  government  is  no  more  entitled  to  compensation  than  he 
would  be  in  the  case  of  the  capture  of  property  in  war.  This  is  a  cas- 
ualty to  which  he  must  stand  exposed,  as  the  population  of  the  country 
would  be,  to  injuries  from  a  foreign  inroad. 

The  view  of  the  petitioner  may  be  right  as  to  the  cause  of  the  non- 
payment of  the  Mexican  installments.     It  is  more  probable  that  the 
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failure  to  pay  would  have  occurred  from  the  inability  to  pay  had  there 
been  no  disturbance  of  harmony  between  the  Governments  of  Mexico 
and  the  United  States  from  the  project  of  annexing  Texas  or  any  other 
cause. 

In  any  event,  in  the  view  that  has  been  presented,  the  petitioner 
would  have  no  claim,  founded  in  public  law  or  usage,  to  the  relief 
asked. 

The  committee  submit,  therefore,  a  resolution  that  they  be  dis- 
charged from  the  further  consideration  of  the  petition. 


[See  Claims  against  Portugal,  Gen.  Index.] 

TWENTT-NINTH  CONGRESS,  FIRST  SESSION. 

May  19,   1846. 

[Senate  Keport  No.  349.] 

Mr.  Atherton  made  the  following  report: 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  to  whom  was  referred  the 
message  of  the  President  of  the  United  States  communicating  the 
information  called  for  by  a  rfesolution  of  the  Senate  in  relation  to 
the  claim  of  the  owners  of  the  brig  General  Arinstrong  against  the 
Government  of  Portugal,  respectfully  submit  the  following  report; 

The  resolution  of  the  Senate  of  the  8th  of  January,  18i5,  requested 
the  President  of  the  United  States  "to  cause  to  be  communicated  to  the 
Senate  copies  of  all  the  correspondence,  evidence,  and  papers  on  fUe 
in  the  State  Department  in  the  case  of  the  brig  General  Armstrong 
against  the  Government  of  Portugal,  and  to  communicate  to  the  Senate 
the  causes  which  have  retarded  an  adjustment  of  the  said  claim,  and 
of  the  proceedings  still  in  progress  to  effect  the  object." 

The  facts  of  the  case  are  as  follows :  The  private  armed  brig  Geyieral 
Armstrong,  of  7  guns  and  90  men,  left  New  York  on  the  9th  of  Sep- 
tember, 1814,  in  command  of  Capt.  Samuel  C.  Eeid,  and  anchored  in 
the  port  of  Fayal,  one  of  the  Azores  or  Western  Islands,  belonging  to 
the  Crown  of  Portugal.  In  the  evening  of  the  same  day  a  British 
squadron,  consisting  of  the  Plcmtagenet,  of  74;  the  Rota,  of  44;  and 
the  Carnation,  of  18  guns,  under  the  command  of  Captain  Lloyd, 
anchored  in  the  same  port.  Soon  after  7  o'clock  p.  m.  suspicious 
movements  on  the  part  of  this  squadron  induced  Captain  Reid  to  order 
his  brig  warped  inshore  close  under  the  guns  of  the  castle.  While 
this  order  was  in  the  process  of  the  execution  four  boats  iilled  with 
armed  men  approached  his  vessel.  They  were  repeatedly  hailed  and 
warned  to  keep  off'.  No  answer  being  returned,  and  the  boats  con- 
tinuing to  approach,  Captain  Reid  gave  orders  to  fire,  and  several  men 
in  the  boats  were  killed  and  wounded.  The  boats  returned  the  fire, 
killing  1  man  and  wounding  the  first  lieutenant  of  the  brig,  and  ffed 
to  their  ships  and  prepared  for  another  and  more  formidable  attack. 
The  American  brig,  in  the  meanwhile,  was  placed  within  half -cable's 
length  of  the  shore,  and  within  half-pistol  shot  of  the  castle.  Soon 
after  midnight  12  or  14  boats,  containing  between  300  and  400  men, 
renewed  the  attack  on  the  brig.  After  a  severe  conflict  they  were 
totally  defeated  with  immense  slaughter.  More  than  half  of  those  in 
the  attacking  boats  were  killed  or  wounded,  while  on  the  part  of  the 
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Americans  the  loss  in  both  engagements  was  1  lieutenant  and  1  sea- 
man killed  and  2  lieutenants  and  5  seaman  wounded.  At  daybreak 
the  British  brig  Carnation  was  brought  close  in  and  commenced  a 
heavy  cannonade  on  the  General  Armstrong. 

Cartain  Reid,  having  learned  that  the  British  commander  had 
expressed  ^his  determination  to  take  the  General  Armstrong  at  all 
hazards,  and  deeming  further  resistance  unavailing,  abandoned  the 
vessel  after  partially  destroying  her,  and  soon  after  this  the  British 
set  her  on  fire. 

At  9  o'clock  in  the  evening,  soon  after  the  first  attack,  John  B. 
Dabney,  esq. ,  the  American  consul  at  Fayal,  applied  to  the  governor, 
requesting  protection  for  the  privateer.  The  governor  earnestly  and 
indignantly  remonstrated  with  the  British  commander  on  his  course, 
but  received  only  a  menacing  and  insolent  reply.  About  3  o'clock 
next  morning,  after  the  second  attack  had  been  repulsed.  Captain  Reid 
was  sent  for  by  Mr.  Dabney,  and,  going  on  shore,  received  informa- 
tion that  Captain  Lloyd  had  avowed  his  determination  to  take  the 
privateer  at  all  hazards.  He  therefore  immediately  took  measures  to 
remove  his  wounded  men,  and  ordered  his  crew  to  save  their  eflfects 
and  scuttle  the  brig  and  escape  to  the  shore. 

In  their  eagerness  to  destroy  the  General  Armstrong  the  British, 
by  their  cannonade,  killed  and  wounded  several  inhabitants  of  the 
town  and  injured  several  houses.  Much  indignation  was  excited  on 
the  part  of  the  public  authorities,  as  well  as  all  classes  of  society,  by 
the  unprovpked  and  unjustifiable  conduct  of  the  British  commander, 
who,  in  the  insolent  exercise  of  superior  strength,  thus  set  at  defiance 
all  law  and  right.  Nor  did  his  outrages  stop  here.  Under  pretense 
of  searching  for  two  deserters  from  his  squadron,  with  the  assistance 
of  the  governor  of  the  Azores  he  caused  the  men  of  the  privateer, 
who  had  escaped  to  the  mountains,  to  be  apprehended  and  obliged 
them  to  undergo  an  ignominious  examination. 

The  documents  submitted  in  the  message  under  considex'ation  may 
ha^'e  been  brought  to  the  notice  of  the  Senate  for  either  of  two  objects: 
First,  for  the  purpose  of  examining  into  the  proceedings  on  the  part 
of  our  Government  in  the  prosecution  of  the  claim  of  the  owners  of 
the  General  Armstrong  against  the  Government  of  Portugal;  or, 
secondly,  as  the  foundation  of  a  claim  on  the  part  of  those  owners 
against  the  United  States. 

In  taking  the  view  of  the  subject  first  above  suggested,  while  the 
committee  do  not  suppose  the  expression  of  an  opinion  is  expected  of 
them  as  to  the  manner  in  which  the  reclamation  has  been  pressed  by 
our  Government  against  the  authoi'ities  of  Portugal,  it  may  not  be 
improper  to  present  a  brief  sketch  of  some  prominent  points  in  the 
correspondence  which  has  taken  place.  The  letter  of  January  1 
from  Mr.  Sumpter,  our  minister  at  the  Portuguese  court,  then  resid- 
ing at  Rio  Janeiro,  sets  forth  the  claim  on  Portugal  and  bases  it  on 
facts  which  then  at  least  seem  to  have  been  admitted  by  aU.  This 
letter  refers  to  one  which  had  been  received  by  Mr.  Sumter  from  the 
Marquis  de  Aguiar,  Portuguese  minister  of  foreign  affairs,  inclosing  a 
letter  to  Lord  Strangford,  the  British  minister,  on  the  subject  of  the 
General  Armstrong.  The  letter  from  the  Marquis  de  Aguiar  to  Mr. 
Sumpter  contains  the  following  passage: 

Nor  can  his  Royal  Highness  avoid  viewing  this  affair,  in  the  light  it  is  represented, 
as  attacking  his  sovereignty  and  independence,  by  the  manifest  violation  of  his  terri- 
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tory  in  the  infringement  of  its  neutrality,  which  ought  to  have  been  observed  by  the 
two  belligerent  powers.  Not  a  moment's  delay  ensued  in  causing  to  be  addressed  to 
the  British  minister  at  this  court  the  note  which  is  confidentially  communicated  by  a 
copy,  at  the  same  time  that  he  directed  his  minister  in  London  to  make  the  recla- 
mation so  serious  an  offense  requires. 

The  letter  of  the  Marquis  de  Aguiar  to  Lord  Strangford,  dated 
December  23,  181i,  after  referring  to  the  copy  of  advices  received 
from  the  governor  of  the  Azores,  communicating  the  acts  committed 
at  Fayal  by  the  squadron  under  the  command  of  R.  Lloyd,  says : 

On  a  perusal  of  these  pajiers  his  excellency  will  observe  the  outrageous  manner 
in  which  that  commander  violated  the  neutrality  His  Royal  Highness  had  resolved 
to  maintain  during  the  war  that  unhappily  exists  between  England  and  the  United 
States  by  audaciously  attacking  the  American  privateer  General  Armstrong,  in  the 
port  of  Fayal  and  under  the  guns  of  the  castle,  notwithstanding  the  remonstrances 
of  the  governor,  founded  on  the  laws  of  nations,  and  the  friendship  and  alliance  that 
existed  between  the  two  sovereigns.  His  excellency  will  likewise  observe  the  base 
attempt  of  the  British  commander,  at  the  time  he  commenced  the  unprovoked  attack 
on  the  American  privateer,  to  attribute  those  violent  ineasures  to  the  breaking  of  the 
neutrality  on  the  part  of  the  Americans,  in  the  first  instance,  by  repelling  the  British 
armed  barges  that  were  sent  for  the  purpose  of  reconnoitering  that  vessel,  advo- 
cating with  the  most  manifest  duplicity  that  they  were  consequently  the  aggressors. 
But  what  appears  still  more  surprising  is  the  arrogance  with  which  the  British  com- 
mander threatened  to  consider  the  territory  of  His  Ro^'al  Highness  as  enemies, 
should  the  governor  adopt  any  measures  to  prevent  them  from  taking  possession  of 
the  American  privateer  which  they  subsequently  plundered  and  set  on  fire.  The  cen- 
surable moderation  of  the  governor  during  these  outrages  would  have  induced  His 
Royal  Highness  to  have  immediately  caused  a  process  to  have  been  instituted  for  the 
punishment  of  that  officer,  did  not  the  idea  of  his  having  been  governed  by  a  wish 
to  guard  the  inhabitants  of  that  island  from  the  ravages  and  evils  which  the  British 
commander  would  not  haVe  failed  to  inflict,  in  conformity  with  his  declaration, 
already  alluded  to  in  his  haughty  intimations,  merit  his  royal  consideration. 

The  governor  of  the  Azores,  in  his  dispatch  to  the  Portuguese  Gov- 
ernment dated  September  28,  1814,  characterizes  the  affair  as  "  a  hor- 
rible and  bloodj'  combat,  occasioned  hy  the  madness,  pride,  and 
haughtiness  of  an  insolent  British  officer,  who  would  not  respect  the 
neutrality'  maintained  bj^  Portugal  in  the  existing  contest  between  His 
Britannic  Majesty  and  the  United  States  of  America." 

The  dispatch  from  the  governor  of  the  Azores  contains,  also,  the 
following  passage; 

I  then  went  directly  to  the  castle,  and  having  been  informed  of  the  circumstances 
which  led  to  these  hostile  proceedings,  I  learned  that  a  boat  had  been  sent  from  the 
British  ships  of  war  to  examine  the  privateer,  and  on  his  return  three  others  had 
been  sent,  armed,  and  that  the  captain  of  the  privateer  not  wishing  to  allow  them 
to  come  on  board  of  his  vessel,  a  fire  was  begun  on  both  sides,  the  result  of  which 
was  that  the  second  officer  of  the  privateer  was  wounded  and  two  English  were 
killed  and  seven  wounded.  After  the  retreat  of  the  British  the  privateer  ceased 
firing  and  came  to  anchor  under  the  castle,  at  the  distance  of  a  stone's  throw.  I 
considered  this  affair  terminated,  supposing  that  my  letter  (No.  2)  would  merit  the 
attention  of  the  British  commander  in  chief,  but  about  11  o'clock  I  began  to  see  that 
he  was  preparing  new  attacks  and  insults. 

In  reply  to  the  remonstrance  of  the  governor  of  the  Azores,  written 
at  10  o'clock  on  the  night  of  the  conflict,  and  after  the  first  attack,  the 
British  comrnander  ventured  the  assertion  that  "  his  boats  were  fired 
on  without  provocation,  and  in  consequence  he  was  determined  to  take 
possession  of  the  vessel."    The  governor,  at  1  o'clock,  replied: 

I  must,  however,  assure  you,  sir,  that  from  the  accomits  which  I  have  received 
it  is  certain  that  the  British  boats  were  the  first  to  attack  the  American  schooner. 
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After  the  correspondence  bj^  Mr.  Sumter,  in  1815,  the  next  in  rela- 
tion to  the  subject  is  a  letter,  in  1834,  from  Mr.  McLane,  Secretary  of 
State,  to  Captain  Reid,  in  which  he  says: 

The  situation  of  Portugal  is  such  as  to  render  the  present  an  unsuitable  time  for 
presenting  any  claim,  however  just,  upon  the  Government.  When  the  political 
affairs  of  that  country  become  settled  your  memorial  will  receive  all  proper 
attention. 

Mr.  Dickins,  of  the  State  Department,  in  instructions  to  Mr.  Kava- 
nagh,  charg^  des  affaires  at  Portugal,  dated  May  20,  1835,  drawing 
his  attention  to  the  case  of  the  Oeneral  Armstrong,  uses  the  following 
language: 

The  Portuguese  authorities  at  that  place  having  failed  to  afford  to  this  vessel  the 
protection  to  which  she  was  entitled  in  a  friendly  port,  which  she  had  entered  as  an 
asylum,  the  Government  is  unquestionably  bound  by  the  law  of  nations  to  make 
good  to  the  sufferers  all  the  damages  sustained  in  consequence  of  the  neglect  of  so 
obvious  and  acknowledged  a  duty. 

Mr.  Kavanagh  appears  to  have  been  unable,  after  man}'  efforts,  to 
obtain  a  written  reply  to  his  statement  of  the  claim  in  this  case.  In 
his  letter  to  Mr.  Forsyth,  of  September  4, 1837,  he,  however,  remarks 
that  the  Portuguese  minister  of  foreign  affairs  stated  verbal^  "that, 
although  not  prepared  to  give  a  definite  decision  for  want  of  time  to 
examine  the  subject  with  due  consideration,  the  claim  appeared  inad- 
missible; that  the  Portuguese  force  at  Fayal  was,  at  the  time  of  the 
destruction  of  the  privateer,  totally  incompetent  to  resist  the  assailmg 
British  squadron,  and  the  commander  of  the  fort  had  done  all  in  his 
power  to  dissuade  the  assailants  from  their  threatened  attack. " 

In  1842  Mr.  Webster,  Secretary  of  State,  gave  instructions  to  Mr. 
Barrow,  charge  at  Portugal,  to  press  the  claim,  "the  justice  of  which, 
he  believes,  has  never  been  denied." 

And  again,  referring  to  this  and  another  claim,  he  saj^s: 

Both  these  claims  are  regarded  as  just  by  this  Government,  and  will  not  be  relin- 
quished under  the  objections  heretofore  made  to  them  by  the  Portuguese  Govern- 
ment, which  are  entirely  unsatisfactory. 

After  much  delay  on  various  pretexts,  which,  in  one  of  his  letters  to 
the  Secretary  of  State  of  the  United  States,  he  terms  frivolous,  Mr. 
Barrow  received  a  formal  reply  to  his  repeated  applications  from 
Senor  Gomes  de  Castro,  Portuguese  minister  of  foreign  affairs.  Senor 
de  Castro  "has  the  honor  to  make  known  that  Her  Majesty's  Govern- 
ment can  not  but  be  surprised  that  this  claim  made  its  appearance 
after  a  silence  of  so  many  3'ears;"  and,  among  other  remarks,  takes 
the  following  ground: 

The  accounts  received  all  agree  that  the  American  brig,  under  the  pretext  that 
four  boats  from  the  said  British  vessels  were  approaching  her,  fired  upon  them,  kill- 
ing some  of  the  men  and  wounding  others. 

It  is  alleged  on  the  part  of  the  United  States  that  these  boats  contained  armed  men, 
who  had  a  hostile  intention.  At  the  same  time  it  is  affirmed  on  the  part  of  Great 
Britain  that  they  only  carried  inoffensive  men,  who  were  going  ashore  from  their 
ships  on  duty,  and  that  they  casually  met  the  American  brig  when  she  was  prepar- 
ing to  leave  the  port  of  Fayal.  It  is,  however,  an  undeniable  fact,  that  the  first  shot 
came  from  on  board  the  American  brig  Oeneral  Armstrong,  thus  evidently  constitut- 
ing her  the  aggressor,  and  a  violator  of  the  neutrality  of  the  port  of  a  friendly  nation, 
by  whom  she  had  been  received  with  all  kindness,  and  giving  cause  for  the  conflict 
which  afterwards  took  place,  with  the  most  serious  want  of  that  respect  due  to  the 
Portuguese  territory. 

The  Government  of  His  Britannic  Majesty,  appreciating  the  rashness  with  which 
the  officers  acted  in  a  neutral  port  against  said  brig,  without  first  recurring  to  the 
authorities  of  the  country,  had  no  hesitation  in  apologizing  to  the  Portuguese  Gov- 
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ernment,  and  indemnifying  the  inhabitants  of  Fayal  for  damages  sustained  by  the 
firing  of  the  British  vessels.  By  an  analogy  of  reasoning,  far  from  Her  Majesty's 
Government  being  considered  as  bound  for  any  indemnity  for  the  destruction  of  the 
American  brig  it  would  have  every  motive  for  asking  and  expecting  an  apology  for 
the  attempt  committed  in  the  Portuguese  territory  by  that  brig,  seeing  that  the  first 
shot  was  unquestionably  fired  by  her,  and  that  the  commander  did  not  previously 
have  recourse  to  the  authorities  of  the  country,  which  was  only  done  by  the  Ameri- 
can- consul  after  the  offensive  provocation  was  committed  by  said  brig,  and  that  the 
fatal  consequences  were  inevitable. 

On  the  10th  of  Jandary,  1844,  Mr.  Upshur,  Secretary  of  State,  in 
reply  to  an  agent  of  the  claimants,  sent  the  following  note: 

At  the  repeated  instance  of  yourself  and  others  interested  in  the  case  of  the  priva- 
teer General  Armstrong  this  Government  has  again  and  again  instructed  its  repre- 
sentative at  Lisbon  to  bring  the  claim  to  the  notice  of  the  Government  of  Portugal. 
This  has  been  done,  and  every  argument  has  been  employed  to  induce  Portugal  to 
acknowledge  the  justice  of  the  claim  and  to  make  due  reparation.  All  these  efforts, 
of  which  you  are  well  aware,  have  proved  unavailing,  and  the  Department  of  State 
is  unwilling,  under  all  the  circumstances,  to  renew  the  application,  having  every 
reason  to  believe  that  all  future  applications  will  prove  as  fruitless  as  those  that  are 
past.  Argument  and  importunity  have  been  exhausted,  and  this  Government  can 
see  nothing  in  the  circumstance  to  justify  or  warrant  it  in  having  recourse  to  any 
other  weapons. 

Mr.  Calhoun,  Secretary  of  State,  in  a  letter  of  August  5,  1844,  to 
the  Hon.  H.  Johnson,  writes  that  "  the  case  of  the  General  Armstrong 
was  disposed  of  by  my  predecessor  upon  grounds  which  appeared  to 
ipe  to  be  judicious  and  proper.  Of  this  Mr.  Reid  has  been  duly 
informed,  and  I  can  see  no  good  reason,  under  the  circumstances,  for 
renewing  the  claim  or  for  continuing  a  correspondence  upon  the 
subject." 

The  coinmittee,  as  has  been  previously  intimated,  do  not  suppose  it 
is  expected  that  they  should  express  an  opinion  on  the  decision  of  the 
State  Department,  as  indicated  in  the  letters  of  Mr.  Upshur  and  Mr. 
Calhoun.  They  suppose  this  decision  must  be  founded  rather  on  the 
inability  of  the  Portuguese  force  at  Fayal  to  protect  themselves  and 
others  against  British  insolence  and  aggression,  and  an  unwillingness 
on  the  part  of  the  United  States  Government  to  interrupt  friendly 
relations  with  a  government  like  that  of  Portugal  by  pressing  a  claim 
to  extremity,  however  abstractly  just,  which  arose  under  circum- 
stances like  those  attending  this  case,  than  on  any  facts  or  arguments 
contained  in  the  letter  of  Senor  de  Castro.        , 

The  committee  can  not  but  consider  as  extraordinary  the  expression 
of  surprise  in  that  letter  at  the  appearance  of  this  claim  after  such  a 
lapse  of  time,  and  also  as  still  more  extraordinary  the  intimation 
that  as  the  British  authorities  had  apologized  for  their  violation  of  the 
Portuguese  neutrality  and  had  made  indemnity  for  the  injuries  inflicted 
by  them  on  Portuguese  citizens,  so  also  an  apology  might  have  been 
expected  from  the  American  Government  for  the  "  attempt  committed 
in  Portuguese  territory  by  the  brig."  The  position  assumed  in  the  let- 
ter, that  the  Americans  were  the  aggressors  in  the  affair  at  Fayal,  was 
denounced,  even  by  the  Portuguese  minister  of  foreign  affairs,  when  it 
was  taken  by  the  British  commander  as  "  manifest  duplicity"  and  as  a 
"base  attempt"  "  to  attribute  those  violent  measures  to  the  breaking 
of  the  neutrality  on  the  part  of  the  Americans. " 

It  is  destitute  not  only  of  probability,  from  the  situation  of  the  pri- 
vateer in  presence  of  a  British  squadron,  and  has  not  even  a  shadow  of 
a  foundation.  In  addition  to  this  it  is  a  position  entirely  new  on  the 
part  of  the  Portuguese  authorities,  assumed  for  the  first  time  by  them, 
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nearly  thirty  j-ears  after  the  events  occurred,  and  not  onlj'  never 
assumed,  but  repeatedly  negatived  by  them  when  the  facts  were  recent 
and  well  known. 

The  subject  has  only  during  the  present  session  been  brought  to  the 
notice  of  the  committee.  Taking  into  view  the  assumptions  contained 
in  the  letter  of  Senor  de  Castro,  which  they  can  not  but  regard  as 
entirely  gratuitous  and  unfounded,  and  adverting  to  the  fact  that  no 
reply  has  been  made  to  that  letter,  the  committee  would  suggest  the 
subject  for  the  consideration  of  the  Department  of  State  to  decide 
whether  further  proceedings  may  not  be  called  for  in  the  case. 

Second.  Although  no  memorial  or  petition  has  been  referred  to  the 
committee,  written  arguments  and  statements  having  been  submitted 
in  behalf  of  those  interested,  the  committee  infer  that  the  main  object 
of  the  call  for  the  documents  under  consideration  was  to  make  them 
the  foundation  of  a  claim  against  the  United  States. 

In  entering  on  the  second  aspect  of  the  case  it  is  proper  to  remark 
that  the  gallantry  of  Captain  Reid  and  his  crew  are  duly  estimated  by 
the  committee.  Their  heroic  conduct  has  received  the  meed  of  their 
counti'y's  approbation.  So  highly  has  it  been  appreciated  by  Congress 
that  an  act  passed  in  1834  to  distribute  110,000  among  the  officers  and 
crew  of  the  General  Armstrong.  This  donation  is  believed  to  be  with- 
out precedent  in  similar  circumstances,  and  marks  the  peculiar  sense 
entertained  by  Congress  of  their  deserts.  But  in  relation  to  the  claim 
of  the  owners  of  the  General  Armstrong  on  thfe  Government  of  the 
United  States  the  committee  concur  in  the  report  of  the  naval  commit- 
tee of  the  Senate,  made  January  20, 1817,  and  are  not  aware  of  any 
principle  on  which  it  can  be  allowed.  If  such  a  precedent  were 
admitted  all  claims  by  our  citizens  against  foreign  nations  for  spolia- 
tions must  at  once  be  satisfied  from  our  national  treasury.  When 
indemnity  for  spoliations  is  obtained  by  our  Government  from  a  foreign 
nation  the  Government  becomes  liable  to  the  citizens  who  are  inter- 
ested, but  not  before.  And  although  it  is  undoubtedly  the  duty  of 
governments  to  prosecute  the  claims  of  its  citizens  against  foreign 
nations  and  to  seek  redress  by  all  prudent  and  proper  means,  yet  it 
must  be  left  to  its  discretion  to  judge  what  those  means  shall  be.  Nor 
does  their  failure  impose  any  obligation  on  the  Government  to  assume 
the  office  of  redressing  the  wrong  by  recompense  from  its  own  coffers. 

Besides,  this  is  a  claim  on  the  United  States,  not  on  account  of  spo- 
liation committed  by  Portugal,  but  on  account  of  a  violation  by  Great 
Britain  of  the  neutral  rights  of  Portugal,  which  Portugal,  a  third 
party,  failed  to  enforce.  And  whether  this  violation  of  neutral  rights 
arose  from  the  weakness  or  the  connivance  of  the  Portuguese  authori- 
ties the  Government  of  the  United  States  must  decide  as  to  the  time 
and  the  method  of  demanding,  and  especially  as  to  the  propriety  of 
enforcing  redress.  In  no  event — neither  by  the  probability  nor 
improbability  of  obtaining  redress  from  Portugal — can  the  duty  be 
imposed  on  the  Government  of  the  United  States  of  indemnifying  the 
claimants  out  of  our  o^ii  treasury. 

The  committee,  therefore,  recommend  the  adoption  of  the  following 
resolution: 

Resolved,  That  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  be  discharged 
from  the  further  consideration  of  the  message  and  accompanying  docu- 
ments in  the  case  of  the  General  Armstrong,  and  that  the  same  be  laid 
upon  the  table. 
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AugTist  7,  1846. 

[Senate  Report  No.  482.] 

Mr.  Cass  made  the  following  report: 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Kelations  of  the  Senate,  to  whom  was 
referred  the  memorial  of  sundry  citizens  of  West  Florida,  formerly 
Spanish  subjects,  praying  the  passage  of  a  law  to  carry  into  effect  the 
ninth  article  of  the  treaty  of  1819  with  Spain,  relating  to  losses  sus- 
tained by  the  Spanish  inhabitants  of  Florida  by  the  operations  of  the 
American  forces  there  previous  to  that  treaty,  and  to  whom  was  also 
referred  the  report  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  made  on  the  15th 
of  June  last  (in  compliance  with  a  resolution  of  the  Senate),  trans- 
mitting the  original  reports  of  the  examinations  of  the  claims  for  said 
losses  by  the  judge  of  West  Florida,  report: 

That  the  pressure  of  business  before  the  Senate  after  the  late  period 
at  which  the  aforesaid  references  were  made,  and  the  voluminous  man- 
uscript and  other  documents  necessary  to  be  examined  in  order  to  come 
to  a  definitive  decision,  have  restricted  the  committee  to  a  partial  and 
not  entirely  satisfactory  investigation  of  the  facts  and  principles  on 
which  the  claims  are  based. 

A  communication  has,  however,  been  made  to  the  committee  from 
one  of  the  Senators  and  the  Eepresentative  of  the  State  of  Florida. 
That  communication  contains  references  to  all  the  sources  of  informa- 
tion which  the  committee  have  been  apprised  of.  It  exhibits  the  merits 
of  these  claims  in  a  favorable  aspect,  and  presents  cogent  arguments  to 
prove  that  they  are  embraced  in  the  stipulations  of  the  ninth  article 
of  the  Florida  treaty.  Appended  to  it  is  a  minute  of  different  reports 
of  committees  of  Congress  at  separate  sessions,  and  other  documents 
relating  to  these  claims.  It  appears  they  have  been  favorably  reported 
on  at  three  different  sessions  by  standing  committees  of  the  House  of 
Representatives.  Under  these  circumstances  the  committee  have 
decided  to  report  for  the  consideration  of  the  Senate  a  bill  making 
provision  for  the  further  examination  and  final  adjustment  and  pay- 
ment by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury. 


[See  Claims  against  Mexico,  Gen.  Index.] 
THIRTIETH  CONGRESS,  FIRST  SESSION. 

April  11,  1848. 

[Senate  Report  No.  120.] 

Mr.  Hannegan  made  the  following  report: 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  to  whom  was  referred  the 
case  of  Mrs.  Ann  Chase,  report: 

That  by  the  26th  article  of  the  treaty  with  Mexico,  proclaimed  by 
the  President  of  the  United  States,  5th  April,  1832,  provision  is  made 
that,  in  case  of  the  breaking  out  of  a  war  between  the  two  Republics, 
''there  shall  be  allowed  the  term  of  six  months  to  the  merchants 
residing  on  the  coast,  and  one  year  to  those  I'esiding  in  the  interior  of 
the  States  and  Territories  of  each  other,  respectively,  to  arrange  their 
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business,  dispose  of  their  effects,  or  transport  them  wherever  they  may 
please,  giving  them  a  safe  conduct,  etc." 

This  case  is  based  upon  a  clear  violation  of  this  article. 

The  memorialist  and  her  husband,  Franklin-  Chase,'  were  merchants, 
residing  at  Tampico.  Mr.  Chase  was  United  States  consul,  residing 
there.  On  the  7th  June,  1846,  he  was  summarily  expelled  by  a  decree 
of  the  Mexican  Government.  No  time  was  allowed  him  "to  arrange 
his  business,  dispose  of  his  effects,  or  transport  them"  out  of  the 
country.  He  took  refuge  on  board  the  United  States  sloop  of  war 
St.  Mary's. 

See  his  report  7th  June,  1846,  to  the  Secretary  of  State,  a  certified 
copy  of  which  is  exhibited  with  the  memorial.  He  transmitted  also 
to  the  State  Department  a  duly  certified  inventory  of  his  effects,  of 
which  the  exhibit  with  the  memorial  is  a  duplicate.  That  inventory, 
with  Mr.  Chase's  report  and  claim,  were  filed  there  as  a  claim  against 
Mexico.  It  was  undoubtedly  a  good  claim  from  the  moment  of  his 
expulsion. 

The  act  of  expulsion,  involving  an  abandonment  of  his  effects,  con- 
stituted a  valid  claim  for  the  amount  of  the  inventory  and  all  fair  and 
reasonable  damages. 

The  saving  of  the  greater  portion  of  the  goods  while  so  abandoned 
was  the  incidental  consequence  of  the  courageous  and  heroical  con- 
duct of  the  memorialist,  who,  in  defiance  of  the  authorities,  remained 
in  Tampico,  communicated  with  the  fleet,  and  by  her  adroitness,  strat- 
agem, and  constancy,  in  fact,  put  the  town  in  the  hands  of  the  Ameri- 
can fleet;  whereby  Mr.  Chase  reentered  and  became  possessor  of  the 
remaining  effects. 

They  were  by  the  very  act  of  capture  materially  changed  in  value. 
They  were  in  fact  no  longer  the  same  things,  being  greatly  depreciated, 
so  that  they  would  not  then  have  commanded  one-half  the  price  they 
would  have  brought  at  the  time  of  the  expulsion  had  the  rights  guaran- 
teed by  the  treaty  been  respected. 

This  difference  in  value,  together  with  the  whole  value  of  such  parts 
of  the  stock  and  effects  as  had  been  totally  lost,  constitutes  this  claim. 
No  one  will  dispute  that  it  is  a  good  claim  against  Mexico,  nor  that 
it  is  competent  for  this  Government  to  pay  the  indemnity  and  claim  it 
from  Mexico  afterwards. 

The  peculiar  circumstances  of  this  case  call  for  the  peculiar  relief 
which  is  asked  for. 

The  conduct  of  the  petitioner  merits  the  approval  of  Congress.  The 
saving  of  the  effusion  of  blood  and  of  the  expenditure  of  public  treas- 
ure, as  well  as  the  capture  of  the  enemy's  property,  are  public  benefits 
derived  from  the  conduct  of  the  petitioner. 

See  the  letters  of  Captain  Tatnall,  U.  S.  N. ;  Lieutenant  Barney, 
U.  S.  N. ;  Colonel  Gates,  U.  S.  A.  (governor  of  Tampico),  and  Major 
Morris,  U.  S.  A. 

The  inventory,  duly  certified  by  the  Dutch  consul,  with  seal  of  office, 
who  also  certifies  that  the  witnesses  and  appraisers  are  merchants  of 
character  and  standing,  and  the  affidavit  of  Mr.  McClernand,  establishes 
the  amount  of  property. 

In  the  mode  provided  by  the  joint  resolution  a  full  and  deliberate 
examination  will  be  attained. 
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June  2,   1848. 

,        [Senate  Report  No.  165.] 

Mr.  Webster  made  the  following  report: 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
to  be  entitled  "An  act  further  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  and 
stipulations  of  the  ninth  article  of  the  Florida  treaty  with  respect  to 
certain  losses  of  Spanish  subjects  in  West  Florida,"  and  the  memorial 
of  certain  citizens  of  West  Florida  prajnng  for  the  passage  thereof, 
and  sundry  documents  accompanying  the  same,  report: 

That  the  documents  submitted  to  the  committee  exhibit  fully  the 
facts  and  principles  upon  which  the  claims  proposed  to  be  settled  by 
the  bill  above  mentioned  rest.  After  the  reports  in  favor  of  the  pay- 
ment of  these  claims  heretofore  made  at  three  different  sessions  by 
standing  committees  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  and  a  similar 
report  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  of  the  Senate,  first  ses- 
sion Twenty-ninth  Congress,  and  the  very  full  report  of  the  Judiciary 
Committee  of  the  Senate  at  the  last  session,  also  in  favor  of  their 
liquidation,  and  which  gives  a  historj^  of  the  transactions  on  which 
they  are  founded,  and  also  advances  and  maintains  the  principles  call- 
ing for  the  legislation  proposed,  this  committee  do  not  regard  it  neces- 
sary to  do  more  than  to  state  brieflj'  the  general  character  of  these 
claims,  and  make  reference  to  those  reports. 

By  the  treaty  with  Spain,  concluded  in  1819,  the  United  States  agreed 
to  pay  Spanish  subjects  residents  of  the  Floridas  for  losses  occasioned 
by  certain  operations  previouslj'  of  American  troops  in  those  provinces, 
the  amount  to  be  ascertained  by  process  of  law. 

In  1823  Congress  authorized  the  Federal  judges  in  Florida  to  take 
testimony  and  adjudicate  all  claims  arising  under  this  stipulation  of 
the  treaty  and  report  the  cases  to  the  Treasury  Department  for  the 
revision  and  final  decision  of  the  Secretary  upon  them. 

Under  this  act  the  judges  took  the  testimony  and  made  the  reports 
as  to  three  classes  of  claims:  First,  for  losses  in  the  invasion  of  1812 
and  1813  of  East  Florida;  second,  for  losses  in  the  invasion  of  1814  of 
West  Florida;  and  third,  for  losses  in  the  invasion  of  1818  of  both 
provinces. 

Secretary  Crawford  rejected  the  claims  of  1812,  1813,  and  1814,  as 
"not  embraced  by  the  treatj^,"  and  Secretary  Rush  refused  to  disturb 
his  decision. 

Congress,  in  1834,  after  the  question  had  been  before  it  for  many 
years,  on  the  petition  of  the  claimants  of  1812  and  1313,  reversed  that 
decision  so  far  as  it  applied  to  the  two  years  just  specified  by  an  act 
passed  25th  of  June,  1834;  but  the  claims  of  1814  were  not  included 
in  that  law. 

The  proposed  bill  is  to  allow  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  to  exam- 
ine and  to  supervise  the  adjudications  of  the  judges  in  favor  of  these 
claims,  and  to  revise  the  aforesaid  decisions  of  the  secretaries  exclud- 
ing them,  and  pay  such  amounts  as  he  maj-  deem  just,  regarding  them 
as  embraced  by  the  treaty. 

The  committee  consider  the  principle  question  involved  as  settled 
by  the  decision  of  Congress  in  1834,  that  the  losses  of  1812  and  1813 
were  "embraced  by  the  treaty,"  though  they  had  been  excluded  by  the 
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secretaries,  on  the  ground  that  the  English  version  of  the  treaty  (not 
referring  to  the  Spanish  copy)  extended  only  to  the  losses  of  1818,  the 
term  "late"  preceding  the  word  "operations"  being  in  that  version 
but  not  in  the  Spanish.  If,  however,  there  had  not  been  any  such 
legislative  decision,  it  seems  to  the  committee  that  the  reports  hereto- 
fore made  by  committees  of  the  Senate  and  of  the  Hou.se  show,  quite 
satisfactorily,  that  in  justice  the  losses  of  1814  ought  to  have  iDcen 
included  in  the  treaty  stipulation;  that  it  was  intended  thej'  should  be 
included,  and  that  they  were  and  are  in  fact  so  included;  and  that  good 
faith  on  the  part  of  this  Government  requires  that  they  should  be 
investigated  and  the  amounts  ascertained  to  be  due  paid. 

The  claims  of  1814,  reported  hj  the  judge,  are  in  the  aggregate 
f72.639.06.  Of  this  amount  the  judge  reported  124,522.02  as  allowed 
by  him  "absolutely,"  and  148,116.66  "provisionally."  The  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury,  in  his  supervision  of  the  decisions  of  the  judge,  will 
make  such  deductions  as  he  maj'  deem  right. 

The  committee  report  back  to  the  Senate  without  amendment  the 
said  bill,  which  is  precisely  like  that  reported  by  the  Judiciary  Com- 
mittee at  last  session,  and  which  they  recommend  be  passed. 


[See  Claims  against  Mexico,  Gen.  Index.] 
THIRTY-SECOND  CONGRESS,  FIRST  SESSION. 

July  20,  1852. 

^  [Senate  Report  No.  303.] 

Mr.  Mason  made  the  following  report,  which  was  considered  by 
unanimous  consent,  and  concurred  in: 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  to  whom  was  referred  the 
petition  of  Samuel  A.  Belden  &  Co. ,  of  Texas,  and  with  it  the  message 
of  the  President  of  the  United  States  of  the  29th  May,  together  with 
the  documents  accompanying  the  same,  concerning  the  claim  of  the 
petitioners  against  the  Government  of  Mexico,  which  were  communi- 
cated to  the  Senate  in  compliance  with  its  resolution  of  the  6th  of 
same  month,  have  had  the  same  under  consideration,  and  now  respect- 
fully report: 

The  petitioners  claim  for  a  quantity  of  tobacco  carried  bj^  them  into 
Mexico  on  the  northern  frontier,  for  sale  in  the  regular  course  of 
trade,  while  that  country  was  in  possession  and  under  jurisdiction  of 
the  military  authorities  of  the  United  States;  and  also  for  a  large 
amount  of  property,  real  and  personal,  belonging  to  them,  and  seized 
by  the  Government  of  Mexico  after  the  peace,  to  pay  a  fine  levied  upon 
the  petitioners  for  alleged  violation  of  the  laws  in  reference  to  said 
tobacco;  and  also  for  incidental  damages  resulting  to  the  petitioners 
from  said  proceedings  on  the  part  of  the  Mexican  authorities. 

It  would  seem  from  the  proofs  adduced  by  the  petitioners  that  they 
were  fully  warranted  in  importing  said  tobacco  into  Mexico,  under  the 
authority  and  by  permission  of  the  military  authorities  of  the  United 
States,  in  possession  at  the  time,  as  is  above  .stated:  that  after  the  peace, 
the  I'ight  so  to  have  done  was  recognized  by  the  Mexican  authorities, 
and  proper  permits  and  protections  issued  by  them,  to  assure  its  pro- 
tection under  the  pi'ovisions  of  the  nineteenth  article  of  the  treaty  of 
Guadalupe  Hidalgo;  notwithstanding  all  Avhich,  the  tobacco  was  seized 
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in  the  absence  of  its  owners,  and  confiscated  by  a  judicial  decree,  and 
in  addition  a  heavj^  fine  was  imposed  on  them  by  the  same  tribunal, 
to  pay  which  a  large  stock  of  merchandise  and  other  property  belong 
ing  to  the  petitioners  was  seized,  and  the  whole  terminated  by  an  order 
for  their  arrest  and  imprisonment. 

The  committee  is  of  opinion,  from  an  examination  of  the  papers,  that 
a  most  flagrant  violation  of  the  treaty  stipulations  referred  to  has  been 
committed  by  the  judicial  department  of  the  Government  of  Mexico  in 
the  case  of  these  petitioners,  resulting  in  heavy  loss  to  them,  for  which 
that  Government  is  strictly  responsible.  But  the  committee  regret  that 
they  can  do  no  more  than  express  this  opinion.  The  claim  is  against 
the  Mexican  Government,  not  against  this;  and  its  prosecution  is  to  be 
conducted  by  the  Executive  Department  until  a  failure  to  procure 
proper  justice  to  be  done  (should  such  unfortunately  be  the  result) 
should  devolve  on  Congress  the  duty  of  interposing  against  any  infrac- 
tion of  the  treaty  by  one  of  the  parties  to  it,  and  to  protect  its  citizens 
whose  rights  are  secured  therebj'. 

The  committee  ask  to  be  discharged  from  the  further  consideration 
of  said  message  and  petition. 


[See  pp.  3,  5,  15,  Vol.  I.] 
THIRTY-THIRD  CONGRESS,  FIRST  SESSION. 

February  16,  1854. 

[Senate  Report  No.  109.] 

Mr.  Everett  made  the  following  repoi't: 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  have  had  under  consideration 
the  memorial  of  Richard  W.  Meade,  administrator  of  Richard  W. 
Meade,  deceased,  and  submit  the  following  report: 

The  memorialist  applies  to  Congress  to  settle  the  claim  of  his  late 
father,  Richard  W.  Meade,  on  the  Government  of  Spain,  his  recourse 
to  that  Government  being  precluded  by  the  Florida  treatj',  and  the 
United  States  having  undertaken  to  satisfy  the  claims  on  Spain  which 
should  be  found  justly  due. 

The  subject  has  been  before  the  two  Houses  for  many  years,  and 
favorable  reports  have  been  frequently  made.  On  three  diflerent  occa- 
sions bills  making  provision  for  the  payment  of  the  claim  ha-^-e  passed 
the  Senate,  and  on  one  occasion  a  bill  for  the  same  purpose  passed  the 
House  of  Representatives. 

The  committee  are  of  opinion  that  the  claim  is  just;  and  as  its 
merits  are  fully  set  forth  in  a  report  from  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Afl'airs  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  made  on  the  19th  of  Marcli, 
1842,  that  statement  of  the  case  is  adopted  by  the  committee,  as 
expressing  their  own  views  of  the  subject. 

[In  the  House  of  Representatives,  March  19,  1842.] 

Mr.  Horace  Everett,  from  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs,  made  the  following 
report: 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs,  to  whom  was  referred  the  petition  of  Jlargaret 
C.  Meade,  widow  and  executrix  of  Richard  W.  Meade,  submit  the  following  report: 

The  petitioner's  claim  is  founded  on  a  demand  of  her  late  husband,  as  liquidated 
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and  acknowledged  by  the  Government  of  Spain,  on  the  19th  of  May,  1820,  which 
she  alleges  has  been  since  discharged  by  the  United  States  for  their  benefit  without 
his  assent. 

Eichard  W.  Meade,  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  was  for  many  years  domiciled 
in  Spain. 

On  the  22d  February,  1819,  he  had  unliquidated  claims  of  a  large  amount  and  of 
long  standing  against  the  Government  of  Spain,  on  contracts  made,  and  for  personal 
injuries  sustained,  while  domiciled  in  Spain. 

Such,  hoAvever,  was  the  character  of  most  if  not  all  of  these  claims  that  this  Gov- 
ernment was  not  authorized  by  the  laws  of  nations  to  make  them  the  subject  of 
national  controversy;  yet,  in  virtue  of  its  eminent  domain,  it  had,  as  against  its 
own  citizens,  the  power  to  discharge  Spain  of  all  their  claims,  without  regard  to  their 
character,  subject,  however,  to  the  constitutional  obligation  of  making  satisfaction 
as  for  private  property  taken  for  public  use.  AVithout  resorting  to  this  ultimate 
power,  it  was  competent  for  the  Government,  with  the  assent  of  Mr.  Meade,  to  com- 
promise his  claims,  and  renounce  the  obligation  of  Spain,  by  treaty  stipulations.     (A.) 

In  January,  1819,  Mr.  Meade,  in  view  of  the  then  pending  negotiations,  authorized 
the  Government  to  compromise  his  claims,  then  unliquidated  (B);  and,  as  a  con- 
sequence, must  have  been  satisfied  with  such  compensation  as  any  treaty  directly 
resulting  from  those  negotiations  should  have  provided. 

The  result  of  the  negotiations  was  that  a  treaty  was  signed  at  Washington  on  the 
22d  of  February,  1819,  ratified  by  the  Senate,  and  immediately  transmitted  to  Spain 
for  ratification.  The  ratifications,  by  the  terms  of  the  treaty,  were  to  be  exchanged 
within  six  months. 

By  the  ninth  article,  the  parties  reciprocally  "renounced  all  claims  for  damages  or 
injuries  which  they  themselves,  as  well  as  their  respective  citizens  and  subjects,  may 
have  suffered  until  the  signing  this  treaty." 

This  renunciation  was  declared  to  extend  ' '  to  all  claims  of  citizens  of  the  United 
States  upon  the  Spanish  Government,  statements  of  which,  soUciting  the  interposition 
of  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  have  been  presented  to  the  Department  of 
State,  or  to  the  minister  of  the  United  States  in  Spain,  since  the  date  of  the  conven- 
tion of  1802,  and  until  the  signature  of  this  treaty." 

By  the  eleventh  article  the  United  States  undertook  to  make  satisfaction  for  all 
the  claims  renounced  to  an  amount  not  exceeding  five  millions  of  dollars,  the 
amount  and  validity  of  the  claims  to  be  ascertained  by  commissioners  within  three 
years  from  the  time  of  their  first  meeting. 

The  legal  construction  of  the  treaty  would  limit  the  5th  clause  to  claims  which 
might  be  made  the  subject  of  national  controversy.  That  construction,  however,  was 
yielded  to  an  admission  of  this  Government  of  a  fact  extraneous  to  the  treaty,  viz, 
that  it  was  the  understanding  of  the  parties  at  the  time  of  signing  that  all  claims, 
without  regard  to  their  character,  of  which  statements  had  been  presented  soliciting 
the  interposition  of  the  Government,  should  be  embraced  by  the  treaty,  thus  giving 
to  it  a  literal  instead  of  a  legal  construction. 

Nor  could  this  Government  in  good  faith  withhold  the  admission.  It  had  insisted 
on  the  admission  of  an  understanding  in  relation  to  the  eighth  article  contrary  to 
the  letter  of  the  treaty.  The  minister  of  France,  Mr.  Neuville,  in  testifying  to  the 
understanding,  well  remarks:  "The  good  faith  of  Jlr.  Onis,  and  that  of  his  Govern- 
ment, are  guarantees  too  strong  to  render  any  other  explanation  necessary.  Between 
governments,  as  between  individuals,  the  same  laws  of  honor  and  probitv  govern 
transactions."     (G.  &  S.,  F.  R.,  IV.,  653.) 

Under  this  construction,  Mr.  Meade's  claims,  a  statement  of  them  having  been 
presented  to  the  Department  of  State  soliciting  the  interposition  of  the  Government, 
were  to  be  considered  as  embraced  in  the  treaty  when  it  was  signed. 

The  provisions  of  the  treaty  were  favorable  and  appropriate  to  his  claims,  as  then 
existing — favorable,  as  placing  his  claims  on  the  footing  of  those  of  a  national  char- 
acter; appropriate,  as  providing  a  board  for  ascertaining  the  amount  and  validity  of 
claims  which  Spain  hitherto  had  neither  liquidated  nor  acknowledged.  And  had  the 
treaty  gone  into  effect,  as  then  contemplated  by  the  parties,  Mr.  Meade,  under  the 
construction  admitted  by  the  Government,  would  have  been  concluded  by  it. 

That  treaty,  however,  failed  to  take  effect;  and  circumstances  intervened,  before 
the  renewal  of  negotiations,  that  rendered  the  provisions  of  that  treaty  inapplicable 
and  inappropriate  to  the  claim  of  Mr.  jMeade. 

The  concluding  article  of  the  treaty  provided  that  it  should  be  ratified,  and  the 
ratifications  exchanged  within  six  months  from  its  date. 

At  the  end  of  the  six  months,  the  treaty,  not  having  been  ratified  by  Spain,  was 
declared  null  by  our  minister,  in  a  formal  communication  to  the  Spanish  Govern- 
ment (G.  &  S.,  IV,  661),  and  subsequently  (9th  iMay,  1820)  by  the  President,  in  a 
message  to  Congress  (ibid.,  676). 
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Before  the  renewal  of  negotiations,  the  power  to  ratify  treaties  of  cession  had  been, 
by  the  constitutional  law  of  Spain,  transferred  from  the  King  to  the  Cortes.  (G.  & 
S.,  IV,  688.) 

The  negotiation  being  thus  definitely  closed,  Mr.  Meade  was  thrown  upon  his  own 
exertions.  He  continued  to  urge  his  claim  on  the  Government  of  Spain,  and,  with 
the  aid  of  the  friendly  offices  of  our  minister,  was  at  length  successful.  On  the  19th 
May,  1820,  his  claims  were  liquidated  and  their  validity  acknowledged;  and  a  certifi- 
cate in  due  form  was  given  to  him,  as  evidence  of  his  acknowledged  debt;  amount- 
ing, in  his  own  right,  to  $373,879.88.     (C.) 

This  adjustment  was  made  by  both  parties  in  the  faith  that  Spain,  and  Spain 
alone,  was  to  be  responsible  for  the  debt. 

It  was  made  at  the  instance  of  our  Government,  which  even  took  some  credit  to 
itself  for  its  agency  in  effecting  it.     (D. ) 

This  adjustment  was  communicated  to  our  minister  by  the  Spanish  Government  in 
June,  1820  (E),  and  to  the  Secretary  of  State  by  Mr.  Forsyth  in  May  (G.  &  S.,  IV, 
724),  and  by  Mr.  Meade  in  the  August  following.     (F. ) 

The  grounds  of  the  claim  as  it  stood  at  the  signing  of  the  treaty  were  entirely 
changed,  both  in  regard  to  the  evidence  and  responsibility.  From  an  unliquidated 
claim,  resting  on  the  evidence  of  original  contracts  and  of  personal  injuries,  for 
which  the  United  States  were  then  quasi  responsible,  it  had  now  become  a  liquidated 
debt,  resting  on  the  express  contract  of  the  Government,  and  for  which  Spain  alone 
was  responsible. 

This  change  of  the  character  of  the  claim,  thus  communicated  to  our  Government, 
was  per  se  a  revocation  of  all  prior  authority  to  interpose  on  behalf  of  the  claimant, 
and  a  renunciation  of  any  benefit,  under  any  construction  or  understanding  of  the 
treaty,  or  that  could  accrue  from  its  resuscitation  at  any  future  period. 

The  provisions  of  the  treaty,  as  signed,  under  any  construction  were  no  longer 
applicable  or  appropriate  to  the  case.  The  claim  on  which  the  interposition  of  the 
Government  had  been  solicited  no  longer  existed.  There  was  no  longer  anything, 
either  as  to  amount  or  validity,  for  adjudication.  There  was  nothing  left  to  be  done 
but  the  payment  of  an  acknowledged  debt. 

It  does  not  appear  that  Mr.  Meade  gave  any  new  authority  to  the  Government  to 
interpose  on  his  behalf  or  in  any  way  assented  to  waive  the  benefit  of  the  responsi- 
bility thus  assumed  by  Spain,  but,  on  the  contrary,  that  the  subsequent  interference 
of  the  Government  was  without  his  consent  and  against  his  remonstrances. 

In  July,  1820,  Mr.  Meade  presented  a  memorial  to  the  Cortes  for  an  appropriation 
for  the  payment  of  his  debt.     (G. ) 

About  the  same  time  negotiations  were  renewed  at  Madrid,  and  the  signed  treaty 
of  1819,  with  an  additional  article  annulling  three  Spanish  grants  of  land  in  Florida, 
was  offered  on  our  part  as  the  basis  of  the  negotiation,  not  as  deriving  any  validity 
from  its  having  been  signed  by  the  parties  or  from  its  having  been  ratified  by  this 
Government,  but  as  a  proposition  which  was  presented  for  the  then  future  assent  of 
the  Cortes  and  of  the  United  States. 

In  October,  1820,  that  proposition  and  the  memorial  of  Mr.  Meade  were  both  pend- 
ing before  the  Cortes,  and  the  question  was  there  raised.  If  the  treaty  should  be 
agreed  to,  who  was  to  pay  Mr.  Meade's  debt — Spain  or  the  United  States?  A  com- 
mittee was  appointed  to  ascertain  the  fact.  The  committee  was  informed  by  the 
Spanish  ministry  that  the  debt  was  to  be  assumed  by  the  .United  States,  and  on 
apj)lying  to  our  minister  they  understood  him  to  say  that  it  should  be  paid  by  the 
United  States  if  the  treaty  was  agreed  to  by  the  Cortes,  and  that  the  debt  spoken  of 
was  the  debt  as  acknowledged  by  the  Government  of  Spain.     (G. ) 

Our  minister,  however,  did  not  understand  the  conversation  as  having  any  official 
character.  He  took  no  note  of  it,  nor  did  he  make  any  communication  respecting  it 
to  his  Government,  nor  does  he  admit  having  given  any  assurance  that  the  debt 
should  be  paid,  though  he  thinks  it  probable  he  may  have  said  that  it  was  provided 
for  by  the  treaty.     (H. ) 

The  fact  that  the  5,000,000  was  considered  as  amply  sufficient  to  satisfy  all  the 
claims,  including  Mr.  Meade's  debt,  will  serve  to  reconcile  the  declaration  and  under- 
standing of  the  parties  at  the  time.  In  connection  with  this  fact  the  declaration  of 
our  minister  that  the  payment  of  the  debt  was  provided  for  by  the  treaty,  might  have 
been  understood  as  an  assertion  that  it  would  be  paid  in  full,  or  our  minister,  having 
a  full  conviction  of  the  sufficiency  of  the  fund  provided,  may  not  have  guarded  his 
expressions  as  in  other  circumstances  he  might  have  done. 

Whatever  may  have  been  the  reply  of  our  minister  in  relation  to  the  paj'uient  of 
the  debt,  there  can  be  no  doubt  he  had  reference  to  the  5,000,000  as  the  fund  out  of 
which  it  was  to  be  paid ;  and  this  must  have  been  so  understood  on  the  other  side,  as 
this  was  the  only  provision  in  the  treaty  for  the  payment  of  claims,  nor  can  it  be 
doubted  that  the  debt  referred  to  was  the  debt  as  liquidated  and  acknowledged  and 


RICHARD    W.   MEADE.  189 

presented  to  the  Cortes  for  payment,  and  for  which  Spain  was  then  ahsolutely  liable. 
The  subject  of  the  conversation  was  the  transfer  of  that  liability  in  its  full  extent. 
Consistently  with  the  respect  due  to  an  honorable  nation,  it  can  not  be  supposed 
that  Spain  would  seek  to  transfer  from  herse'lf  a  fixed  and  certain  liability  without 
securing  an  equivalent  to  her  creditor. 

From  the  whole,  then,  it  is  fair  to  conclude  that  the  understanding  between  the 
committee  of  the  Cortes  and  our  minister  was,  in  substance,  that  Mr.  Meade's  debt 
was  renounced  and  fully  provided  for  by  the  treaty  (the  five  millions  being  deemed 
amply  sufficient  to  pay  all  the  claims)  and  that  the  acknowledgment  of  Spam  should 
be  respected  as  the  agreed  evidence  of  his  debt. 

Without  this  understanding  no  provision  in  the  treaty  embraced  Mr.  Meade's 
demand.  The  claims  that  existed  at  the  signing  the  treaty  no  longer  existed;  they 
had  become  merged  in  the  obligation  of  the  Government,  constituting  the  only  lia- 
bility of  Spain  to  Mr.  Meade.  What,  it  may  be  asked,  would  have  been  the  effect 
of  the  same  act  if  the  treaty  had  been  ratified  within  the  time  prescribed?  The 
liquidation  and  assumption  of  the  claim  by  Spain  (even  if  made  pending  the  com- 
mission) would  have  discharged  the  United  States  as  effectually  as  though  Spain  had 
paid  the  debt.  It  could  be  brought  within  the  treaty  only  by  an  understanding  of 
the  parties  at  the  time  of  giving  their  final  assent;  and  an  admission  that  the  debt 
then  existing  was  within  the  treaty  is  an  admission  that  the  certificate  of  acknowl- 
edgment was  to  be  the  agreed  evidence  of  the  claim.  On  no  other  construction  could 
the  claim  be  renounced;  no  partial  renunciation,  as  has  been  contended  for,  was  in 
contemplation  of  either  party. 

It  is  admitted  on  all  hands  that  we  are  bound  by  the  understanding  at  the  signing 
the  treaty,  by  which  Mr.  Meade's  claims  were  brought  within  its  provisions.  We 
are  equally  bound  b}'  the  second  understanding,  by  which,  as  a  liquidated  debt,  it 
was  retained  within  or  restored  to  the  benefits  of  the  treaty.  The  understanding  is 
fully  proved;  facts  are  admitted  from  which  it  is  fairly  to  be  inferred  and  we  have 
received  a  full  equivalent. 

On  the  20th  October,  1820,  the  Cortes  gave  its  assent  to  the  treaty,  with  the  addi- 
tional article  annulling  the  Florida  grants;  and  on  the  22d  of  February,  1821,  it  was 
ratified  by  the  United  States. 

]Mr.  Meade  protested  against  these  acts,  insisting  on  the  liability  of  Spain  or  full 
indemnity  from  the  United  States.     (I. ) 

In  May,  1821,  he  again  applied  to  Spain  for  payment.  His  application  was  refused 
on  the  ground  that  the  obligation  of  Spain  had  been  renounced  by-the  United  States. 
(K. )  And  in  this  ground,  as  will  be  shown  hereafter,  Spain  has  been  sustained  by 
this  Government.  By  this  concurrence  of  both  Governments  Mr.  Meade's  claim 
against  Spain  has  been  foreclosed. 

The  commission  was  organized  in  June,  1821,  and  on  the  6th  January,  1822  (L) , 
Mr.  Meade  presented  a  memorial  to  the  board,  stating  the  history  of  his  claim  to  its 
final  liquidation  and  claiming  to  be  allowed  and  paid  the  full  amount  of  his  claim  as 
liquidated,  in  preference  to  the  other  claimants. 

On  the  5th  of  March,  1822,  the  commissioners,  in  a  letter  to  the  Secretary  of  State, 
expressed  an  opinion  adverse  to  entertaining  the  claim,  on  the  ground  that,  from  its 
character,  it  was  not  within  the  provisions  of  th.  treaty;  but  expressed  a  willingness 
to  respect  any  understanding  of  the  parties  to  th  treaty  that  such  claims  should  be 
included  and  w-ere  intended  to  be  provided  for  by  the  fifth  renunciation  of  the  eighth 
article,  "within  the  words  of  which  all  such  are  found,"  and  referring  to  him  for  the 
fact.     (M.) 

The  Secretary  of  State,  in  his  reply  of  the  9th  March,  1822,  admits  that  it  was 
intended  to  include  such  claims  ' '  as  they  existed  at  the  time  of  the  signature  of  the 
treaty,"  "to  be  decided  not  by  any  subsequent  transaction  between  the  claimant  and 
the  Spanish  Government."     (N.) 

It  will  be  seen  by  the  documents  referred  to  that  the  commissioners  ask  for  any 
understanding  of  the  parties  to  the  treaty,  without  reference  to  the  time  ot  the  sig- 
nature, and  that  the  reply  is  confined  -to  that  period  without  any  reference  to  the 
understanding  of  the  parties  at  the  time  of  giving  their  final  assent;  and  the  omission 
is  accounted  for  by  the  fact  that  our  minister  had  neglected  to  inform  the  Secretary 
of  State  of  the  understanding  at  that  time — a  neglect  that  should  not  prejudice  Spain 
or  the  claimant. 

On  the  receipt  of  this  reply  the  commissioners  received  the  claim  as  within  the 
thus  admitted  understanding  at  the  time  of  the  signature  of  the  treaty  as  thesub- 
ject  of  proof,  but  rejected  the  certificate  as  evidence  of  either  the  amount  or  validity 
of  the  claim  in  strict  conformity  with  the  admissions  of  the  Secretary  of  State.  _  (0.) 

This  decision,  thus  limited,  while  it  recognized  the  renunciation  of  the  claim  in 
the  end,  as  will  be  seen,  deprived  Mr.  Meade  of  all  benefit  under  the  treaty. 
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This  decision  of  the  commissioners,  thus  made,  was  the  decision  of  this  Govern- 
ment, and  for  the  consequences  of  which  it  is  justly  responsible.  It  had,  in  1820, 
undertaken,  without  the  assent  of  Mr.  Meade,  to  interfere  between  him  and  Spain 
at  a  time  when  all  controversy  as  to  the  amount  or  validity  of  his  claim  was  fore- 
closed; when  the  claim  (if  any  ever  existed  under  the  treaty  at  the  time  of  signature) 
was  withdrawn  from  its  provisions;  when  the  mere  question  of  payment  was  pending 
before  the  Cortes,  and,  by  a  new  understanding,  to  place  the  claim  within  the 
renunciation  and  provision  of  the  treaty.  Under  these  circumstances  an  obligation 
was  cast  upon  the  Government  to  secure  to  Mr.  Meade  the  full  benefit  of  the  under- 
standing by  which  his  claim  was  thus  to  be  affected.  And  had  that  understanding, 
even  as  admitted  by  our  minister  in  Spain,  been  admitted  by  the  Secretary  of  State, 
there  can  be  no  doubt  they  would  have  been  equally  willing  to  have  respected  it  and 
to  have  admitted  the  certificate  as  evidence  of  the  claim. 

This  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  State  was  the  occasion  of  a  correspondence  between 
the  Spanish  minister  here  and  the  Secretary  of  State  in  1823,  in  which  the  latter 
defended  the  grounds  he  had  taken.  The  commissioners  also  delivered  an  elaborate 
opinion  in  support  of  their  opinion.  By  both  the  position  is  assumed,  as  the  main 
foundation  of  the  argument,  that,  as  to  this  claim,  the  treaty  derived  its  binding 
force  from  the  understanding  that  existed  at  its  signature,  and  that  all  acts  of  the 
Spanish  Government  and  Mr.  Meade  between  that  date  and  the  final  assent  of  Spain 
to  the  treaty  in  1820  are  to  be  considered  as  res  inter  alias  acta. 

If  the  certificate  of  liquidation  had  been  given  prior  to  the  signature  of  the  treaty, 
no  question  could  have  arisen  as  to  its  validity  or  amount;  and  had  the  treaty  been 
ratified  within  the  six  months,  no  act  of  the  Spanish  Government  subsequent  to  the 
date  of  the  treaty,  done  without  the  privity  or  assent  of  this  Government,  could  be 
admitted  to  affect  the  obligations  of  the  treaty.  Such  acts  would  justly  be  liable  to 
the  objection  of  being  res  inter  alias  acta.  But  in  the  present  case  the  objection  is 
not  well  founded,  either  in  fact  or  principle;  nor  is  it  consistent  with  the  courtesy 
due  from  one  government  to  another,  nor  to  the  respect  which  this  Government 
owes  to  itself. 

It  is  not  well  founded  in  fact.  This  Government  was  privy  to  the  act  of  liquida- 
tion. It  was  made  at  the  urgent  solicitation  of  our  minister,  acting  under  instructions 
from  his  Government,  and  when  made  it  was  approved  by  this  Government  and 
its  approval  formally  communicated  to  the  Spanish  Government. 

It  is  not  well  founded  in  principle.  The  principle  on  which  the  objection  is 
rested  is  that  this.Govemment,  as  a  party  in  interest,  not  being  a  party  to  the  liqui- 
dation, had  no  opportunity  to  protect  itself  against  error  or  fraud.  It  is  assumed, 
contrary  to  the  fact,  that  at  the  date  of  the  liquidation  this  Government  was  a  party 
in  interest.  Casting  out  this  assumption,  it  then  stands  that  the  liquidation  was 
made  by  the  only  parties  in  interest.  As  to  the  danger  of  error,  who  could  be  more 
competent  to  make  a  correct  liquidation  than  the  original  parties  to  the  controversy? 
As  to  fraud,  all  possible  presumption  is  excluded  by  the  fact  that  the  original  parties 
were  then  the  sole  parties  in  interest.  There  is  not  a  shadow  of  proof  or  ground  of 
presumption  that  the  liquidation  was  made  in  view  of  any  future  assumption  of 
liability  by  the  United  States.  The  treaty  of  1819  then  stood  declared  null.  And 
the  Spanish  minister  and  the  Secretary  were  both  agreed  that  there  was  then  no 
probability  that  the  treaty  would  be  ratified  by  Spain.  Mr.  Andagua  says: 
"  When  all  this  was  done,  there  was  no  probability  that  the  United  States  would  be 
obliged  to  pay  this  debt."  That  is  to  say,  there  was  no  probability  that  His  Catholic 
Majesty  would  perform  the  express  and  solemn  promise  that  he  had  made  to  ratify 
the  treaty.  "Undoubtedly,  when  there  was  no  probability  that  the  United  States 
would  be  charged  with  the  payment  of  the  debt,  this  Government  and  their  minis- 
ter did  earnestly  press  the  Spanish  Government  to  do  justice,  at  least,  to  Mr.  Meade." 
(Mr.  Adams  to  Mr.  Salmon.     Q.) 

The  objection  is  not  consistent  with  the  courtesy  due  from  this  Government  to 
Spain.  It  implies  that  that  Government  has  neglected  the  duties  it  owes  to  itself 
and  suffered  itself  to  be  overreached;  or  that  it  was  done  in  fraud  of  this  Govern- 
ment, in  view  of  its  then  undisclosed  intent  of  accepting  the  terms  of  the  treaty  at 
some  future  period,  of  which  there  is  no  proof.  It  is  not  consistent  with  the  respect 
which  this  Government  owes  to  itself.  It  implies  that  it  was  willing  to-  aid  in  an 
improper  liquidation  so  long  as  it  was  for  the  benefit  of  one  of  its  citizens  and  prej- 
udicial only  to  Spain. 

The  Secretary  of  State,  after  the  decision,  takes  a  further  ground,  viz,  that  the 
liquidated  debt  as  such  was  not  renounced  or  provided  for  bv  the  treaty  as  negotiated 
in  1819. 

"Mr.  Meade  was  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  who,  since  the  convention  of  1802 
and  before  the  signature  of  the  treaty,  had  solicited  the  interposition  of  the  Govern- 
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ment  of  the  United  States  and  had  presented  some  general  statement  of  part  of  his 
claims.  He  had  specially  desired  that  they  should  be  included  in  the  negotiation  of 
the  treaty,  and  had  been  informed  of  the  only  terms  upon  which  they  would  or  could 
be  considered  in  that  negotiation  in  common  with  the  other  claims  for  which  it  was 
to  provide.  They  were  and  could  be  known  to  the  American  Government  only  aa. 
unsettled  and  disputed  claims,  and  the  right  to  negotiate  a  compromise  for  them  in 
common  with  the  rest,  founded  upon  his  own  solicitation  and  the  acquiescenpe  of 
Spain,  was  not  for  a  moment  questioned.  But  as  an  acknowledged  claim,  the  amount 
and  validity  of  which  was  known  and  admitted,  and  about  which  the  United  States 
and  Spain  had  no  right  to  negotiate  between  themselves  a  compromise  not  sanctioned 
by  him,  it  certainly  was  not  included  nor  ever  intended  to  be  included  in  the  treaty. 
From  the  moment  that  Spain  considers  it  as  such  she  contracts  the  obligation  of  dis- 
charging it  herself  as  a  contract,  the  compromise  of  which  neither  she  nor  the  United 
States  could  rightfully  negotiate  between  themselves  without  the  privity  of  Mr.  Meade, 
and  which,  not  having  been  so  negotiated,  she  (Spain)  is  bound  in  honor  and  in 
justice  to  him  to  discharge  to  the  last  farthing  from  her  awn  treasury. 

"It  was  intended  by  the  Government  of  the  United  States  that  Mr.  Meade's  claims 
as  then  exhibited  to  them — unsettled,  disputed  claims,  a  mixed  character,  for  con- 
tracts, for  losses  upon  exchange,  for  depreciation  of  Spanish  Government  paper,  for 
interest,  and  for  damages,  all,  except  the  first,  of  most  uncertain  amount  and  validity — 
should,  in  common  with  the  other  claims  provided  for,  have  the  benefit  of  the  treaty. 
But  no  stipulation  of  special  favor  to  the  claims  of  Mr.  Meade  at  the  expense  of  other' 
claimants  was  or  could  be  intended  by  the  Government  of  the  United  States.  The 
claim  presented  by  Mr.  Meade  to  the  commissioners  is  for  an  acknowledged  debt 
from  the  Spanish  Government  to  him,  dated  May,  1820,  and  directed  to  be  paid  out 
of  the  funds  of  the  royal  finance  department,  with  interest.  To  say  that  this  is  not 
the  claim  which  in  February,  1819,  the  United  States  had  renounced  and  agreed  to 
compound  would  be  to  say  that  daylight  is  not  darkness.  Mr.  Meade  might  with  as 
much  propriety  have  purchased  in  the  market  at  its  current  price  any  other  order 
upon  the  funds  of  the  royal  finance  department  and  brought  it  before  the  commis- 
sioners as  a  claim  provided  for  by  the  treaty  as  he  could  this  order,  a  part  of  the  sum 
constituting  which  was  for  interest  accrued  after  the  treaty  had  been  signed."     (Q.) 

The  committee  concur  in  this  view  of  the  effect  of  the  acknowledgment  of  the  debt 
by  Spain,  upon  the  rights  and  obligations  of  the  parties  under  the  treaty,  as  contem- 
plated when  the  treaty  was  signed,  and  aside  of  the  understanding  of  the  parties 
when  they  gave  their  final  assent  to  the  treaty.  This  was  the  view  taken  and  insisted 
upon  by  Mr.  Meade,  who  was  not  privy  to  that  understanding.  And  had  the  Secre- 
tary of  State  substituted  this  view  of  the  case  in  the  place  of  that  taken  in  his  letter 
to  the  commissioners,  they  must  have  rejected  the  claim  altogether,  as  neither 
renounced  nor  provided  for  by  the  treaty.  The  liability  of  Spain  on  its  acknowledg- 
ment to  Mr.  Meade  would  then  have  remained  unimpaired  by  any  act  of  this 
Government. 

The  commissioners,  however,  decided,  in  conformity  with  the  admission  of  the 
Secretary  of  State,  that  the  case  was  still  within  the  treaty  as  an  unliquidated  demand, 
and  that  to  that  extent  the  claim  was  renounced,  while  Spain  claims  an  entire  renun- 
ciation. By  this  concurrence  the  liability  of  Spain  to  all  claims  up  to  the  signature 
of  the  treaty  has  become  in  fact  renounced. 

But  even  the  liability  supposed  to  have  been  incurred  by  Spain  by  the  subsequent 
Uquidation  of  the  claims,  which  the  Secretary  of  State  avers  she  was  ' '  bound  in  honor 
and  justice  to  him  to  discharge  to  the  last  farthing  from  her  own  treasury,"  was  not 
permitted  to  remain. 

The  claim  of  Mr.  Meade,  thus  by  its  liquidation  cast  out  of  the  provisions  of  the 
treaty  as  signed  (1819),  is  again  brought  within  them  by  an  unauthorized  admission 
that  it  was  still  provided  for  by  the  treaty — to  this  extent,  that  the  United  States 
renounced  only  the  unliquidated  claims  and  that  Spain  remained  holden  for  the  liq- 
uidated debt;  and  between  this  renunciation  and  that  liability  the  demand  of  Mr. 
Meade  was  suspended. 

After  this  admitted  renunciation  the  committee  will  not  inquire  into  the  extent  or 
value  of  the  liability  of  Spain. 

The  effect  of  the  express  understanding  of  the  parties  at  the  time  of  giving  their 
final  assent  to  the  treaty  was  not  taken  into  consideration  by  the  commissioners  or  by 
the  Secretary  of  State,  for  the  obvious  reason  that  it  was  unknown  to  them.  But  had  it 
been  a  part  of  the  admission,  the  commissioners  would  have  admitted  the  certificate 
of  liquidation  as  full  evidence  of  the  claim,  as  conclusive  as  to  its  amount  and  valid- 
ity. If  the  unliquidated  claims  were  brought  by  the  first  understanding  within  the 
treaty,  then  by  the  fair  construction  of  the  second  miderstanding  the  first  was  recog- 
nized, and  the  certificate  was  to  be  considered  as  settling  the  amount  and  validity  of 
those  identical  unliquidated  claims.     (P. ) 
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The  liquidation  on  the  face  of  the  paper  refers  to  those  claims,  and  to  those  only. 
It  was' not,  like  the  case  of  a  recent  purchase  of  an  "order  on  the  funds  of  the  royal 
finance,"  founded  on  any  consideration  not  existing  at  the  signature  of  the  treaty. 
Even  the  "interest"  included  in  the  liquidation  was  incident  to  and  a  part  of  the 
Briginal  claims. 

To  the  neglect,  then,  of  the  Government  in  not  seasonably  obtaining  the  facts  of 
the  understanding  of  the  parties  at  the  time  Spain  gave  her  assent  to  the  treaty,  or  in 
not  communicating  it  to  the  commissioners,  their  decision  rejecting  the  certificate  is 
to  be  attributed. 

This  decision  of  the  commissioners  was  made  and  communicated  to  Mr.  Meade  on 
the  27th  of  June,  1822.     (R  3. ) 

On  the  6th  of  June,  1822,  Mr.  Meade  presented  a  memorial  to  the  commissioners 
(R)  asking  for  a  reconsideration  of  their  decision.  This  was  accompanied  by  a  cor- 
respondence of  the  Spanish  minister.     (B.) 

On  the  18th  of  April,  1823,  the  commissioners  affirmed  their  decision. 

In  consequence  of  that  decision,  Mr.  Meade  was  compelled  to  undertake  to  sustain 
his  claims  by  other  proof;  and  the  final  result  was  that,  without  any  fault  on  his 
part,  he  was  unable  to  procure  his  vouchers,  which  had  been  surrendered  to  the  Span- 
ish Government  on  the  liquidation  of  his  claim,  before  the  commission  was  closed; 
and  the  five  millions  was  divided  among  the  other  claimants. 

i  The  claimant  alleges,  as  a  distinct  ground  for  relief,  it  was  through  the  fault  or  neg- 
lect of  the  Government  of  Spain  or  of  the  United  States  that  his  vouchers  were  not 
procured  in  season  to  be  laid  before  the  commissioners;  and  that  if  through  the  fault 
or  neglect  of  Spain,  this  Government  has,  by  a  subsequent  treaty,  renounced  all 
claim  for  satisfaction. 

The  eleventh  article  of  the  treaty  provides  that  "the  Spanish  Government  shall 
furnish  all  such  documents  and  elucidations  as  may  be  in  their  possession  for  the 
adjustment  of  the  said  claims  according  to  the  principles  of  justice,  the  laws  of 
nations,  and  the  stipulations  of  the  treaty  between  the  two  parties  of  27th  October, 
1795;  the  said  documents  to  be  specified,  when  demanded,  at  the  instance  of  the 
commissioners. ' ' 

On  the  4th  of  April,  1822,  Mr.  Meade,  in  consequence  of  apprehensions  excited  by 
the  letters  between  the  commissioners  and  the  Secretary  of  State  of  the  5th  and  9th 
of  March,  addressed  a  note  to  the  Spanish  minister  here,  stating  his  apprehensions 
and  requesting  him  to  become  his  mediator  with  His  Catholic  Majesty  to  obtain  for 
him  all  documents,  vouchers,  and  evidence  whatsoever  in  the  possession  and  under 
the  control  of  Spain  aj)pertaining  to  his  demands,  that  he  might  prepare  them,  in 
case  of  need,  for  exhibition  to  the  commissioners.     (SI.) 

On  the  10th  of  October  lie  reiterated  his  request  to  be  furnished  with  his  vouchers, 
stating  the  decision  of  the  commissioners  of  the  27th  of  June.     (S  2.) 

On  the  16th  of  October  the  Spanish  minister  replied  to  the  last  note  of  Mr.  Meade. 
After  expressing  great  indignation  at  the  decision,  he  concludes  by  stating  ' '  that 
the  Spanish  Government  will  regard  as  a  serious  insult  that  what  in  Spain  is  acknowl- 
edged as  most  sacred  and  respectable  should  here  be  pronounced  of  no  value;  that  it 
will  never  consent  to  have  questioned  the  legality  and  purity  with  which  your  liqui- 
dation was  made,  and  which  is  accompanied  by  all  the  marks  of  authenticity  which 
it  can  give  it;  and,  in  fine,  though  it  should  be  practicable  to  reunite  all  the  docu- 
ments upon  which  that  liquidation  was  made,  His  Catholic  Majesty  knows  too  well 
what  is  due  to  his  own  dignity,  to  the  reputation  of  his  ministers,  and  to  the  integrity 
of  his  tribunals  to  consent  that  a  foreign  commission  shall  deem  itself  authorized 
to  revise  their  decrees." 

On  the  15th  of  April,  1823,  the  Spanish  minister  addressed  a  communication  to  the 
Secretary  of  State,  inclosing  copies  of  the  three  notes  above  mentioned,  informing 
him  that  they  had  been  transmitted  to  his  Government,  which  had  approved  of  the 
answer  of  the  Spanish  minister  of  the  16th  of  October,  and  protesting  in  strong  terms 
against  the  decision  of  the  commissioners.     ( P. ) 

It  is  not  necessary  to  inquire  whether  the  treaty  required  that  the  demand  should 
be  made  at  the  instance  of  the  commissioners  and  by  the  Government  itself,  or 
whether  the  documents  should  be  more  particularly  specified.  It  is  sufficient  that 
no  such  objections  were  made  by  the  Spanish  Government.  The  refusal  to  furnish 
the  documents  was  founded  solely  on  a  denial  of  the  right  to  demand  them. 

On  the  15th  April,  1823,  that  refusal  was  officially  communicated  to  this  Govern- 
ment, and  in  the  reply  of  the  Secretary  of  State  the  right  (by  direct  implication)  was 
afiirmed.  The  issue  was  made,  and  Spain  was  responsible  for  all  the  consequences  of 
delay  from  the  time  of  the  refusal.     (P.) 

The  refusal  was  on  the  16th  October,  1822.  It  does  not  appear  that  during  the  next 
six  months  the  obstacle  existed  that  subsequently  interrupted  the  presentation  of  the 
demand. 
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The  final  decision  of  the  commissioners  was  made  in  April,  1823,  and  on  the  18th 
the  commissioners,  at  the  instance  of  Mr.  Meade,  addressed  a  note  to  the  Secretary  of 
State,  requesting  him  to  demand  of  the  Spanish  Government  the  documents  specified 
in  an  accompanying  schedule.     (T. ) 

On  the  13th  May  the  Secretary  of  State  addressed  that  communication  to  our 
minister  in  Spain  with  instructions  to  make  the  demand.     (U. ) 

Owing  to  circumstances  over  which  this  Government  had  no  control,  these  papers 
did  not  reach  Spain  until  December,  1823.  Thus  a  delay  of  more  than  a  year  was 
the  consequence  of  the  refusal. 

On  the  19th  December,  1823,  a  formal  demand  was  made  (V  2),  and  the  attention 
of  the  Spanish  Government  again  called  to  it  on  the  1st  February,  1824.  (V  3  and  4. ) 
On  the  14th  May  the  Spanish  minister  replied  that,  on  account  of  the  extent  and 
number  of  the  documents,  further  time  was  required. 

On  the  31st  July  our  minister  advised  this  Government  that,  from  the  papers  in 
Mr.  Meade's  case  being  so  voluminous,  there  was  no  well-founded  expectation  of 
their  being  speedily  furnished.  (V  5  and  6. )  The  commission  closed  in  June,  1824, 
in  consequence  of  which  Mr.  Meade's  claim  was  finally  excluded,  and  the  five 
millions  divided  among  the  other  claimants. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  inquire  whether  the  claim  was  pressed  with  sufficient  earnest- 
ness on  the  Spanish  Government.  Her  treaty  engagement  was  positive,  and  on  her 
rested  the  responsibility  from  the  date  of  the  original  demand.     (P.) 

Of  every  fact  necessary  to  constitute  that  responsibility  this  Government  was" 
seasonably  and  officially  informed. 

The  infraction  of  the  treaty  was  the  subject  of  a  national  claim. 

Such  was  the  state  of  Mr.  Meade's  case  at  the  d^te  of  the  treaty  with  Spain  of  the 
17th  February,  1834. 

By  the  first  and  third  articles,  the  parties  reciprocally  renounced  all  claims  pre- 
ferred by  each  against  the  other,  of  whatsoever  class,  denomination,  or  origin,  from 
the  22d  February,  1819  (the  date  of  the  former  treaty),  until  the  time  of  signing  the 
treaty. 

If  the  claim,  founded  on  the  refusal  to  furnish  the  documents,  was  renounced  by 
the  treaty,  the  claimant  is  left  to  seek  redress  of  the  United  States.  If  the  claim  was 
not  renounced,  then  the  liability  of  Spain  remains.  As  an  infraction  of  the  former 
treaty,  it  can  be  enforced  only  by  this  Government;  and  after  the  course  taken,  with- 
out the  authority  or  consent  of  Mr.  Meade,  by  which  his  claim  has  been  thus  embar- 
rassed, if  not  defeated,  and  considering  the  equivalent  received  by  the  annulling  the 
Florida  grant,  it  is  not  unreasonable  that  the  Government  should  satisfy  the  claim 
and  seek  its  own  idemnity  against  Spain.  From  the  fact,  however,  that  this  refusal 
became  the  subject  of  diplomatic  discussion  between  the  Governments  of  the  two 
nations,  the  claimant  may  with  much  force  contend  that  it  is  to  be  considered  as  a 
claim  preferred,  and  renounced  by  the  treaty. 

On  a  view,  then,  of  the  whole  case  the  committee  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  peti- 
tioner is  entitled  to  relief.  And,  understanding  that  she  will  be  satisfied  with  being 
restored  to  the  benefit  of  the  provisions  of  the  treaty  of  1819,  they  think  this  the 
least  measure  of  justice  that  is  demandable  from  the  United  States.  They  therefore 
report  a  bill  for  that  purpose. 


[Proceedings  in  the  House  of  Representatives  on  the  claim  of  Richard  W.  Meade.] 

Second  session  Eighteenth  Congress,  1824-25:  Petition  referred  to  the  Committee 
on  Foreign  Affairs.     No  report. 

First  session  Nineteenth  Congress,  1825-26:  Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Affairs,  and  bill  reported  by  Mr.  Forsyth,  No.  223  (Report  No.  174),  providing  for 
the  settlement  of  sundry  claims  under  the  Florida  treaty,  which  bill  passed  the 
House  of  Representatives  and  was  rejected  in  the  Senate. 

First  session  Twentieth  Congress,  1827-28:  Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Affairs,  and  bill  reported  by  Mr.  Edward  Everett,  No.  51  (Report  No.  58),  which 
bill  was  rejected  by  the  House. 

Second  session  Twentieth  Congress,  1828-29:  Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Affairs.     No  report. 

First  session  Twenty-first  Congress,  1829-30:  Same. 

First  session  Twenty-second  Congress,  1831-32:  Referred  to  the  Committee  on  For- 
eign Affairs,  and  bill  reported  by  Mr.  Archer,  No.  366  (Report  No.  316),  which  was 
committed  to  a  Committee  of  the  Whole  and  not  after  acted  upon. 

First  session  Twenty-third  Congress,  1833-34:  Referred  to  the  Committee  on  For- 
eign Affairs;  bill  reported  by  Mr.  Archer,  No.  183  (Report  No.  167),  which  was 
debated  in  Committee  of  the  Whole.    Nothing  further  done. 
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First  session  Twenty-fourth  Congress,  1835-36:  Referred  to  the  Committee  on  For- 
eign Affairs.     No  report. 
Third  session  Twenty-fifth  Congress,  1838-39:  Same. 
First  session  Twenty-sixth  Congress,  1839-40:  Same. 


[Proceedings  in  the  Senate  on  the  claim  of  Mr.  Meade.] 

Second  session  Eighteenth  Congress,  1824-25:  Petition  referred  to  the  Committee 
on  Foreign  Eelations.  Committee  discharged  and  referred  to  the  Secretary  of  State 
and  reported  on.     (Report  No.  40. ) 

First  session  Nineteenth  Congress,  1825-26:  Referred  to  a  select  committee. 
Reported  against  by  Mr.  Clayton  (Report  No.  66)  and  laid  on  the  table. 

First  session  Twenty-fourth  Congress,  1835-36:  Referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations.  Bill  reported  by  Mr.  Porter,  No.  165  (Report  No.  236),  and 
passed  the  Senate,  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  and  not  reported  back  by  that  committee. 

Second  session  Twenty-fourth  Congress,  1836-37:  Referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations.  Bill  reported  by  Mr.  Buchanan,  No.  19  (no  report),  which 
passed  the  Senate,  and  was  laid  on  the  table  in  the  House  of  Representatives  without 
being  referred  to  a  committee. 

Second  session  Twenty-fifth  Congress,  1837-38:  Referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations.  Bill  reported  by  Mr.  Buchanan,  No.  31  (no  report),  which  also 
passed  the  Senate  and  was  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Foreign  AHairs  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  and  reported  back  to  the  House  without  amendment  and 
committed  to  a  Committee  of  the  Whole  and  not  further  acted  on. 

First  session  Twenty-sixth  Congress,  1839-iO:  Referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations.     No  report.    Leave  granted  to  withdraw,  etc. 


[List  of  documents  referred  to  in  the  foregoing  report.] 

A. — Extract  from  report  of  the  Secretary  of  State  on  Richard  W.  Meade's  memorial 

to  the  Senate,  February  18,  1821. 
B. — Letters  from  Mrs.  Meade  and  Mr.  John  Sergeant  to  Hon.  John  Quincy  Adams, 

Secretary  of  State,  January  17,  1819. 
C. — Official  note  from  the  minister,  Mr.  Arguelles,  to  Mr.  Meade. 
D.— Mr.  Adams  to  Mr.  Meade,  September  6,  1820. 
E. — Secretary  of  state  of  Spain  to  American  minister,  June  10,  1820. 
F.— Extract  of  a  letter  from  Mr.  Meade  to  Mr.  Adams,  August  17,  1820. 
G. — No.  1.  Deposition  of  Don  Jos6  Canga  Arguelles,  taken  in  1827. 
No.  2.  Deposition  of  Joseph  Moreno  Guerra,  taken  in  1824. 
No.  3.  Deposition  of  Don  Alvaro  Florez  Estrada,  taken  in  1827. 
No.  4.  Deposition  of  Don  Jos^,  Becerra,  taken  in  1824. 
H. — Deposition  of  Mr.  Forsyth,  taken  in  1824. 

I. — Extract  from  Mr.  Meade's  memorial  to  the  Senate,  February  8,  1821. 
K. — Spanish  secretary  of  state  to  Mr.  Meade,  June  16,  1821. 
L. — Certificate  of  Tobias  Watkins,  June  7,  1824. 
M. — Letter  from  the  commissioners  under  the  Florida  treaty  to  Mr.  Adams,  March 

5,  1822. 
N. — Letter  from  Mr.  Adams  to  the  commissioners,  March  9,  1822. 
O. — Opinion  of  Judge  AVhite. 

P. — Mr.  Salmon,  charg^  d'affaires  of  Spain,  to  Mr.  Adams,  April  15,  1823. 
Q.— Mr.  Adams  to  Mr.  Salmon,  April  29,  1823. 

R. — Third  memorial  of  Mr.  Meade  to  the  commissioners  under  the  Florida  treaty. 
S. — No.  1.  Letter  of  Mr.  Meade  to  the  Chevalier  Don  Joaquin  de  Andua^a  April 
4,  1822.  ■  o  '     i- 

No.  2.  Same  to  same,  October  10,  1822. 

No.  3.  Letter  from  Chevalier  Don  Joaquin  de  Anduaga  to  Mr.  Meade,  October 
16,  1822. 
T.— Letter  from  the  commissioners  under  the  Florida  treaty  to  Mr.  Adams,  April 

18,  1823. 
U. — Letter  from  Mr.  Adams  to  Mr.  Nelson,  minister  to  Spain. 
V. — No.  1.  Extract  of  a  letter  from  Mr.  Nelson  to  Mr.  Adams,  December  26, 1823. 
No.  2.  Extract  of  a  letter  from  Mr,  Nelson  to  the  secretary  of  state  of  Spain 
December  19,  1823.  ' 
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V. — No.  3.  Extract  of  a  letter  from  same  to  same,  February  1,  1824. 

No.  4.  Extract  of  a  letter  from  Spanish  secretary  of  state  to  Mr.  Nelson,  May 

14,  1824. 

No.  5.  Extract  of  a  letter  from  Mr.  Nelson  to  Secretary  of  State,  July  31,  1824. 

No.  6.  Extract  of  a  letter  from  same  to  the  Secretary  of  State,  May  17,  1824. 

No.  7.  Letter  from  the  Spanish  secretary  of  state  to  Mr.  Nelson,  March  8, 1824. 

No.  8.  Extract  of  a  letter  from  same  to  same.  May  14, 1824. 


A. 


[Extract  from  the  report  ol  the  Secretary  of  State  on  Mr.  Meade's  memorial  to  the  Senate,  13th 

February,  1821.] 

"The  Government  of  the  claimant,  by  contract,  can  intergose  in  his  behalf  only 
by  its  good  offices,  and  can  not,  as  the  memorialist  states,  press  to  the  extent  of 
reprisals  for  the  satisfaction  of  the  claim.  It  has  no  right  to  interpose  at  all  without 
the  solicitation  of  the  claimant  himself,  who,  having  staked  his  interest  upon  his 
own  Confidence  in  the  government  with  which  he  contracts,  may  properly  abide  by 
the  result  of  that  confidence  without  calling  upon  his  country  to  make  itself  a  party 
to  his  demand.  But  if  he  does  appeal  to  his  own  Government  for  that  adventitious 
aid,  to  which  other  contractors  with  the  same  party  and  on  the  same  security  can 
not  resort,  he  thereby  voluntarily  makes  his  claim  a  subject  of  negotiation  and  of 
those  compromises  in  which  all  national  adjustments  of  individual  claims  must  and 
do  always  consist."     (G.  &  S.,  For.  Eel.,  Vol.  IV,  704. ) 


B. 


Philadelphia,  January  17,  1819. 

Sik:  By  a  letter  from  Madrid,  of  November  17,  Mr.  Meade  had  just  received  the 
opinion  given  by  you  on  the  course  best  to  be  proceeded  on  for  the  protection  of 
his  claims  by  our  Government.  He  had  merely  time  to  make  out  the  statement, 
which  I  now  inclose  to  you,  to  be  delivered  to  Mr.  Adams,  with  a  few  lines  addressed 
to  him  by  me  in  case  you  should  think  proper  to  present  them. 

I  should  esteem  it  a  particular  favor  if  you  would  express  to  me  or  Mr.  Henry 
Toland,  jr.,  the  opinion  that  Mr.  Adams  may  give  you  upon  it,  and  to  say  if  any 
steps  should  be  taken  by  Mr.  Meade  further  than  handing  to  the  Department  of 
State  the  detail  of  his  claims  as  mentioned  in  my  letter  to  Mr.  Adamg. 

Mr.  Meade,  I  presume,  hurried  himself  in  this  statement,  having  been  assured 
that  the  Marquis  D'Yrujo  had  asserted  that  orders  had  been  sent  to  the  Chevalier 
De  Onis  to  conclude  the  treaty  with  the  United  States  on  their  own  terms. 
I  remain  sir,  etc., 

M.  Meade. 

John  Sergeant,  Esq. 

Philadelphia,  January  17,  1819. 
Sir:  I  have  the  honor  to  hand  you,  inclosed,  a  statement  of  the  grounds  of  my 
husband's  claims  on  the  Spanish  Government,  which  will  be  followed  by  a  specific 
statement  of  the  amount  due  him  from  said  Government,  showing  the  amount  due 
on  libramientos  now  in  his  possession,  on  contracts,  and  on  damages  on  bills  received 
from  said  Government,  as  well  as  his  reclamation  on  the  score  of  the  unjust  imprison- 
ment suffered  by  him  for  two  years. 

The  time  allowed  him  to  avail  himself  of  the  opportunity  by  which  I  received 
this- statement  was  too  short  to  enable  him  to  make  out  a  detail  of  his  claims;  but, 
thinking  it  important  that  some  statement  should  be  immediately  forwarded  to  you, 
he  hastily  made  out  the  inclosed,  trusting  that,  in  the  event  of  a  speedy  conclusion 
of  a  treaty  between  our  country  and  Spain,  this  document  would  serve  as  a  guide  for 
that  protection  which  his  Government  may  think  proper  to  grant  him. 
I  have  the  honor  to  be,  sir,  etc. , 

M.  Meadb. 
The  Hon.  John  Quincy  Adams, 

Secretary  of  State  of  the  United  States. 
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[Claim  ol  Richard  W.  Meade.] 

WAsniNOTON,  January  SO,  1819. 
I  have  the  honor  to  inclose  to  you  a  letter  and  some  papers  transmitted  by  Mr. 
Meade,  to  place  his  claims  upon  Spain  under  the  protection  of  the  Government  in 
case  a  treaty  should  be  made  with  that  power.  You  will  also  find  inclosed  a  letter 
from  Mrs.  Meade,  which  I  send  chiefly  on  account  of  the  concluding  paragraph,  and 
will  thank  you,  after  reading  it,  to  cause  it  to  be  returned  to  me. 
With  the  greatest  respect,  I  have  the  honor  to  be,  your  most  obedient  servant, 

John  Sergeant. 
Hon.  John  Q.  Adams, 

Secretary  of  Slate. 

The  claims  of  Richard  W.  Meade  on  the  Spanish  Government  are  comprised  under 
the  three  following  heads: 

First.  Sales  of  goods  to  the  Government  under  contracts,  loans  of  specie  and  pro- 
visions— the  latter  lent  at  the  earnest  solicitation  of  the  then  Government  of  Spain, 
and  in  periods  of  their  greatest  distress.  For  the  provisions,  prices  were  afterwards 
agreed  on,  and  a  guaranty  given  to  Mr.  Meade  for  the  payment,  but  which  has  never 
be§n  complied  with;  and  Mr.  Meade  has  not  been  able  to  recover  the  amount  ac- 
knowledged due  him,  though  he  procured  regular  condemnation  through  the  compe^ 
tent  tribunals  of  the  country,  and  execution  against  the  individual  who  became 
guaranty,  and  who  is  a  Spanish  merchant.  Mr.  Meade  has  been  prevented  from 
carrying  the  execution  into  effect  by  a  royal  order  issued  by  the  minister  of  finance, 
in  consequence  of  this  individual  having  several  contracts  pending  actually  with  this 
Government.  Against  the  injustice  and  illegality  of  this  order  the  tribunal  of  com- 
merce of  Cadiz  have  made  three  very  strong  representations,  pointing  out  the  dan- 
gerous consequences  to  the  credit  and  honor  of  the  nation  if  the  sentence  of  the 
tribunals  of  justice,  granted  in  favor  of  a  foreign  merchant,  can  be  set  aside  by  a 
ministerial  order,  though  under  the  sanction  of  the  King,  merely  because  the  indi- 
vidual against  whom  judgment  was  given  had  entered  into  other  contracts  with  the 
Government.  The  last  of  these  representations  is,  however,  yet  undecided.  Mr. 
Meade  only  waits  the  present  minister  of  finance's  answer  in  order  to  lay  this  case 
before  Mr.  Irving,  the  minister  of  the  United  States  at  Madrid,  with  all  the  docu- 
ments, who  has  promised  him  to  lay  the  same  before  the  minister  of  state.  This 
particular  case  is  one  of  high  importance;  and  it  is  intended  to  point  out,  in  the  com- 
plaint which  is  to  be  made  to  the  King  through  Mr.  Yrujo,  the  present  secretary  of 
state,  the  persecution  of  Mr.  Meade,  and  the  enormous  difference  in  the  adminis- 
tration of  justice  in  Spain  when  an  American  citizen  is  defendant,  and  when  a  plain- 
tiff. In  the  case  of  Mr.  Meade's  imprisonment,  which  lasted  above  two  years,  and 
which  finally  has  been  declared  illegal  by  the  King,  Mr.  Meade  was  put  into  prison 
because  he  refused  paying  a  second  time  a  sum  of  money  which  the  King  actually 
held,  and  holds,  in  his  own  possession;  and  in  the  present  case,  when  Mr.  Meade 
is  plaintiff,  and  calls  for  the  payment  of  above  $50,000,  for  which  he  has  obtained 
a  regular  judgment  through  all  the  different  tribunals  to-which  appeals  are  allowed 
or  can  be  made,  and  in  case  where  the  Government  hold  property  of  the  debtors, 
they  refuse  to  allow  Mr.  Meade  to  execute  his  judgment  against  the  debtor,  or  to 
suspend  the  payments  which  they  are  making  to  him  weekly,  in  order  to  satisfy  the 
judgment;  and  thus  Mr.  Meade  is  kept  out  of  his  money,  and  can  not  get  it,  either 
from  the  Government  who  received  the  provisions  from  Mr.  Meade,  or  from  the 
man  who  guaranteed  the  transaction. 

The  other  libramientos  are  for  specific  sums,  and  admit  of  no  dispiite.  The  only 
excuse  for  not  paying  them  is  the  present  state  of  the  finance  and  the  great  want  of 
money.  The  claims,  however,  of  foreigners  in  general  have  been  acknowledged  by 
the  King  since  his  coming  to  the  throne.  Those  of  the  Spaniards  are,  with  few 
exceptions,  all  declared  as  appertaining  to  the  mass  of  public  debt  for  which  provision 
is  hereafter  to  be  made,  but  which  are  considered  as  waste-  paper  at  present.  By  a 
special  decree  of  His  Majesty,  dated  on  the  9th  September,  1816  (a  copy  of  which  is 
annexed),  Mr.  Meade's  demands  on  the  Government  have  been  fully  recognized  as 
just  and  legitimate;  and  the  order  directs  that  they  should  be  paid  agreeably  to  the 
original  stipulations,  but  which  have  never  been  complied  with.  Whatever  part  of 
these  libramientos  Mr.  Meade  has  received  since  1813,  and  particularly  since  the 
arrival  of  the  King  Ferdinand  in  Spain  in  1814,  has  been  with  a  loss  on  the  original 
capital  of  about  one-third,  besides  the  sacrifice  of  all  the  interest  for  a  number  of 
years,  which  has  made  the  total  loss  amount  to  one-half  of  the  capital.  Mr.  Meade 
remains,  however,  with  a  considerable  sum  of  the  libramientos,  for  which  he  has  not 
been  able  to  recover  one  shilling  since  his  imprisonment  in  May,  1816,  though  ac- 
knowledged, and  repeated  orders  given  for  their  payment. 
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Second.  A  demand  on  the  Spanish  Government  for  damages  and  actual  losses  sus- 
tained by  Mr.  Meade  on  a  bill  of  exchange  drawn  to  Mr.  Meade's  order  by  the  min- 
ister of  finance  by  order  of  the  regency,  dated  in  1812,  on  the  viceroy  of  Mexico, 
payable  at  Vera  Cruz,  for  $300,000,  the  specie  of  which  was  allowed  to  be  exported 
by  special  contract  to  London.  The  bill  was  protested  and  |50,000  only  were  paid 
in  Mexico  on  apcount,  and  that  in  tobacco.  The  actual  loss  which  accrued  to  Mr. 
Meade  on  this  transaction  amounts  to  considerably  more  than  $100,000.  He  had  an 
English  vessel  detained  at  Vera  Cruz  twelve  months,  waiting  for  the  specie  of  the 
Cortes,  who  thengoverned  Spain,  who  commanded  that  Mr.  Meade  should  be  heard 
in  justice  respecting  his  claim  for  damages,  viz,  that  the  affair  should  be  regularly 
tried,  and  the  damages  assessed  by  a  competent  tribunal.  In  1815  Mr.  Meade 
obtained  also  an  order  from  his  present  majesty,  directing  the  supreme  council  of 
finance  to  hear  the  demands  of  Mr.  Meade,  and  to  decide  on  the  question;  but  Mr. 
Meade  has  never  been  able  to  obtain  any  decision  or  satisfaction  from  the  council, 
though  the  fiscal  admits  the  justice  of  Mr.  Meade's  claim  for  damages,  and  Mr.  Meade 
possesses  the  most  ample  testimonies  to  fully  establish  the  same. 

Third  and  lastly.  The  claim  which  Mr.  Meade  has  for  his  illegal  imprisonment, 
the  damages  he  sustained  thereby,  as  well  as  the  total  ruin  of  his  mercantile  estab- 
lishment at  Cadiz,  and  the  enormous  expenses  he  was  put  to  to  defend  himself. 

The  foregoing  comprise  all  Mr.  Meade's  personal  claims,  and,  according  to  his 
estimate,  may  amount  altogether  to  between  three  and  four  hundred  thousand  dollars. 


C. 
[Official  note  from  Minister  Arguelles  to  Mr.  Meade.] 

A  statement  in  due  form  of  your  claims  against  this  Government,  and  the  damages 
you  have  sustained  in  consequence  thereof  was  transmitted  to  this  department  of 
finance  by  the  minister  of  state,  accompanied  by  a  royal  order  dated  the  26th  Janu- 
ary of  last  year,  which  statement  had  been  received  from  and  supported  by  the 
minister  of  the  United  States  of  America  resident  at  this  court.  His  Majesty  named 
a  special  junta  of  councillors  to  take  cognizance  of  the  liquidation  of  all  the  credits 
which  you  might  present  or  be  able  to  substantiate  and  of  the  claims  which  you 
should  make.  The  junta  gave  in  their  award  and  consulted  His  Majesty  on  the 
subject,  who  having  been  pleased  to  approve  thereof  and  adopt  the  same,  the  said 
junta  has  extended,  in  legal  form,  a  certificate  of  the  entire  credit  due  to  you  by  the 
nation,  the  sum  of  which  amounts  to  9,823,072  r.  v.  11  maravedis,  or  $491,153.62,  in 
the  terms  and  for  the  reasons  therein  specified;  which  document,  with  His  Majesty's 
approbation  thereunto  annexed  and  certified  by  me,  I  herewith  transmit  to  you  by 
his  royal  order  for  your  security  and  for  whatever  other  purpose  or  object  conducive 
to  your  interest.     God  preserve  your  life  many  years. 

Given  at  the  royal  palace,  in  Madrid,  the  21st  of  May,  1820. 

Oanga  Akghelles. 

Richard  W.  Meade,  Esq. 


[Final  settlement  approved  by  the  King.] 

Royal  Palace,  May  7,  1S30. 

We,  Don  Bruno  Vallarino,  late  minister  of  the  late  supreme  council  of  Indies ;  Don 
Jos6  Vasquez  Ballesteros,  late  fiscal  of  the  late  supreme  council  of  finance;  the 
Marquis  de  las  Hermazas,  president  of  the  comptroller's-general  department;  and 
Don  Juan  Florin,  actual  secretary  to  His  Majesty  for  the  extending  of  the  royal 
decrees,  and  clerk  of  the  secretary's  office,  finance  department,  do  hereby  certify 
that  the  following  order  of  His  Majesty  was  communicated  to  us  by  his  excellency 
the  minister  of  finance. 

"Under  this  date  I  communicate  to  the  Secretary  of  the  State  the  following  order 
of  His  Majesty: 

"I  have  laid  before  the  King,  our  lord,  the  note  of  your  excellency,  dated  26th  of 
January  last,  accompanying  a  memorial  of  Mr.  Richard  W.  Meade,  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States  of  America,  supported  and  sent  to  the  department  under  your  excel- 
lency's charge  by  the  minister  of  the  United  States,  hear  His  Majesty's  Government, 
by  which  said  Richard  W.  Meade  solicits  the  appointment  of  a  junta,  consisting  of 
two  or  three  persons  of  the  confidence  of  His  Majesty,  who,  acting  as  special  com- 
missioners, and  invested  with  full  powers,  might  proceed  to  adjust  and  settle  the 
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several  claims  of  the  petitioner  by  reuniting  all  the  documents  existing  in  this  depart- 
ment, the  royal  treasury,  the  council  of  finance,  and  office  of  the  intendent  of  Cadiz. 
They  also  are  to  settle  the  compensation  to  which  he  may  be  entitled  for  losses  and 
personal  sufferings;  upon  which  subject  he  solicits  likewise  to  be  heard  and  be  per- 
mitted to  make  his  propositions  thereupon,  submitting  afterwards  to  the  considera- 
tion of  His  Majesty  the  report  which  they  may  think  proper  to  make.  His  Majesty 
has  also  taken  into  consideration  what  his  lordship,  the  duke,  president  of  the  coun- 
cil of  finance,  has  reported  on  the  subject,  to  whom  the  petition  was  sent  for  the  said 
purpose,  as  also  the  communication  of  your  excellency  to  me  in  your  note  dated  the 
1st  of  April  last;  and  His  Majesty  has  been  pleased  to  accede  to  the  petition  of  Mr. 
Richard  W.  Meade,  and  appointed  at  the  same  time  a  commission  consisting  of  Don 
Bruno  Vallarino,  minister  of  the  council  of  Indies;  Don  Jos6  Vaaquez  Ballesteros, 
fiscal  of  the  council  of  finance;  the  Marquis  de  las  Hermazas,  deacon  minister  of  the 
comptroller' s-general  department,  and  Don  Juan  Florin,  clerk  of  the  secretary's 
office,  finance  department,  who  are  charged  by  His  Majesty  with  the  settlement  of 
claims  and  compensations  that  may  result  from  the  documents  presented  to  them  for 
the  purpose.  All  which  I  have  the  honor  to  communicate  to  your  excellency  for 
your  information  and  government,  your  lordship  being  one  of  the  commissioners 
appointed.     May  God  preserve  your  lordship  many  years. 

"Jose  De  Ymas." 
"  To  his  Lordship  Don  Bkdno  Vallarino." 

We  further  certify  that  in  consequence  of  and  in  compliance  with  said  royal 
order,  after  having  reunited  all  the  precedents  and  documents,  and  having  heard 
and  examined  the  reclamations  of  Mr.  Meade  in  his  own  behalf  and  in  behalf  of 
Mr.  John  Dickson  and  other  American  citizens,  together  with  his  expositions,  and 
after  having  made  the  liquidation  which  we  were  ordered  to  make  of  the  principal 
and  interest  due  to  him,  we  reported  to  His  Majesty  thereon,  under  date  of  Septem- 
ber the  30th  of  the  same  year,  giving  it  as  our  opinion  that  the  American  citizen, 
Mr.  Meade,  was  entitled,  and  had  a  just  right  to  be  credited,  the  following  sums: 


Principal. 


By  liquidated  interests  on  the  bills  proceeding  from  the  contract  of  pro- 
visions concluded  on  the  27th  of  February,  1812,  which  were  protested 
for  nonpayment  at  Vera  Cruz,  where  said  bills  ought  to  have'  been  paid. 
The  interest  is  calculated  at  the  rate  of  6  per  cent  for  all  the  time  since 
the  protest  was  presented  till  the  date  of  the  liquidation 

By  the  liquidated  amount  for  provisions  delivered,  agreeably  to  a  contract 
concluded  between  Mr.  Meade  and  the  Government,  which  contract 
was  guaranteed  by  Don  Vicente  Beltran  de  Lis,  who  obliged  himself  to 
pay  said  amount  and  the  premium  of  10  per  cent  thereon  for  delays,  and 
for  the  payment  of  which  a  writ  of  execution  was  issued  from  the  tri- 
bunal of  commerce  at  Cadiz  against  said  guarantee 

By  balance  of  account  proceeding  from  tobacco  delivered  to  the  manufac- 
tory of  Seville,  in  the  years  1807  and  1808,  and  the  legal  interest  of  6  per 
cent  on  the  same , 

By  this  amount  lent  to  the  Government  at  Cadiz,  for  his  share  on  the  loan 
of  March,  1811,  and  6  per  cent  interest  thereon , 

By  flour  delivered  for  the  garrison  of  Ceuta,  and  6  per  cent  interest 
thereon  for  delay  in  the  payment 

By  certain  sums  omitted  to  be  credited  to  him  in  his  account  with  the  late 
junta  of  Cadiz,  relative  to  the  barley  lost  in  the  vessel  cast  away,  loss  of 
weight  in  the  rice,  expenses  at  the  health  office,  lighters,  and  unload- 
ing the  vessels  during  quarantine.  This  being  till  the  present  period  an 
uiniquidated  sum,  no  interest  is  allowed 

By  a  loan  to  the  colonel  of  the  regiment  provincial  of  Cordova,  for  the 
equipping  of  his  regiment,  and  interest  on  the  same,  calculated  as  per 
liquidation 

By  3,417  quintals  and  25  pounds  tobacco,  delivered  by  Mr.  John  Dickson, 
agreeably  to  a  contract;  to  which  sum  no  interest  is  adjudicated,  it  being 
considered  as  on  deposit,  in  consequence  of  an  order  from  the  court 

By  flour  consigned  to  Mr.  James  Wardrop  by  several  American  houses, 
and  passed  to  the  credit  of  Mr.  Meade,  as  per  agreement,  and  6  per  cent 
interest  thereon 

Total 


841,508.10 

175,240.00 
80, 000. 00 
21, 067. 20 


133,022.02 

10,000.00 

,603,590.00 

630,000.00 


362, 301. 21 


213,429.20 

118,282.17 
39,200.00 
15,067.08 


211,887.04 


3,  394, 427.  32 


And  as  to  the  damages  and  losses  claimed,  separately,  by  Mr,  Meade,  some  obser- 
vations were  made  and  submitted  to  the  royal  consideration  of  His  Majesty,  in  order 
that  His  Majesty  would  be  pleased  to  decide  respecting  the  sums  and  plan  therein 
indicated  and  subjoined,  and  His  Majesty  was  pleased  to  approve  the  Uquidation  and 
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resolve  about  the  pending  point  what  is  contained  in  the  following  royal  order, 
which  we  herewith  adjoin: 

"Royal  Palace,  May  9,  18W. 

"His  Majesty,  having  taken  again  into  his  consideration  the  whole  matter, 
together  with  the  report  sent  from  the  general  comptroller's  department,  upon  the 
last  reclamations  of  Mr.  Meade  submitted  to  him,  has  been  pleased  to  approve  the 
liquidation  of  his  credits  against  the  royal  finance,  as  adjusted  and  settled  by  the 
royal  junta  appointed  for  that  purpose,  and  to  order  that  said  junta  shall  extend  the 
proper  document  thereof  and  send  it  to  this  department  for  the  sanction  of  His 
Majesty,  and  for  the  other  correspondent  purposes  necessary  for  the  security  of  the 
interests  of  the  nation;  that,  respecting  the  five  sums  adjudicated  for  damages  and 
personal  injuries,  they  shall  try  to  reduce  them  as  much  as  possible  in  favor  of  the 
royal  finances,  compromising  on  this  point  with  Mr.  Meade,  and  that  the  document 
which  the  junta  shall  make  out  must  be  couched  in  general  terms,  without  making 
any  mention  about  the  particular  mode  of  payment. 

"I  make  you  this  communication  for  the  information  of  the  junta  and  for  the  ful- 
fillment of  this  royal  order. 

"May  God  preserve  your  lordship  many  years. 

"Jose  Gang  a  Aeguelles. 

"To  his  Lordship  Don  Bkuno  Vallaeino." 

And,  lastly,  we  do  hereby  certify  that  in  compliance  with  the  above-mentioned 
order  of  His  Majesty,  and  having  employed  on  our  part  all  the  means  that  prudence 
could  suggest,  and  after  holding  several  conferences  with  the  concerned,  we  have 
compromised  the  matter,  and  agreed  that  the  8,500,000  reals,  for  damages  and  per- 
sonal injuries  claimed  by  him  according  to  his  reclamations,  shall  be  reduced  to 
5,461,500  reals  vellon;  making  the  sum  total  due  to  Mr.  Meade,  for  his  own  claims 
and  for  those  of  the  persons  he  represents.  9,823,072  reals  and  11  maravedis,  which 
amount  he  must  receive  from  the  royal  finance  for  all  his  claims  to  principal  and 
interest  (the  latter  calculated  down  to  the  date  of  the  liquidation),  and  for  the  dam- 
ages and  personal  injuries  above  mentioned,  in  this  order,  viz,  7,477,595  reals  and  7 
maravedis  belonging  to  Mr.  Meade  himself;  1,503,590  reals  belonging  to  Mr.  John 
Dickson,  and  841,887  reals  and  4  maravedis  vellon,  belonging  to  the  American  citi- 
zens, consigned  to  Mr.  James  Wardrop,  as  appears  more  extensively  and  minutely 
from  the  documents  of  proceedings,  to  which  we  refer  ourselves;  and  for  the  com- 
plete fulfillment  of  the  royal  order  above  mentioned  we  give  the  present  certificate. 

Bruno  Vallarino. 

Jose  Vasquez  Ballesteeos. 

The  Marquis  de  las  Hbemazas. 

Juan  Florin. 
Madrid,  May  17,  18S0. 

The  King  has  been  pleased  to  approve  this  liquidation. 
Royal  Palace,  May  19,  1820. 

Jose  Canga  Aeguelles. 
[Here  a  royal  seal.] 


D. 

[Secretary  of  State  to  R.  W.  Meade.] 

Department  of  State,  Seplemher  6,  18S0. 
Sie:  The  acknowledgment  of  your  letters  of  the  16th  and  17th  ultimo  has  been 
long  accidentally  delayed.  In  making  it  now  it  gives  me  pleasure  to  offer  you  my 
congratulations  upon  the  adjustment  of  your  accounts  with  the  Spanish  Government, 
and  to  assure  you  that  this  Government  feels  not  a  little  gratification  in  having  at  all 
contributed  to  this  satisfactory  result. 

I  return  you  my  thanks  for  your  obliging  and  polite  intimation,  but  see  no  sufii- 
cient  inducement  for  putting  you  to  the  trouble  of  coming  hither. 

I  am,  sir,  respectfully,  your  obedient  and  very  humble  servant, 

John  Quincy  Adams. 
R.  W.  Meade,  Esq.,  Philadelphia. 
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E. 

[Don  Evaristo  Perez  de  Castro,  Secretary  of  State,  to  Mr.  Forsyth.— Translation.] 

Madeid,  June  10, 18S0. 
Sir:  I  have  the  satisfaction  of  informing  you  that  the  Spanisli  Government,  always 
upright  and  honorable  in  its  decisions,  has  determined  to  acknowledge,  with  the 
sanction  of  His  Majesty,  Don  Richard  Meade,  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  its  cred- 
itor for  9,823,072  reals  vellon  and  11  maravedis,  for  which  a  competent  security  in 
writing  has  been  given  him.  As  your  Government,  sir,  has  taken  part  in  the  fortune 
of  this  individual,  I  hope  you  will  be  pleased  to  communicate  this  favorable  deter- 
mination to  the  President  of  the  said  States,  inasmuch  as  the  respect  which  he 
deserves  has  had  much  influence  in  it;  and  also  the  hope  that  Spanish  subjects  may 
by  a  just  reciprocity  find  equal  protection  and  consideration  in  the  United  States. 


F. 

[R.  W.  Meade  to  Mr.  Adam.'i. — Extract.] 

Philadelphia,  August  17,  1830. 
Sir:  I  beg  leave  to  transmit  for  your  information  and  that  of  the  President  (if  you 
will  please  to  communiqate  them  to  him)  three  documents  received  by  me  from  the 
Spanish  Government  on  the  subject  of  my  claims,  their  final  liquidation,  and  the 
acknowledgment  of  the  balance  due  me  by  the  Spanish  nation.  The  perusal  of  these 
documents  will,  I  trust,  convince  the  President  and  yourself  that  the  interference  of 
the  Government  has  not  been  bestowed  on  a  person  unworthy  of  the  high  consider- 
ation he  has  received.     (G.  &  S. ,  IV,  725. ) 


G  1. 

[Deposition  of  Don  Jose  Canga  Arguelles — Translation.] 

In  the  city  of  London,  on  the  9th  day  of  the  month  of  July,  in  the  year  1827, 
before  me,  Daniel  Simon  Merceron,  notary  public,  of  this  city,  and  in  the  presence 
of  the  witnesses  after  subscribing,  appeared  the  most  excellent  Seiior  Don  Jos6  Canga 
Arguelles,  knight  of  the  Spanish  order  of  Charles  the  Third,  honorary  councillor  of 
state,  etc.,  who  says  and  declares,  as  by  these  presents  he  doth  solemnly  say  and 
declare  for  truth,  that  in  the  year  1811,  while  he,  the  deponent,  was  secretary  of 
state  and  of  the  department  of  finances  of  Spain  and  the  Indies,  under  the  regency 
of  Cadiz,  Richard  W.  Meade,  esq.,  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  through  his  inter- 
vention and  at  his  request,  made  considerable  advances  of  money  and  provisions  for 
the  maintenance  and  subsistence  of  the  Spanish  troops.  That  amongst  various 
other  contracts  entered  into  with  him  by  Meade,  during  the  year  1811  and  the 
beginning  of  1812,  was  one  for  12,000  barrels  of  flour,  which  were  destined  for  the 
relief  of  the  garrisons  of  Carthagena  and  Alicant,  on  the  coast  of  the  Mediterranean, 
and  without  which  relief  those  garrisons  would  inevitably  have  surrendered  to  the 
French  troops,  by  which  they  were  besieged.  That  such  contract,  which  amounted 
to  204,000  hard  dollars,  at  the  rate  of  17  hard  dollars  per  barrel  of  flour,  was  to  be 
paid  for  out  of  the  first  funds  that  should  arrive  from  the  American  colonies,  which 
funds  were  momentarily  expected  from  Lima  and  Vera  Cruz;  but,  unfortunately, 
the  disturbances  which  had  commenced  in  the  American  colonies  were  the  occasion 
of  specie  not  having  been  remitted  in  such  large  quantities  as  was  expected,  and  the 
regency  was  obliged  to  take  possession  of  and  appropriate  the  whole  of  the  specie 
that  arrived  to  other  important  services  of  the  State,  which  would  not  admit  of 
delay,  so  that  the  Government,  contrary  to  its  inclination,  and  merely  from  its  then 
urgent  necessity,  omitted  to  pay  Meade,  agreeably  to  the  stipulations  of  the  contract 
and  conformably  to  the  right  he  had  of  demanding  such  payment  under  the  most 
express  privileges  granted  to  him  by  the  Cortes  of  the  year  1812,  which  likewise 
recognized  his  claim  as  a  national  debt  by  ordering  and  directing  that  the  same 
should  be  punctually  paid  out  of  a  moiety  of  the  specie  that  might  arrive  from  the 
transmarine  colonies  in  the  Spanish  treasury,  and  out  of  the  duties  on  the  specie 
that  might  arrive  on  account  of  individuals,  which  was  ratified  by  the  Cortes  held 
in  the  city  of  San  Fernando  in  the  year  1813,  there  being  inchided  in  the  siaid 
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accounts  a  bill  of  exchange  for  300,000  hard  dollars  given  to  Meade  on  the  royal 
treasury  of  Vera  Cruz,  but  which  was  not  honored  for  want  of  funds,  the  same  being 
ordered  to  be  paid  in  Spain,  and  the  costs  and  damages  to  be  settled  and  reimbursed 
to  Meade,  conformably  to  the  laws  and  usages  of  Spam  and  the  custom  of  merchants, 
all  of  which  is  well  known  to  the  deponent  from  the  dircumstance  of  his  having 
been  a  deputy  to  the  Cortes  in  the  year  1813,  and  having  been  a  member  of  the  said 
commission  of  finances  thereof,  and  having  energetically  supported  the  same  at  the 
public  session  wherein  the  business  was  discussed.  That  in  th-e  year  1814,  on  the 
arrival  of  King  Ferdinand  in  Spain,  the  Cortes  were  dissolved  by  an  armed  force, 
and  the  deponent,  one  of  the  deputies  thereof,  was  arrested  and  imprisoned,  with 
the  greatest  rigor,  until  the  month  of  March,  1820,  at  which  period  the  King  swore 
to  and  reestablished  the  constitution  of  the  year  1812;  and  in  the  same  month  the 
deponent  was  called  to  Madrid  and  appointed  minister  of  the  department  of  finances 
of  Spain  and  the  Indies,  which  ofiice  was  exercised  by  him  until  the  month  of  March, 
1821,  as  appears  by  public  documents  and  by  the  Spanish  and  foreign  gazettes  of  that 
period.  That  in  the  month  of  March,  1820,  at  the  petition  of  Richard  W.  Meade, 
esq. ,  and  after  a  previous  investigation  by  a  board  of  ministers,  by  His  Majesty  for  that 
purpose  specially  appointed,  as  also  after  a  previous  inquiry  on  the  part  of  the  prin- 
cipal accountant's  ofiice  at  the  exchequer.  His  Majesty  sanctioned  and  approved  of 
the  formal  liquidation  of  the  sums  that  remained  due  to  the  said  Meade  under  his 
contracts,  advances,  and  services  aforesaid,  and  the  necessary  certificates  were  granted 
thereof,  legalized  by  the  deponent  in  his  then  quality  of  secretary  of  state  and  of  the 
department  of  finances,  recognizing  the  same  as  a  national  debt,  without  any  the 
least  reference  to  the  treaty,  which  was  not  ratified  by  Spain  until  some  months 
afterwards.  That  at  the  period  at  which  the  documents  ascertaining  the  liquidated 
amount  of  Meade's  debt  against  the  Spanish  nation  was  granted  to  him,  no  treaty 
existed  between  the  Government  of  Spain  and  the  United  States  of  America  touch- 
ing the  cession  of  the  Floridas,  and  the  term  therein  prefixed  for  the  ratification 
thereof  having  expired,  and  the  same,  for  such  reason,  having  been  by  the  minister 
of  the  United  States  declared  null,  and  as  if  it  had  never  existed.  That  there,  more- 
over, was  another  reason,  of  infinitely  more  importance,  for  the  annulment  of  the 
said  treaty,  viz,  that  by  the  constitution  of  the  Monarchy  it  was  incompetent  to  the 
King  either  to  alien  or  cede,  by  treaty  or  sale,  any  part  of  the  territory  of  the  Span- 
ish nation  without  the  previous  consent  of  the  Cortes;  and  that,  consequently,  the 
debt  of  Meade  was  recognized  and  judicially  substantiated,  by  all  the  formalities  pre- 
scribed by  the  laws,  as  a  national  debt  in  the  month  of  March,  1820,  without  any 
sort  of  reference  to  or  connection  with  the  treaty.  That  if  the  payment  did  not  at 
that  time  take  place  it  was  merely  to  be  ascribed  to  the  exhausted  state  of  the  Span- 
ish treasury  at  the  moment  of  the  reestabUshment  of  the  constitution,  and  to  the 
enormous  expenses  incurred  in  the  various  expeditions  sent  out  to  the  American 
colonies.  That  the  Cortes  having  assembled  in  the  month  of  July,  of  the  said  year 
1820,  Meade,  by  his  agent,  presented  a  memorial  praying  a  liquidation  of  his  claim. 
In  the  month  of  October,  the  Cortes  having  proceeded  to  a  discussion  of  the  report 
of  the  special  commission,  appointed  out  of  its  members,  touching  the  treaty  of  the 
Floridas,  an  account  was  at  the  same  time  given  by  the  said  commission  of  the  claim 
of  Meade,  and  it  is  indisputably  true  that  the  whole  of  the  members  were  unani- 
mously convinced  by  the  declarations  of  his  excellency  the  secretary  of  state  of 
Spain,  and  of  his  excellency  the  minister  plenipotentiary  of  the  United  States  of 
Ajnerica,  that  in  case  of  the  ratification  thereof  on  the  part  of  the  Cortes  the  debt  of 
Meade  was  included  therein,  and  that  payment  thereof  ought  to  be  made  by  the 
Government  of  the  United  States.  That  the  deponent  having  read  over  the  annexed 
depositions  of  the  late  Seiior  Don  Jos6  Moreno  y  Guerra,  deceased,  with  whom  he 
was  particularly  acquainted,  he  is  persuaded  that  everything  therein  by  him  deposed 
is  the  truth,  and  conformable  to  what  passed  and  took  place  at  that  period.  And  the 
deponent  feels  it  incumbent  upon  him  solemnly  to  declare  that  the  Cortes  authorized 
and  the  Spanish  Government  ratified  the  treaty  under  an  idea  that  the  debt  of 
Meade  was  included  therein,  and  that  the  payment  thereof  was  to  be  provided  for 
bytheAmerican  Government,  Spain  remaining  exonerated  of  and  fromall  the  results. 

In  testimony  whereof  the  said  appearer  hath  signed  with  me,  the  said  notary,  and 
witnesses,  and  I  have  caused  my  notarial  seal  to  be  hereto  affixed  to  serve  and  to 
avail  where  need  may  require,  the  day  and  year  aforesaid. 

Jose  Canga  Arguelles. 

In  testimonium  veritatis: 

[l.  s.]  D.  S.  Meeceeon,  N<Aarij  Public. 

Witnesses: 

Juan  Rico. 
Geo.  Roberts. 
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Consulate  of  the  United  States  op  America,  London: 

I,  Thomas  Aspinwall,  consul  of  the  United  States  of  America  for  London  and  the 
dependencies  thereof,  do  hereby  make  known  and  certify  to  all  whom  it  may  con- 
cern, that  Daniel  Simon  Merceron,  who  hath  signed  the  forgoing  certificate,  is  a 
notary  public,  duly  admitted  and  sworn,  and  practicing  in  the  city  of  London  afore- 
said, and  that  to  all  acts  by  him  so  done  full  faith  and  credit  are  and  ought  to  be 
given  in  judicature  and  thereout. 

In  testimony  whereof  I  have  hereunto  set  my  hand  and  affixed  the  seal  of  the 
said  consulate,  in  London,  aforesaid,  this  seventh  day  of  August,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord 
one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  twenty-seven,  and  in  the  fifty-second  year  of  the 
independence  of  the  United  States. 

[l.  s.]  Thos.  Aspinwall. 


G  2.' 

[The  deposition  of  Joseph  Moreno  Guerra,  taken  at  Philadelphia  before  Francis  Hoplilnson,  and  by 
him  reduced  to  writing,  one  of  the  commisslonens  appointed  to  take  affidavits  by  the  circuit  court 
of  the  United  States  for  the  district  of  Pennsylvania.] 

The  said  Joseph  Moreno  Guerra,  on  his  solemn  oath,  doth  depose  and  say:  That 
he  is  a  native  of  the  town  of  Eumtala,  province  of  Cordova,  Andalusia,  in  Spain,  and 
is  aged  about  46  years  and  upwards;  that  he  was  duly  elected  from  his  native  prov- 
ince a  deputy  to  the  National  Cortes  of  Spain,  in  the  year  1820,  for  that  and  the  fol- 
lowing year,  1821;  and  that  the  said  Cortes  assembled  at  Madrid  on  the  7th  day  of 
July,  1820;  that  on  or  about  the  beginning  of  October,  in  the  same  year,  the  Cort«s 
discussed  the  question  relating  to  the  treaty  signed  during  the  year  before,  at  the 
city  of  Washington,  between  Spain  and  the  United  States  of  America,  involving  a 
cession  of  the  two  Floridas.  At  the  same  time  a  special  committee,  to  whom  the 
business  of  that  treaty  had  been  referred,  made  a  report  on  a  memorial  previously 
presented  by  the  agent  of  Eichard  W.  Meade,  of  Philadelphia,  in  the  United  States, 
claiming  an  appropriation  for  the  payment  of  a  sum  acknowledged  to  be  due  to  him 
by  His  Majesty  the  King  of  Spain.  This  committee,  in  their  report,  informed  the 
Cortes  that  in  order  to  decide  definitively  upon  the  claim  of  the  memorialist  it  was 
necessary  to  ascertain  whether  the  amount  of  money  due  to  Richard  W.  Meade,  and 
to  those  who  were  represented  by  him,  had  been  included  among  those  claims  which 
the  Government  of  the  United  States  undertook  to  pay,  and  from  which  it  was  wholly 
to  exonerate  Spain;  for,  if  this  should  not  prove  to  have  been  done,  the  debt  owing 
to  Eichard  W.  Meade,  in  particular,  ought  immediately  to  be  paid,  as  it  was  con- 
sidered a  national  debt,  arising  either  directly  out  of  contracts,  or  from  the  conse- 
quences of  contracts,  made  by  him  in  aid  of  the  liberty  and  independence  of  Spain 
at  the  most  critical  periods  of  the  revolution;  that  at  the  periods  of  those  contracts, 
and  in  the  full  confidence  that  they  would  be  fulfilled,  the  services  of  Meade  had 
been  of  the  most  important  kind;  and  that  the  sum  for  which  payment  was  required 
had  been  liquidated  and  fixed  by  a  special  commission  of  councilors  appointed  for 
that  purpose  by  His  Majesty  the  King,  who  had  subsequently  sanctioned  and 
approved  the  settlement.  In  consequence  of  this  report  of  the  committee,  it  was 
proposed  in  the  Cortes  to  address  an  official  letter  to  the  secretary  of  state  to  ascer- 
tain whether  or  not  the  sum  then  claimed  in  the  memorial  above  mentioned  had  been 
included  among  those  which  the  United  States  undertook  to  discharge.  Such  letter 
was  accordingly  written  by  the  secretary  of  the  Cortes,  in  the  usual  manner,  and  a 
reply  from  the  secretary  of  state  was  received,  stating  distinctly  that  the  debt  due 
to  Eichard  W.  Meade  was  expressly  included  in  the  treaty;  that  the  nature  and 
amount  of  said  debt  were  well  known  to  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  as  the 
same  had  been  officially  communicated  to  the  American  minister  residing  at  Madrid; 
but  that  the  same  Government  of  the  United  States  required  the  large  cessions  of 
lands  made  to  the  Duke  of  Alagon,  Count  Punon  Rostro,  and  Mr.  Vargas  to  be  can- 
celed, considering  the  entire  Floridas  appropriated  to  the  payment  of  the  claims  of 
its  citizens  upon  the  Spanish  Government.  In  order  to  avoid  any  possible  misun- 
derstanding or  mistake  upon  this  subject  it  was  proposed  in  the  Cortes  that  a  com- 
mittee of  two  of  its  members  should  be  appointed  to  wait  on  the  minister  of  the 
United  States,  Mr.  Forsyth,  and  accordingly  this  deponent,  with  Mr.  Thomas  Isturio, 
member  of  the  city  Cadiz,  were  appointed,  did  wait  on  Mr.  Forsyth,  and  obtained 
from  that  gentlemen  the  clear  and  distinct  assurance  that  the  debt  due  to  Richard 
W.  Meade  would  certainly  be  paid  to  him  by  the  United  States  if  the  treaty  were 
ratified  by  the  Spanish  Government  and  the  cessions  above  mentioned  totally 
annulled. 
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And  this  deponent  solemnly  declares  that  these  assurances,  thus  conveyed  to  the 
Cortes,  and  these  assurances  only,  induced  that  body  to  annul  the  grants  of  land  in 
the  Floridas,  two  of  which  have  been  acknowledged  valid  in  the  treaty  itself;  that  had 
not  the  Cortes  been  perfectly  satisfied  by  these  solemn  assurances  that  the  national 
debt  (as  it  was  regarded)  due  to  Richard  W.  Meade  would  be  fully  paid  by  the 
United  States,  it  would  not  have  consented  to  vacate  those  grants  of  land  as  far  as 
respected  the  United  States,  but  would  have  vacated  them  as  respects  individuals  to 
whom  they  had  been  made,  reserving  them  to  the  Spanish  nation  by  the  law  of  rever- 
sion, for  the  express  purpose  of  paying,  by  them,  the  debt  due  to  the  said  Richard 
W.  Meade,  either  by  their  transfer  to  said  Meade  or  by  sale,  and  with  the  product 
thereof  would  have'paid  the  debt  and  interest. 

In  this  debt  to  the  said  Meade,  the  deponent  says  that  the  Cortes  took  a  particular 
interest,  as  it  arose  from  contracts  the  most  of  which  had  been  sanctioned  by  the 
former  Cortes,  which  sat  in  Cadiz  during  the  years  1811  and  1812.  The  Cortes  deemed 
itself  especially  bound  to  see  such  engagements  complied  with;  and  the  said  Meade 
was  considered  as  more  than  commonly  meritorious,  having  been  unjustly  persecuted 
on  account  of  the  services  he  had  rendered  the  Spanish  nation. 

The  deponent  adds  that  the  Cortes  founded  their  right  to  vacate,  as  to  the  individ- 
ual grantees,  the  cessions  of  land  in  Florida  above  referred  to  and  to  reserve  them  for 
the  nation,  to  be  devoted  to  any  purpose  that  might  be  deemed  just  and  proper  upon 
the  law  called  reversion  and  incorporation,  well  known  in  the  history  and  legislation 
of  Spain  since  the  fourteenth  century — a  law  which  converts  into  national  property 
whatever  the  prodigality  of  the  monarchs  might  confer  on  their  favorites,  as  hap- 
pened with  those  termed  Enrequenas  and  with  many  others.  This  deponent  has 
been  absent  from  Spain  during  the  lart  nine  months,  having  left  his  country  on  the 
2d  day  of  July,  1823.  He  arrived  at  New  York  in  October  last;  left  the  United  States 
of  America  for  Mexico  on  the  14th  day  of  October,  1823,  and  he  is  now  on  his  return 
to  Spain,  intending  to  embark  from  this  country  for  Gibraltar  in  the  course  of  a  few 
days. 

Jose  Moreno  de  Guerra. 

Sworn  and  subscribed,  April  23,  1824,  before 

Francis  Hopkinson,  Commissioner. 

A  true  copy: 

E.  W.  Meade. 


L  3. 

[Deposition  of  Don  AlTaro  Flores  Estrada— Translation.] 

In  the  city  of  London  on  the  9th  day  of  the  month  of  July,  in  the  year  1827,  before 
me,  Daniel  Simon  Merceron,  notary  public,  of  this  city,  and  in  the  presence  of  the 
undersigned  witnesses,  appeared  Don  Alvaro  Florez  Estrada,  commissary-general  of 
the  army  and  province  of  Seville,  and  lastly  of  Valencia,  and  late  deputy  to  the  Cortes 
for  the  province  of  Asturias,  in  the  years  1820  and  1821,  who,  as  well  from  the  cir- 
cumstance of  his  having  held  such  office  as  from  the  particular  and  intimate  knowl- 
edge which  he  had  both  prior  and  subsequent  to  his  election  as  deputy  of  the  just 
claims  of  citizen  Richard  W.  Meade,  a  native  of  Philadelphia,  against  the  Spanish 
Government,  as  also  from  the  interest  he  took  in  the  payment  thereof,  seeing  the 
honor  of  his  nation  was  compromised  therein,  said  and  declared,  as  by  these  presents 
he  doth  solemnly  say  and  declare  for  truth,  that  during  the  struggles  and  difficulties 
experienced  by  the  Spanish  nation  in  maintaining  and  carrying  on  a  war  against  the 
Emperor  Bonaparte  from  the  year  1808  to  that  of  1814  the  said  Meade,  by  means  of 
certain  formal  contracts  and  loans,  without  interest,  facilitated  and  advanced  to  the 
Spanish  legitimate  Government  considerable  sums  and  provisions  and  money;  that 
the  deponent  further  well  knows  in  his  late  quality  of  commissary-general  of  the 
army,  as  is  equally  notorious  to  those  who  at  that  period  were  at  the  head  of  the 
affairs  of  the  Spanish  nation,  that  the  latter  would  have  found  it  almost  wholly 
impracticable  to  maintain  and  carry  oh  such  a  noble  achievement  had  it  not  been 
for  the  services  rendered  it  by  Meade  by  means  of  the  said  contracts  and  loans;  that 
it  is  likewise  well  known  to  him,  the  deponent,  being  equally  public  and  notorious, 
that  the  Cortez  of  Cadiz,  for  the  reasons  above  indicated,  expressly  and  individually 
declared  as  a  sacred  and  national  debt  that  which  arose  from  the  said  contracts  by 
most  strictly  charging  the  Government  with  the  payment  of  the  amount  of  what  was 
due  to  Meade  out  of  certain  funds  exclusively  appropriated  for  that  object;  that  he, 
the  deponent,  likewise  knows  well  that  the  Government,  not  having  been  able  to 
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complete  the  payment  to  Meade  on  the  return  of  His  Majesty  Ferdinand  VII  from 
France,  acknowledged  as  a  national  debt  the  balance  which  Meade  had  against  it  at 
that  period,  and  His  Majesty  in  consequence  thereof  ordered  the  formation  of  a  spe- 
cial committee,  composed  of  members  of  various  councils,  in  order  that  after  an 
examination  of  the  whole  of  the  original  documents  produced  by  Meade  in  support 
of  his  claim  they  might  liquidate  the  total  amount  thereof  after  aprevious  deduction 
of  the  sums  antecedently  received  by  Meade;  that  the  said  committee,  after  a  careful 
and  mature  examination,  made  a  report  which,  by  a  royal  order,  being  referred  to 
the  principal  accountant's  oflBce  at  the  exchequer.  His  Majesty,  after  due  considera- 
tion of  the  whole  of  the  proceedings,  ordered  the  most  formal  and  authentic  docu- 
ment to  be  granted  and  dispatched  in  favor  of  Meade,  and  legalized  by  His  Excel- 
lency Don  Jos6  .Canga  Arguelles,  his  secretary  of  state  and  of  the  department  of 
finances  for  Spain  and  the  Indies,  whereby  it  appears  that  the  Spanish  Government 
and  nation  are  debtors  to  Richard  W.  Meade,  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  of  Amer- 
ica, in  the  sum  of  491,153  hard  dollars  and  12  rials  vellon,  which  sum  was  the  final 
close  of  the  account  and  last  result  of  the  balance  formed  on  the  amount  of  the  aggre- 
gate sum  of  what,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  most  just  vouchers,  was  still  due  and 
owing  to  him  at  that  time.  And  the  deponent  equally  well  knows,  as  well  from  his 
being  in  possession  of  the  most  irrefragable  proof  thereof  as  from  the  circumstance  of 
his  having  been  a  deputy  to  the  Cortes  at  Madrid  in  the  years  1820  and  1821,  and  as 
such  having  attended  the  discussion  and  voted  the  approbation  of  the  definitive 
treaty  between  His  Catholic  Majesty  and  the  President  of  the  Republic  of  the  United 
States  of  America  touching  the  cession  of  the  Floridas;  that  prior  to  the  Cortes  decid- 
ing on  the  confirmation  of  the  said  treaty,  proceeding  on  the  supposition  that  the 
cession  of  the  Floridas  was  made  with  a  view  to  the  indemnification  of  certain  Ameri- 
can citizens  for  various  sums  which  they  asserted  themselves  to  be  creditors  of  the 
Spanish  nation,  they  resolved  to  ascertain  whether  in  the  number  of  the  latter  waa 
specifically  included  citizenMeade;  when,  havingascertained  by  the  respective  answers 
of  the  secretary  of  state  of  His  Catholic  Majesty  and  of  Mr.  Forsyth,  the  minister 
of  the  United  States  of  America,  that  citizen  Meade  was  one  of  those  specially 
included  in  the  indemnification  that  was  to  be  made  for  the  Floridas,  they  gave  their 
approbation  to  the  said  treaty  by  virtue  of  which  alone  the  same  could  be  carried 
into  effect;  that  he,  the  deponent,  is  in  possession  of  the  most  indisputable  proof 
that  the  Cortes  of  Madrid  acceded  to  the  cession  of  the  Floridas  on  the  basis  that 
citizen  Richard  W.  Meade  should  be  satisfied  by  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  of  America  for  the  whole  of  the  sums  that  were  then  due  and  owing  him  on 
the  part  of  the  Spanish  nation  as  being  the  only  recognized  and  liquidated  debt 
amongst  all  such  debts  as  might  be  included  in  the  list  of  the  claims  of  the  citizens  of 
the  United  States  which  occasioned  the  cession  of  the  two  Floridas,  and  which  claims, 
so  far  as  regards  the  origin,  circumstances,  and  amount  thereof,  were  not  so  well 
known  to  the  Spaniards  as  that  of  citizen  Richard  W.  Meade. 

In  testimony  whereof  the  said  appearer  hath  signed  with  me,  the  said  notary,  and 
witnesses,  and  I  have  caused  my  notarial  seal  to  be  hereto  afiixed  to  serve  and  avail 
where  need  may  require  the  day  and  year  aforesaid. 

Alvaro  Floeez  Estrada. 

In  testimonium  veritatis: 

[l.  s.]  D.  S.  Merceeon,  Notary  Public. 

Witnesses: 

Juan  Rico. 
Geo.  Roberts. 

Consulate  of  the  United  States  of  America,  London: 

I,  Thomas  Aspinwal!,  consul  of  the  United  States  of  America  for  London  and  the 
depencies  thereof,  do  hereby  make  known  and  certify  to  all  whom  it  may  concern 
that  Daniel  Simon  Merceron,  who  hath  signed  the  foregoing  certificate,  is  a  notary 
public,  duly  admitted  and  sworn,  and  practicing  in  the  city  of  London  aforesaid,  and 
that  to  all  acts  by  him  so  done  full  faith  and  credit  are  and  ought  to  be  given  in 
judicature  and  thereout. 

In  testimony  whereof  I  have  hereunto  set  my  hand  and  affixed  the  seal  of  the  said 
consulate,  in  London  aforesaid,  this  seventh  day  of  August,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord 
one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  twenty-seven,  and  in  the  fifty-second^ear  of  the 
Independence  of  the  United  States. 

[l.  s.]  Thos.  Aspinwall. 
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G  4. 
[Translation.] 

In  the  city  of  London,  on  the  14th  day  of  the  month  of  September,  in  the  year 
1824,  before  me,  Daniel  Simon  Merceron,  notary  public  of  this  city,  and  in  the  pres- 
ence of  the  undersigned  witnesses,  appeared  Don  Jos6  Becerra,  late  a  deputy  to  the 
extraordinary  and  constituent  Cortez  at  Cadiz,  and  to  those  for  the  years  1820  and 
1821,  who  said  and  declared,  as  by  these  presents  he  doth  solemnly  say  and  declare, 
as  follows,  viz:  That  at  the  time  of  the  discussion  at  the  last  Cortes  of  the  question 
relative  to  the  ratification  of  the  treaty  respecting  the  Floridas,  remembering  the 
diflSculties  and  distress  from  which  the  Government  had  been  extricated  by  Richard 
W.  Meade,  esq.,  at  the  former  period  at  Cadiz,  he  inquired  of  various  of  his  col- 
leagues, but  more  particularly  of  some  of  the  members  of  the  commission,  whether 
the  claim  of  Richard  W.  Meade  was  included,  and  has  a  perfectly  distinct  recollection 
of  having  received  an  answer  in  the  aflBrmative,  and  that  it  was  under  such  an 
impression  and  understanding  that  he,  the  declarent,  and  the  Cortes  voted  for  the  rati- 
fication of  the  said  treaty. 

In  testimony  whereof  the  said  appearer  hath  signed  with  me,  notary,  and  wit- 
nesses, and  I  have  caused  my  notarial  seal  to  be  hereto  afHxed  the  day  and  year 
above  written. 

Jose  Becerra. 

Witnesses: 

Joaquin  France. 
Geo.  Roberts. 


H. 


Richard  W.  Meade,  having  submitted  to  my  examination  a  deposition  of  Joseph 
Moreno  de  Guerra,  dated  at  Philadelphia,  the  23d  day  of  Aijril,  1824,  and  taken 
before  Francis  Hopkinson,  and  by  him  reduced  to  writing:  On  that  part  of  the  depo- 
sition which  relates  to  myself  I  certify  that  I  have  no  recollection  of  any  conversa- 
tion with  Joseph  Moreno  de  Guerra  and  Thomas  Isturio,  both  of  whom  were  deputies 
of  the  Cortes  in  1-820,  in  relation  to  Mr.  Meade's  claim.  No  persons  ever  presented 
themselves  to  me  as  a  committee  of  the  Spanish  Cortes  during  my  residence  in 
Madrid  as  the  minister  of  the  United  States.  If  I  ever  had  any  conversation  with 
those  deputies  on  the  subject  of  the  Florida  treaty,  I  am  entirely  unconscious  that 
they  spoke  with  me  by  the  authority  of  that  body  or  that  any  importance  was  attached 
to  the  opinion  I  might  express.  It  is  proper  to  add  that  I  should  have  stated  on  such 
application  that  I  believed  Mr.  Meade's  claim  was  provided  for  in  the  treaty  of  ces- 
sion. This  opinion  was  freely  expressed  to  all  who  conversed  with  me,  and  may 
have  been,  and  no  doubt  was,  to  Joseph  Moreno  de  Guerra,  in  the  presence  of  Mr. 
Isturio.  The  only  conversation  I  distinctly  recollect  was  held  with  Martinez  de  la 
Rosa,  also  a  deputy  of  the  Cortes  and  of  the  commission  to  whom  was  referred  the 
treaty  of  1819.  Having  learned  by  accident  that  an  attempt  was  about  to  be  made 
to  make  a  distinction  favorable  to  Meade  between  his  claim  and  the  claims  of  other 
persons  embraced  in  the  treaty,  I  expressed  my  conviction  to  Mr.  de  la  Rosa  that  the 
claim  was  just  and  was  provided  for  by  the  treaty,  but  that  it  ought  to  be  left  to 
share  the  same  fate  as  to  its  payment  with  the  equally  just  claims  of  -other  citizens 
of  the  United  States.  The  Cortes  deliberated  in  secret  session  on  the  subject  of  the 
treaty  of  1819  and  of  Mr.  Meade's  claim.  The  little  information  I  could  obtain  of 
what  was  done  was  communicated  to  my  own  Government  and  ia  on  file  in  the 
Department  of  State.  From  the  nature  of  the  case  I  did  not  consider  myself  at  all 
answerable  for  the  correctness  of  the  information  procured  and  communicated. 

The  conversation  I  had  with  Mr.  De  la  Rosa  was  not  considered  by  me  as  of  suffi- 
cient importance  to  be  communicated  to  the  Secretary  of  State  in  any  of  my  letters 
written  at  Madrid,  nor  has  it  ever  been  stated  in  writing  to  the  Department  since  my 
return  home. 

I  wish  it  to  be  clearly  understood  that  I  do  not  question  the  accuracy  of  Joseph 
•  Moreno  de  Guerra's  statement  further  than  relates  to  my  conversing  with  him  and 
Mr.  Isturio  as  a  committee  from  the  Cortes.  The  Cortes  may  have  given  them  such 
a  commission,  and  the  conversation  may  have  been  held  in  consequence  thereof;  if  it 
was  I  have  no  recollection  of  it,  and  do  not  know  that  they  were  conversing  with  me 
officially,  and  certainly  did  not  say  more  than  that  Mr.  Meade's  claim  was  included 
in  the  treaty  of  1819. 

John  Forsyth. 
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District  of  Columbia,  County  of  Washington,  to  wit: 

On  the  19th  day  of  May,  1824,  personally  appeared  before  the  subscriber,  a  justice 
of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  county  aforesaid,  the  Hon.  John  Forsyth,  who  acknowl- 
edged the  annexed  statement  to  be  in  his  handwriting,  and  at  the  same  time  made 
oath,  in  due  form  of  law,  that  the  facts  therein  stated  are  true  to  the  best  of  his 
knowledge  and  belief. 

Sworn  before  '  Joseph  Foeeest. 


[Extract  from  Mr.  Meade's  memorial  to  the  Senate,  February  >^,  1821.] 

"I  have,  however,  positively  denied  and  formally  protested  against  one  of  the 
postulates  assumed  by  the  Spanish  Government,  which  is,  that  any  stipulation  of  the 
United  States  could  be  competent  per  se  to  cancel  the  debt  and  exonerate  Spain  from 
her  original  and  inherent  obligation  in  any  other  way  than  by  actually  paying  the  debt 
to  me.  Not  that  I  have  ever  been  in  the  least  averse  from  accepting  the  United  States 
as  my  debtor  in  lieu  of  Spain ;  on  the  contrary,  if  the  undertaking  of  the  United  States 
were  coextensive  in  point  of  legal  and  moral  obligation  with  that  of  Spain,  so  that  the 
existing  pecuniary  debt  of  the  one,  with  all  its  concomitant  duties,  becomes  identi- 
cally the  debt  of  the  other,  I  should  then  most  willingly  accede  to  the  proposed  trans- 
position of  the  indebted  party."     (G.  &  S.,  IV,  706.) 


K. 

[Letter  from  the  Spanish  secretary  of  state  to  Mr.  Meade,  and  by  him  communicated  to  the  President.] 

Madrid,  June  16,  1821. 

Sir:  The  King  has  made  himself  thoroughly  acquainted  with  the  exposition  and 
documents  which  you  addressed  to  me  on  the  14th  of  the  last  month  through  your 
agent  at  this  court,  Don  Francis  de  la  Carrera,  and,  by  his  minister  plenipotentiary 
at  Washington,  he  was  previously  informed  of  the  correspondence  which  he  had  had 
with  you,  and  the  measures  you  had  adopted  with  the  American  Government  in 
order  that,  in  conformity  with  the  fifth  paragraph  of  the  ninth  article  of  the  treaty 
celebrated  between  the  two  powers  on  the  22d  of  February,  1819,  it  should  pay  to  you 
the  liquidated  credit  you  hold  against  the  national  finance  department  of  Spain  for 
all  your  demand  on  it  and  the  damages  to  which  it  refers. 

His  Majesty,  being  convinced  that  your  credit  against  the  national  finances  of  Spain 
is  comprised  in  the  before-mentioned  fifth  paragraph  of  the  ninth  article  of  the  treaty, 
as  possessing  the  only  true  qualifications  or  characters  which  are  required  by  said 
article,  has  given  orders  and  the  corresponding  instructions  to  his  minister  plenipo- 
tentiary at  Washington  to  support  all  the  measures  you  may  adopt  Avith  the  Federal 
Government  to  obtain  the  acknowledgment  and  payment  of  your  credit  on  the  terms 
stipulated  in  the  eleventh  article. 

The  circumstance  of  the  minister  plenipotentiary  of  the  King  not  having  made  par- 
ticular mention  of  your  credit  or  reclamation  before  or  after  presenting  the  ratifica- 
tion of  the  before-mentioned  treaty  can  not  in  any  manner  prejudice  the  rights  you 
have  or  oblige  Spain  to  be  responsible  for  the  amount;  because,  when  a  general  prin- 
ciple is  sanctioned,  which  embraces  all  particular  cases,  it  is  necessary  to  make  indi- 
vidual mention  of  each  of  them — a  motive  which,  no  doubt,  induced  General  "Mves 
not  to  make  any  express  mention  of  your  credit,  as  he  did  not  of  any  other  case  M'hich 
might  be  in  the  same  situation. 

By  royal  command  I  make  the  same  known  to  you  for  your  information  and 
government. 

God  preserve  you  many  years. 

GUSETIO   DE   BaEDAXI   v   AeAEA. 

To  Mr.  R.  W.  Meade. 
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L. 

Office  of  the  Commission  undee  the  Eleventh  Article  of  the 

Treaty  between  the  United  States  and  Spain, 

Washlvgton,  June  7,  1824. 
I,  Tobias  Watkins,  secretary  of  the  commission  under  the  eleventh  article  of  the 
treaty  of  22d  February,  1819,  between  His  Catholic  Majesty  and  the  United  States  of 
America,  being  thereto  requested  by  Richard  W.  Meade,  esq.,  do  hereby  certify  and 
make  known,  to  all  whom  it  may  concern,  that  on  the  6th  day  of  January,  1822,  the 
said  Richard  W.  Meade  presented,  to  be  filed  in  the  office  of  the  said  commission,  in 
conformity  with  public  notice,  a  memorial  setting  forth  the  grounds  of  his  claim 
against  the  Spanish  Government:  that  said  memorial  was  by  the  commission  read 
and  considered  on  the  27th  day  of  June,  1822,  and  on  the  same  day,  as  appears  by 
their  journal  of  proceedings,  the  said  memorial  was  "received" — which  term  received 
was  used  by  the  commission  to  signify  that  the  memorial  recited  a  claim  which  was 
considered  to  be  included  within  the  provisions  of  the  treaty  aforesaid.  And  I  do 
further  certify  that  on  the  29th  day  of  May,  1824,  as  appears  by  the  said  journal  of 
proceedings,  the  claim  set  forth  in  said  memorial  on  the  part  of  the  said  Richard  W. 
Meade  was  by  the  said  commission  rejected  on  the  alleged  ground  that  the  evidence 
produced  was  not  sufficient  to  establish  the  same. 

In  testimony  of  all  which,  and  to  the  end  that  the  same  may  be  used  as  to  the  said 
Richard  W.  Meade  may  seem  meet  and  proper,  I  have  granted  this  present,  at  the 
place  and  date  first  above  written,  and  have  signed  and  sealed  the  same  with  my 
own  proper  hand  and  seal. 

T.  Watkins, 
Secretary  of  the  Commission  under  the  Eleventh  Article  of  the  Treatij  af 


M. 


[Copy  of  a  letter  trom  the  late  oommissioners  under  the  Florida  treaty  to  the  Honorable  John  Quincy 

Adams,  Secretary  of  State.] 

Washington,  March  B,  18'22. 

Sik:  Several  claims  of  indemnity  have  been  presented  to  this  board  by  citizens  of 
the  United  States  for  losses  sustained  by  reason  of  the  breach  of  contracts  entered 
into  with  them  by  the  Government  of  Spain.  In  most,  if  not  in  all,  of  these  con- 
tracts the  citizen  stipulates  to  perform  acts  for  Spain  which,  as  a  subject  of  a  neutral 
State,  he  could  not  have  performed  without  transgressing  the  acknowledged  belliger- 
ent rights  of  other  nations  with  whom  Spain  was  then  engaged  in  open  war — acts, 
therefore,  which  would  have  subjected  him  to  the  ju.st  application  of  the  laws  of  war, 
and  justified,  nay,  probably  required,  the  United  States  to  abandon  such  citizen  to 
the  fate  of  war,'  without  making  any  reclamation  in  his  behalf.  It  is  for  the  perform- 
ance of  such  acts  that  Spain  has  contracted  to  make  compensation. 

In  support  of  these  claims  it  is  contended  that  it  was  distinctly  understood  by 
the  high  contracting  parties  to  tue  late  treaty  that  claims  of  this  description  were 
to  be  included,  and  were  intended  to  be  provided  for  implicity  by  the  fifth  renun- 
ciation of  the  ninth  article,  within  the  words  of  which  all  such  are  found;  and,  in 
proof  of  this  assertion,  a  letter  from  the  minister  of  Spain,  as  well  as  the  inclosed  docu- 
ment, has  been  placed  before  this  board. 

The  commissioners  feel  inclined,  at  present,  to  construe  this  article  of  the  treaty  in 
a  different  mode,  and  to  reject  all  such  claims  as  those  above  described,  but  as  such  a 
construction,  if  contrary  to  the  intent  of  the  high  contracting  parties,  as  is  suggested, 
may  possibly  impair  the  faith  of  the  United  States,  and  lead  to  consequences  violat- 
ing even  their  peace,  the  commissioners  beg  leave  to  submit  to  you  the  propriety  of 
adopting  some  course  which  may  bring  before  them  any  document  or  suggestion  by 
which  the  object  and  intent  of  the  United  States  in  concluding  this  treaty  may  be 
disclosed  more  fully  than  they  are  now  exhibited  by  the  article  before  mentioned. 

If  the  President  is  content  to  adopt  that  construction  of  the  treaty  which  the  com- 
missioners, as  at  present  advised,  are  disposed  to  give  it,  no  suggestion  need  be  made 
to  them.  But  if  this  should  not  be  the  case — as  nothing  will  most  probably  operate 
to  change  the  opinion  which  the  commissioners  are  disposed  at  present  to  entertain 
upon  this  subject  but  a  clear  communication  that  such  a  construction  would  be 
violative  of  the  intention  of  the  high  contracting  parties — it  will  be  necessary  that  a 
communication  to  this  effect  should  be  made  to  them.  The  mode  of  making  it  is 
submitted  to  the  President, 
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The  want  of  any  representative  of  the  United  States  before  this  board  has  con- 
strained the  commissioners  to  adopt  the  course  they  have  thus  pursued,  with  a  full 
knowledge  of  all  the  objections  which  apply  to  it,  not  only  as  they  refer  to  the 
President,  but  to  the  board  itself. 

We  have  the  honor  to  be,  etc., 

H.  L.  White, 
Wm.  King, 
L.  W.  Tazewell. 
The  honorable  the  Secretary  of  State. 


N. 

Department  op  State, 
Washington,  March  9,  1822. 

Gentlemen:  In  reference  to  the  letter  which  I  have  had  the  honor  of  receiving 
from  you,  dated  the  5th  instant,  I  am  directed  by  the  President  of  the  United  States 
to  inform  you  that  in  providing  for  the  claims  of  the  citizens  of  the  United  States 
upon  Spain  by  the  treaty  of  22d  I'ebruary,  1819,  it  was  not  understood  or  intended 
by  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  nor  as  is  believed  by  the  other  party  to  the 
treaty,  that  claims  arising  from  contract  as  they  existed  at  the  time  of  the  signature 
of  the  treaty  should  be  excluded  from  the  benefit  of  the  treaty.  The  claims  intended 
to  be  provided  for  were  those  specially  enumerated  in  the  renunciations,  and 
embraced  all  claims  statements  of  which,  soliciting  the  interposition  of  the  Govern- 
ment, had  been  presented  to  the  Department  of  State  or  to  the  minister  of  the  United 
States  in  Spain  since  the  convention  of  1802  and  until  the  date  of  the  signature  of  the 
treaty. 

As  there  is  no  limitation  in  the  words  of  this  renunciation  with  regard  to  the 
nature  of  the  transactions  in  which  the  claims  originated,  whether  by  contract  or  by 
tort,  so  none  was  intended.  They  were  claims,  of  all  of  which  it  was  believed  th'at 
the  only  possible  chance  of  obtaining  any  satisfaction  to  the  claimants  consisted  in 
the  execution  of  the  treaty. 

Of  the  absolute  obligation  of  this  Government  to  interpose  in  behalf  of  their 
fellow-citizens  possessing  such  claims  and  imploring  the  aid  of  their  country  to  obtain 
satisfaction  for  them,  no  very  subtle  or  punctilious  scrutiny  has  been  made.  It  was 
the  need  of  the  claimant,  and  not  the  legal  classification  of  his  claim,  for  which  the 
assistance  of  his  Government  has  been  solicited.  The  delay  or  denial  of  justice 
which  it  was  desirable  to  remedy  was  the  same,  whether  it  was  for  a  wrong  com- 
mitted or  a  contract  broken.  The  claimants  have  alike  been  promised  that  at  the 
negotiation  of  the  treaty  their  claims  would  be  considered  and  endeavors  made  to 
provide  for  them  in  common  with  others. 

Whether,  among  the  contracts  provided  for,  there  were  some  upon  which  the  Gov- 
ernment of  the  United  States,  but  for  the  treaty,  must  have  eventually  abandoned  the 
claimants  to  the  fate  of  war,  was  never  a  subject  of  inquiry.  Those  claims,  it  is  pre- 
sumed, were  not  the  less  valid  against  Spain,  nor  were  their  prospects  of  real  satisfac- 
tion by  Spain  in  any  other  manner  believed  to  be  different  from  the  rest.  The 
Government  was  indeed  aware  that  the  abstract  right  to  its  interposition  of  citizens 
who  had  suffered  by  acts  of  foreigners,  without  any  cooperation  of  their  own,  was 
more  clear  and  imperative  than  that  of  others  who  had  voluntarily  staked  their 
property  upon  the  good  faith  of  Spain,  and  in  the  course  of  the  negotiation  a  propo- 
sal was  made  to  omit  the  renunciation  which  included  the  latter  class  of  these 
claims.  It  was,  however,  finally  agreed  to,  with  the  full  understanding  that  all  the 
claims  should  have  the  same  benefit  of  the  provision,  be  subjected  to  the  same 
investigation,  and  be  decided  upon,  not  by  any  subsequent  transaction  between  the 
claimant  and  the  Spanish  Government,  but  by  the  commissioners  in  the  manner 
prescribed  by  the  treaty  and  upon  such  proof  as  they  should  think  proper  to  require 
for  ascertaining  its  amount  and  validity.  Of  the  right  to  include  such  claims  in  the 
provisions  of  the  treaty  in  cases  wherein  the  interference  of  the  Government  had 
been  solicited  by  the  claimants  themselves  and  their  claims  had  at  their  own  desire 
been  made  a  subject  of  negotiation,  no  doubt  was  entertained.  It  is  sanctioned 
equally  by  the  moral  principles  applicable  to  public  law  and  by  the  frequent  practice 
of  other  civilized  nations,  as  well  as  by  more  than  one  example  of  our  own  history. 
If,  indeed,  no  such  right  existed  and  the  two  Governments  were  not  competent  to 
make  and  except  such  renunciation  it  was  certainly  neither  made  nor  intended. 
But  that  a  government,  negotiating  for  the  claims  upon  another  power  of  its  citizens 
at  their  own  entreaty,  is  not  competent  to  compound  for  them  upon  terms  as  favor- 
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able  as  it  can,  consistently  with  its  duties  to  the  rest  of  its  own  nation,  secure,  is  a 
doctrine  certainly  not  contemplated  at  the  negotiation  of  the  treaty,  and  now  believed 
to  be  without  warrant,  either  in  the  law  or  usages  of  nations. 

To  ascertain  in  the  manner  stipulated  by  the  treaty,  and  in  no  other,  the  full  amount 
and  validity  of  these  claims,  as  existing  on  the  day  of  the  signature  of  the  treaty,  the 
commission  instituted  under  the  eleventh  article  of  the  treaty  was?  provided.  How 
far  contracts,  under  the  special  circumstances  mentioned  in  your  letter,  as  applying  to 
some  of  those  which  have  been  presented  to  the  board,  were  valid  contracts,  it  is  the 
peculiar  province  of  the  commissioners  to  decide.  The  Executive  Government  had 
not  the  means  of  judging  of  the  validity  of  anj^  of  them,  and  of  their  amount  it 
could  form  no  other  than  a  gross  estimate.  But  it  is  fully  believed  that  the  sum 
stipulated  for  the  payment  of  them  would  be  adequate  to  the  full  satisfaction  of  every 
valid  claim  embraced  by  the  treaty,  whether  the  claim  had  originated  in  contract  or 
in  wrong. 

I  have  the  honor  to  be,  with  great  respect,  gentlemen,  your  very  humble  and 
obedent  servant,  -^ 

John  Quincy  Adams. 

H.  L.  White,  Wm.  King,  and  L.  W.  Tazewell,  Esqs., 
Commissioners  under  the  11th  article  of  the  Florida  treaty. 


[Opinion  of  Judge  White  in  the  case  of  R.  W.  Meade.] 

1.  As  to  citizenship.  Upon  this  point  the  board  are  not  at  liberty  to  doubt  that 
he  is  a  citizen;  the  proceedings  of  the  Executive  and  of  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  close  this  question.  Both  these  departments  of  the  Government  interfered  in 
his  case  when  confined  in  Spain,  upon  the  ground  of  his  being  a  citizen;  and  the  Gov- 
ernment of  Spain  yielded  to  their  wishes,  and  predicated  several  of  its  acts  upon  the 
ground  that  he  was  not  a  subject  of  Spain,  but  a  citizen  of  the  United  States. 

In  the  face  of  these  acts  of  both  governments  I  am  not  at  liberty  to  doubt  his 
being  a  citizen.  He  is  one  of  those  intended  to  be  provided  for  by  the  treaty,  pro- 
vided he  has  a  claim  upon  the  Spanish  Government  which  will  fall  within  either  of 
the  five  clauses  enumerated  in  the  ninth  article. 

That  he  has  a  valid  claim  upon  the  Spanish  Government,  that  it  existed  prior  to 
the  date  of  the  treaty,  and  that  it  is  one  of  those  of  which  the  United  States  assumed 
the  payment,  are  points  necessary  to  be  established  before  this  board  can  make  any 
allowance. 

To  ascertain  how  far  these  propositions  are  supported  we  must  recur  to  the  proofs. 
To  deviate  into  two  classes,  the  one  details  matters  which  happened  before  the  date  of 
the  treaty,  the  other  the  things  transacted  after  its  date. 

As  to  the  first: 

First.  Copies  of  several  papers,  five  in  number,  which  passed  among  the  officers  of 
the  Spanish  Government. 

From  these  it  appears  that  on  the  12th  of  September,  1815,  a  royal  order  was 
passed  by  which  all  debts  which  weighed  upon  the  royal  treasury  should  be  incor- 
porated in  the  national  debt,  except  such  as  were  due  to  foreigners;  that  Mr.  Meade 
and  others  claimed  debts  due  to  them  as  falling  within  the  exception,  they  being 
foreigners.  Whether  Mr.  Meade  was  a  foreigner  or  not  became  a  question.  The 
proper  officers  are  called  upon  to  inquire  into  the  matter.  Under  date  of  the  21st 
of  March,  1816,  a  report  is  made  to  his  excellency,  the  captain-general,  by  Joaquin 
de  la  Pena  y  Santander,  in  which  he  enumerates  the  circumstances  that  would 
entitle  Mr.  Meade  to  the  appellation  of  subject  or  foreigner,  and  says  that  he  does 
not  know  what  the  facts  are,  but  that  he  can  inquire  into  and  put  them  upon  the 
record,  if  required.  On  the  28th  of  March  there  is  an  order  that  it  be  sent  back 
to  the  assessor  general  of  the  subdelegation  that  he  may  extend  the  report  accord- 
ingly. On  the  26th  of  April,  1816,  the  report  is  made  that  Mr.  Meade  is  a  foreigner — ■ 
in  other  words,  a  citizen  of  the  United  States — and  that  the  debt  due  to  him  is  one  of 
the  debts  assumed  in  the  royal  order,  and  to  be  paid.  On  the  30th  of  April  the  Mar- 
quis of  Casteldosius  makes  a  similar  report.  On  the  9th  of  September,  1816,  an 
official  note  is  communicated  from  the  intendant  to  the  treasurer  of  the  army  and  of 
the  royal  finance  of  Cadiz,  in  which  he  says:  "The  general  treasurer  of  the  Kingdom 
makes  me  the  following  communication  under  date  of  the  3d  instant.  The  following 
royal  order  has  been  communicated  to  me  under  the  date  of  August  22d,  by  the 
department  of  finance:   In  conformity  to  the  report  of  the  council  of  finance,  in  a 
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committee  of  the  whole,  respecting  Messrs.  Richard  Ryan,  Richard  Meade,  Francis 
Scotto,  Richard  Haokley,  and  Peter  Charles  Tupper,  who,  as  foreigners,  solicit  that 
their  respective  claims  against  the  royal  treasury  be  comprehended  in  the  exception 
made  in  favor  of  foreigners,  as  declared  by  the  royal  order  of  the  12th  of  September, 
1815,  His  Majesty  .has  resolvea  that  their  debts  should  be  paid,  as  it  was  promised  to 
them,  and  according  to  said  royal  order  of  September  12,  after  the  same  are  duly 
liquidated,"  etc. 

From  these  documents,  it  appears  to  me  that  Mr.  Meade  had  some  demands  upon 
the  Spanish  Government  prior  to  the  12th  of  September,  1815;  that  after  that  day  he 
applied  for  payment;  that  payment  was  refused  upon  the  grounds  of  the  royal  order 
of  that  date;  that  he  insisted  he  fell  withiu  the  exception,  as  he  was  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States;  that  the  question  of  foreigner  or  not  was  deliberately  inquired  into, 
settled,  and  reported  upon,  from  the  21st  of  March  to  9th  September,  1816;  that  dur- 
ing this  period  every  officer  through  whose  hands  this  matter  passes  acts  under  the 
conviction  that  the  Spanish  Government  is  indebted  to  Mr.  Meade;  and  that  the 
only  doubt  is,  whether  the  debt  shall  be  ^aid  as  provided  or  incorporated  in  the 
national  debt.  Finally,  it  is  determined  that  his  case  is  within  the  exception  and 
shall  be  paid  as  promised  when  liquidated. 

It  is  hardly  possible  to  suppose  that  these  proceedings  could  have  taken  place  if 
Mr.  Meade  had  not  a  well-founded  claim  upon  the  Spanish  Government,  at  least  one 
which  they  were  disposed  to  consider  well  founded.  If  he  had  no  claim  upon  the 
treasury,  he  would  not  have  been  told,  your  claim  can  not  be  paid  as  promised, 
because  it  must  be  incorporated  in  the  national  debt;  the  short  and  correct  answer 
would  have  been,  you  have  no  claim,  and  therefore  will  not  be  paid  anything.  It 
would  be  unreasonable  to  suppose  that  so  many  officers,  from  those  in  the  lower 
departments  of  the  treasury  and  finance  up  to  the  King  himself,  would  have  been 
engaged  from  March  to  September  in  examining  a  question  the  determination  of  which 
would  have  been  entirely  useless  if  no  well-founded  claim  existed.  I  therefore  con- 
clude that  Mr.'  Meade  had  a  claim  upon  the  Spanish  Government  the  payment  of 
which  had  been  promised,  but  this  claim  had  not  been  liquidated  and  therefore  the 
precise  sum  due  was  not  ascertained,  nor  is  it  known  on  what  account  Spain  became 
indebted  to  him. 

Second.  The  next  dociunents  I  meet  with  are  those  relating  to  the  imprisonment  of 
Mr.  Meade.  They  give  us  this  information:  That  during  his  residence  in  Spain  he 
had,  with  the  consent  of  all  concerned,  been  appointed  the  assignee  of  a  bankrupt's 
estate;  that  he  had  collected  and  held  ready  for  distribution  $50,000,  which  he 
ultimately  paid  into  the  royal  treasury  in  treasury  notes  in  obedience  to  a  mandate 
from  the  proper  tribunal;  that  the  agent  of  the  British  creditors  sued  Mr.  ]Meade, 
recovered  a  judgment  against  him,  and  by  intrigue  caused  him  to  be  imprisoned  on 
the  2d  May,  1816,  in  which  state  he  remained  until  the  interposition  of  the  American 
Government  caused  a  royal  order  for  his  release,  dated  20th  April,  1818,  in  which  are 
recited  the  circumstances  under  which  he  was  imprisoned,  and  the  sum  deposited,  etc. 

I  notice  these  documents  for  the  sake  of  saying  that  the  money  for  which  ^Mr. 
Meade  was  imprisoned  can  not  be  the  same  spoken  of  in  the  document  before  noticed 
for  many  reasons. 

The  other  documents  speak  of  a  demand  which  Meade  had  upon  the  treasury; 
these  show  that  when  Meade  deposited  this  money  he  considered  that  he  had  dis- 
charged his  trust  and  had  no  concern  with  it  afterwards. 

-They  show  a  demand  for  Meade's  own  money,  which  would  be  incorporated  in 
the  national  debt  if  he  is  considered  a  subject  of  Spain.  These  show  a  demand  against 
the  treasury  for  money  not  Meade's,  but  known  to  all,  in  part  at  least,  to  belong  to 
British  subjects,  which  ought  not  to  be  incorporated,  whether  Meade  is  considered 
a  subject  or  not. 

They  speak  of  debt  due  to  Meade,  payment  of  which  had  been  promised  him,  but 
the  amount  unliquidated;  these  relate  to  a-specifio  sum  deposited,  which  did  not 
require  any  liquidation. 

I  therefore  conclude  that  whatever  claim  Mr.  Meade  had  upon  the  Spanish  Gov- 
ernment was  not  affected  by  his  imprisonment  or  release,  even  if  we  suppose  the 
Spanish  Government  paid  the  deposit  at  the  time  of  his  release,  or  at  any  time 
afterwards. 

3d.  Next  in  order  I  meet  with  the  certificate  of  two  of  the  supreme  junta,  estab- 
lished for  the  government  and  defense  of  Cadiz  during  the  invasion  of  the  French 
to  wit,  Jos6  Manuel  de  Vadillo  and  Saloador  Gazzon  de  Zalazor,  dated  27th  of  Julv' 
1818. 

These  persons,  it  would  seem,  were  in  a  situation  to  know  the  facts  of  which  thev 
speak,  and  they  testify  that  during  the  siege  of  Cadiz  many  articles  were  placed  by- 
Mr.  Meade  at  the  disposition  of  the  junta,  among  which  the  most  urgent  and  remark- 
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able  were  100,000  barrels  of  flour,  in  two  contracts,  at  $15  per  barrel,  and  that  he 
relied  upon  the  faith  of  the  junta  for  payment,  etc. 

On  the  6th  of  June,  1818,  Mr.  Meade  addresses  the  Secretary  of  State,  and  observes 
that  Spain  is  indebted  to  him  in  very  large  sums,  which  he  is  anxious  to  have  paid; 
that  she  is  unable,  if  willing,  to  pay  him  in  money;  thinks,  by  making  some  advance 
in  cash,  he  can  have  the  whole  amount  paid  him  in  lands  in  Florida,  and  wishes  the 
sanction  of  the  Government  to  that  mode  of  procuring  satisfaction.  The  Secretary 
answers  that  they  would  not  approve  of  such  an  arrangement. 

On  the  5th  November,  1818,  Mr.  Meade  makes  a  statement  of  the  nature  of  his 
several  claims  upon  the  Spanish  Government,  not  specifying  the  sum  claimed  under 
either  head;  and  on  the  17th  of  January,  1819,  a  copy  of  this  statement  is  forwarded 
to  the  Secretary  of  this  Government  by  Mrs.  Meade  from  Philadelphia. 

4th.  On  the  3d  August,  1818,  the  American  minister  in  Spain  advises  the  Secre- 
tary of 'State  that  on  the  27th  July  he  had  transmitted  to  Mr.  Pizarro  Mr.  Meade's 
memorial,  in  which  he  asks  compensation  for  his  sufferings  and  losses. 

5th.  On  the  18th  January,  1819,  Mr.  Erving  indorses  to  the  Marquis  de  Casa  Yrujo 
two  memorials  of  Mr.  Meade,  the  one  dated  12th  January,  in  which  he  prays  the 
King  to  appoint  a  commission  to  liquidate  the  several  demands  which  he  has  against 
the  Spanish  Government,  on  account  of  supplies  furnished  for  the  support  of  its 
armies  and  otherwise  during  the  late  war,  as  well  as  to  consider  the  compensation 
due  to  him  for  the  losses  and  personal  sufferings  under  a  late  proceeding  of  the  coun- 
cil of  war,  already  declared  by  His  Majesty  to  have  been  illegal;  the  second,  dated 
13th  January,  in  behalf  of  John  Dickson,  an  American  citizen,  and  others,  interested 
in  a  cargo  of  tobacco,  sold  and  delivered  to  the  Spanish  Government  under  a  solemn 
contract  in  1815,  etc.,  and  proceeds  to  state  that,  as  to  what  more  particularly  con- 
cerns Mr.  Meade's  interest,  he  has  undeniable  claims  as  a  creditor  upon  the  royal 
hacienda;  and  it  can  not  be  doubted  that  His  Majesty  will  be  sensible  to  the  value  of 
those  very  important  services  rendered  to  the  nation,  which  form  the  ground  of 
these  claims,  which  give  to  them  the  most  sacred  character,  and  entitle  them  to  the 
first  consideration  and  to  immediate  settlement,  etc. 

Take  these  different  letters,  all  dated  before  the  22d  of  February,  1819,  in  connec- 
tion with  the  documents  which  precede  them,  and  I  can  not  doubt  that  Mr.  Meade 
had  claims  upon  the  Spanish  Government  which  that  Government  held  itself  bound 
to  satisfy.  In  some  instances  they  expressly  acknowledge  these  claims  and  say  they 
shall  be  paid  as  promised  when  liquidated,  and  do  not  in  any  instance  deny  the  fact 
of  being  indebted  to  him  when  addressed  upon  that  subject  either  by  Mr.  Meade  or 
the  American  minister,  when  if  it  had  been  known  or  believed  that  he  was  not  a 
creditor  his  claims  would  have  been  at  once  met  by  a  denial  of  their  justice.  But  the 
precise  nature  of  these  demands,  the  manner  in  which  they  originated,  so  as  to  be 
able  to  say  whether  any,  and  if  any,  what  amount  would  fall  within  the  treaty  is 
not  satisfactorily  established  by  this  proof  unless  it  can  be  collected  from  notarial 
copies. 

It  has  so  often  been  stated  that  it  appears  almost  needless  to  repeat,  that  to  estab- 
lish any  claim  before  this  board,  the  proposition  must  be  supported  that  it  is  one  of 
the  claims  of  an  American  citizen  to  which  his  Government  has  renounced  his  claim 
upon  the  Spanish  Government,  and  in  order  to  avoid  all  difficulty  on  this  subject 
there  is  a  description  of  five  classes  of  claims  to  which  the  renunciations  extend. 

In  any  case,  therefore,  it  is  of  importance  that  the  proof  should  establish  not  only 
a  claim  upon  the  Spanish  Government,  but  that  it  should  likewise  show  the  nature 
of  the  claim,  to  enable  the  commissioners  to  ascertain  whether  it  would  fall  within 
either  of  the  specified  classes  or  not. 

I  will  not  say  that  the  proofs  which  I  have  noticed  are  so  totally  defective  as  to 
make  it  necessary  to  reject  the  whole  claim,  but  I  will  say  they  are  not  very  satis- 
factory as  to  the  nature,  or  terms  of  any  of  the  contracts  alluded  to,  and  as  to  most  of 
them  so  defective  that  it  will  be  difficult  to  ascertain  the  sums  due. 

2.  This  makes  it  necessary  that  we  should  inquire  into  the  facts  which  occurred 
after  the  22d  February,  1819,  the  date  of  the  treaty. 

The  first  evidence  offered  is  the  liquidation  of  Mr.  Meade's  claim  and  the  ascer- 
tainment of  the  amount  due  him  by  the  officers  of  the  Spanish  Government  on  the 
21st  May,  1820.  And  here  a  difficulty  presents  itself.  Is  this  evidence  such  as 
this  board  can  notice  for  any  purpose,  and  if  for  any,  for  what  purpose? 

To  form  a  correct  opinion  upon  this  point  it  is  important  that  we  should  attend  to 
dates.  The  treaty  is  dated  22d  February,  1819;  it  was  soon  afterwards  ratified  by  the 
TJnited  States.  In  the  treaty  it  is  provided  that  if  it  is  not  ratified  within  six  months 
it  shall  be  void.  On  the  9th  March,  1819,  Mr.  Meade  presents  to  the  King  a  second 
memorial,  praying  the  appointment  of  commissioners  to  settle  with  him,  that  of  the 
12th  January,  1819,  not  having  been  attended  to. 
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On  the  7th  May,  1819,  the  commissioners  are  appointed.  On  the 30th  September, 
same  year,  a  report  is  made  and  the  sum  of  near  $500,000  awarded  Mr.  Meade  as 
his  -whole  claim  against  the  Spanish  Government;  on  the  23d  October,  1819,  the  King 
orders  the  report  to  be  reconsidered;  on  the  15th  November  there  is  a  second  report 
awarding  the  same  sum;  on  the  19th  May,  1820,  the  award  receives  the  royal  appro- 
bation, and  on  the  20th  May,  1820,  is  notified  to  Mr.  Meade.  In  October  (say  5th), 
1820,  the  Cortes  advised  the  ratification  of  the  treaty.  The  King  shortly  aftenyards 
does  ratify  it,  and  on  the  19th  February,  1821,  it  is  again  ratified  by  the  President 
of  the  United  States;  the  President  and  Senate  having  been  previously  notified  of  the 
settlement  made  with  Mr.  Meade  and  of  the  sum  awarded  him  by  the  Spanish  Gov- 
ernment. 

The  first  rule  which  I  lay  down  as  applicable  to  this  question  is,  that  no  person, 
either  natural  or  artificial,  can  by  his  acknowledgments  or  admissions,  create  an 
obligation  to  be  discharged  by  and  at  the  expense  of  another,  unless  that  other  has 
by  some  means  authorized  him  to  do  so.  If  Spain  did  not  owe  this  debt  to  Mr. 
Meade  at  the  date  of  the  treaty,  but  contracted  it  afterwards,  it  is  not  one  of  those 
renounced,  and  Spain  is  still  responsible  for  it,  not  the  United  States,  and  ought 
therefore  to  be  rejected,  because  it  would  prove  a  fact  which  would  avail  nothing. 
If  Spain  did  owe  it  at  the  date  of  the  treaty  there  must  have  been  some  evidence  then 
existing  of  the  demand  for  which  the  extent  of  the  liability  could  be  ascertained. 
That  evidence  would  be  better  than  the  mere  settlement  with  the  Spanish  officers, 
and  ought  to  be  produced.  The  rule  is  that  the  best  evidence  in  the  party's  pos- 
session or  power  ought  always  to  be  produced,  or  some  reasonable  account  given  why 
it  is  not.  This  is  not,  as  has  been  argued,  a  contracted  rule,  applicable  alone  to  the 
municipal  courts  of  any  one  country.  It  is  a  rule  founded  in  reason,  not  established 
by  any  statute,  and  applicable  to  all  cases  in  all  countries,  the  judicial  proceedings  of 
which  are  worthy  of  imitation.  Why-is  it  that  we  notice  the  protest  of  a  master  of  a 
vessel,  letters  written  about  the  time  of  a  transaction  of  long  standing,  etc.?  Because, 
from  the  nature  of  the  transactions  to  which  they  allude,  they  are  likely  to  give  a 
correct  account  of  it,  and  the  offer  of  them  does  not  in  itself  imply  that  the  party  has 
it  reasonably  in  his  power  to  produce  evidence  more  satisfactory,  but  holds  it  back, 
and  offers  the  inferior  evidence  to  obtain  an  advantage  which  he  would  lose  if  the 
better  were  produced. 

The  true  rule  is  that  no  party  shall  have  the  benefit  of  evidence  to  establish  a  fact, 
which  evidence  in  itself  implies  that  there  is  better  evidence  which  the  party  could 
produce  by  reasonable  exertions  to  establish  the  same  fact;  because  the  not  produc- 
ing the  better  creates  the  presumption  that  it  would  disclose  something  which  would 
deprive  him  of  a  benefit  which  he  seeks  to  obtain. 

Apply  this  rule  to  the  present  case.  The  claimant  offers  in  evidence  to  prove  the 
account  that  Spain  owed  him  for  breach  of  contract  at  the  date  of  this  treat}-,  a  set- 
tlement made  with  that  Government  twelve  or  fifteen  months  after  its  date.  Well, 
there  may  be  some  mistake  in  this  matter;  the  sum  awarded  may  be  too  little — it 
may  be  too  much.  Some  of  the  claims  set  up  may  be  such  as  do  not  fall  within 
either  of  the  five  classes  specified  in  this  treaty.  The  evidence  from  which  this  set- 
tlement was  made  would  be  more  satisfactory  than  the  award.  Let  us  see  this.  If 
you  do  not,  we  must  suppose  that  there  is  some  one  or  more  of  the  items  that  consti- 
tute this  account  which  you  know  we  can  not  include  in  the  statement  we  would 
make,  and  therefore  you  offer  this  less  satisfactory  evidence.  You  ought  not  to  be 
allowed  to  use  it,  more  especially  when  we  see  from  other  documents  that  you  were 
apprised  as  early  as  February,  1821,  that  there  might  be  some  difficulty  upon  this 
very  point,  and  therefore  both  you  and  the  Spanish  Government  would  be  careful  to 
preserve  all  the  evidence  and  documents  from  which  the  settlement  and  award  M-ere 
made. 

Again,  the  eleventh  article  of  the  treaty  provides  that  the  United  States  shall  make 
compensation  for  all  claims  renounced  in  the  ninth  article,  to  an  amount  not  exceed- 
ing in  the  whole  $5,000,000;  and  to  ascertain  the  validity  and  full  amount  of  these 
claims  commissioners  shall  be  appointed,  etc. ;  that  the  commissioners  upon  oath 
shall  examine  the  validity  and  amount  of  each  claim.  Further,  that  they  shall 
examine  every  question  upon  oath,  and  receive  suitable  and  authentic  testimony ,  etc. ; 
and  Spain  when  required  is  to  furnish  any  document  in  her  possession  necessary  to 
elucidate  any  one  of  the  claims. 

To  bring  the  claim  within  this  treaty  it  must  be  shown  to  have  existed  before  the 
date  of  the  treaty.  If  it  did  exist  before  the  treaty,  and  is  one  embraced  within  it, 
then  the  parties  have  by  mutual  consent  provided  for  the  establishment  of  a  tri- 
bunal whose  duty  it  is  to  examine  the  validity  as  well  as  the  amount  of  the  claim; 
but  if  we  admit  this  evidence,  then  Spain  herself,  through  her  own  ofiicers,  is  still  to 
adjudge  the  validity  and  full  amount  of  the  claim,  and  the  commissioners  havenoth- 
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ing  to  do  but  follow  on,  and  for  form's  sake  reallow  the  claim,  the  validity  and 
extent  of  which  have  been  already  ascertained.  This,  it  seems  to  me,  can  not  have 
been  the  intention  of  the  framers  of  this  instrument. 

But  it  may  be  supposed  that  this  reasoning  is  unsound  because  this  settlement  and 
award  are  not  the  creation  of  a  debt,  but  only  an  evidence  which  the  party  could 
not  procure  sooner;  that  this  debt,  to  this  same  amount,  existed  before  the  date  of  the 
treaty.  The  distinction  in  this  case  can  avail  nothing.  As  soon  as  Spain  ceased  to 
be  accountable  for  the  demand,  she  ceased  to  have  any  control  over  it.  She  can  no 
more  create  evidence,  by  which  the  validity  of  the  contract  or  the  measure  of  com- 
pensation for  its  violation  is  to  be  ascertained,  than  she  could  create  the  contract 
itself.  The  substance  is  the  same,  and  the  distinction  in  words  only.  This  ought 
not  to  be  considered  as  suitable  evidence  under  this  treaty,  which  on  its  very  face 
leaves  reason  to  conclude  that  a  persuasive  argument  to  induce  the  making  of  the 
award  was  the  consideration,  that  not  Spain,  but  the  United  States,  were  to  make 
the  payment. 

Again,  it  has  been  urged  that  at  the  time  this  settlement  and  award  were  made, 
Spain  herself  was  the  debtor,  and  to  make  the  compensation;  because  the  treaty  had 
become  null,  the  time  for  its  ratification  having  expired. 

This  argument  is  not  satisfactory.  When  the  treaty  was  afterwards  ratified,  it 
stands  as  a  treaty  in  which  no  time  for  ratification  had  been  stipulated,  and  is  now  to 
be  construed  as  a  treaty  dated  22d  February,  1819,  ratified  by  Spain  in  the  fall  of 
1820,  and  by  the  United  States  in  February,  1821,  at  times  satisfactory  to  both  par- 
ties; and  the  ratifications  are  acknowledgments  by  the  respective  parties  that  their 
negotiators  had  power  to  make  the  treaty  upon  the  terms  specified  therein;  and 
whether  the  treaty  shall  operate  upon  a  particular  matter  from  the  date  or  from  the 
ratification,  must,  in  my  opinion,  depend  upon  the  matter  to  which  the  stipulation 
relates,  and  the  intention  of  the  parties  respecting  that  matter.  Hence,  it  may  well 
happen  that  the  same  treaty  may  become  operative  upon  different  matters  at  differ- 
ent periods — upon  some  from  the  date,  upon  others  from  the  time  of  ratification, 
and  upon  others  from  neither  date  nor  time  of  ratification. 

If  the  argument  were  sound  that  this  can  only  be  considered  a  treaty  from  the 
ratification  of  the  parties,  and  not  from  the  date,  why  trouble  ourselves  with  endeav- 
oring to  draw  a  distinction  between  a  contract  and  the  evidence  of  a  contract?  We 
would  arrive  at  the  same  conclusion  by  a  much  more  simple  process — that  of  consid- 
ering the  treaty  as  in  truth  dated  on  the  day  it  was  last  ratified  by  the  United  States. 
Then  the  case  is  included  by  considering  the  contract  and  the  evidence  of  it  as  having 
existed  at  the  same  time.  It  is  true  this  would  not  be  within  the  words,  but  might 
with  plausibility  be  insisted  upon  at  within  the  meaning,  of  the  fifth  renunciation. 
All  that  would  be  necessary  might  readily  be  accomplished  by  considering  the  ratifi- 
cation as  the  signature  of  the  treaty,  which  ought  to  be  the  case  if  we  consider  the 
treaty  as  without  date. 

It  has  been  urged,  with  much  ingenuity,  that  there  is  a  difference  between  a  con- 
tract and  the  evidence  of  it;  that  the  one  may  well  have  existed  prior  to  the  treaty, 
and  the  other  have  had  its  existence  since.  In  many  cases  I  think  I  could  see  the 
full  force  of  the  distinction,  and  that  upon  such  after  evidence  the  mind  would  be 
well  satisfied  of  the  existence  of  a  previous  contract,  and  its  exact  terms.  But  in  this 
case  the  distinction  entirely  fails  us.  The  great  object  is  to  ascertain  the  contracts 
which  Mr.  Meade  had  with  the  Spanish  Government  before  the  date  of  this  treaty, 
their  terms,  and  how  far  they  were  complied  with  by  the  respective  parties;  and  this 
for  the  purpose  of  enabling  us  to  decide  upon  their  validity,  and  if  valid  to  what 
extent  the  compensation  for  their  violation  ought  to  be  carried.  Now,  if  we  attempt 
to  use  this  document  as  evidence  upon  these  points,  it  is  impossible  to  avoid  discov- 
ering that  there  is  great  danger  of  being  misled  by  it.  Attend  to  its  contents.  Some 
of  the  items  possibly  grew  out  of  contracts,  either  express  or  implied;  others  undoubt- 
edly out  of  tort.  That  of  the  imprisonment  of  Mr.  Meade  certainly  had  no  existence 
as  a  contract  until  the  time  of  this  award,  after  the  date  of  the  treaty.  If  we  view 
that  item  as  existing  in  the  light  of  contract,  there  is  an  end  of  that  matter,  because 
it  must  have  been  tort  until  merged  in  the  award  or  judgment;  and  then  the  judg- 
ment being  the  only  evidence  of  the  contract,  the  contract  and  the  evidence  of  it  are 
one  and  the  same  thing,  both  too  late  to  be  compensated  or  renounced  under  this 
treaty. 

Suppose  we  discard  the  idea,  as  we  must  do,  of  considering  this  item  aa  growing 
out  of  a  contract,  and  say  it  was  a  tort.  The  questions  immediately  present  them- 
selves: Of  what  kind  and  by  whom  committed?  So  far  as  we  can  at  present  see, 
the  answers  are:  An  imprisonment  of  Mr.  Meade,  and  that  by  order  of  the  Spanish 
Government  itself.  Under  what  clause  of  the  treaty  should  we  include  this  item? 
Not  under  the  first  renunciation,  for  two  reasons:  First,  if  it  was  an  excess,  it  was  one 
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committed  by  the  Government,  not  by  an  individual,  and  no  excesses  are  there  pro- 
vided for  but  those  committed  by  subjects.  Again  if  it  was  an  excess  by  a  proper 
character,  it  was  committed  after  1802,  and  therefore  not  included. 

Under  the  second,  third,  or  fourth  renunciations  it  is  certainly  not  included.  If 
under  any  it  would  be  the  fifth;  but  that  can  not  be — it  is  a  mere  personal  wrong; 
the  damages  would  be  arbitrary;  we  have  no  data  from  which  to  estimate  them. 
Again,  if  the  fifth  would  include  torts,  it  would  not  be  fair  to  include  those  committed 
by  the  Government  itself.  The  four  first  renunciations  are  employed  upon  torts  by 
individuals  or  inferior  oflBcers,  and  by  implication  to  include  the  Government,  the 
most  worthy,  would  be  against  the  rules  of  construction.  This  wrong  and  those  of 
the  like  kind  the  Government  of  the  United  States  did  not  intend  to  renounce,  nor 
did  Spain  intend  they  should  be  judged  of  by  the  commissioners  of  the  United  States. 
In  estimating  damages  for  them  the  temper  with  which  the  act  was  done,  the 
motives,  the  charact«r  of  the  wrongdoer  are  all  justly  taken  into  consideration.  No 
sovereignty  could  intend  that  its  motives,  in  a  mere  personal  wrong,  should  be 
inquired  into  and  redressed  by  others.  If  they  were  conscious  of  wrong  they  would 
redress  it  themselves  by  making  such  compensation  as  their  own  sense  of  propriety 
would  dictate. 

If,  then,  we  take  this  document  as  evidence,  it  would  mislead  us;  first  by  making  us 
believe  that  this  item  grew  out  of  a  contract  before  the  treaty,  and  next  by  making 
us  include  a  tort  which  neither  party  intended  to  provide  for  by  the  treaty. 

When  we  recur  to  other  items  we  shall  not  be  more  safe.  Contracts  are  spoken  of. 
With  whom  were  they  made?  What  were  their  terms?  In  what  were  they  to  be 
paid  and  when?  All  these  points  are  material,  and  upon  them  this  document  is 
unsatisfactory.  We  see  that  upon  a  bill  of  exchange  which  was  dishonored  interest 
is  allowed  up  to  the  time  of  settlement,  and  a  part  of  this  very  amount  was  tor  the 
difference  of  exchange  included  in  the  bill.  The  bill  comes  back,  and  upon  its 
nominal  amount  interest  is  calculated  to  the  15th  of  November,  1819. 

As  to  other  items  it  is  as  little  satisfactory.  The  loan  is  to  be  returned  and  interest 
upon  it. 

This  sum  is  all  estimated  as  specie.  Have  they,  as  we  have  sometmies  had  and  in 
some  places  still  have,  different  kinds  of  currency?  In  what  kind  were  these  deal- 
ings, specie  or  a  depreciated  paper?  If  depreciated,  how  much?  We  ought  to  have 
information  upon  all  these  points  to  do  that  which  would  be  just,  and  upon  some  of 
them  it  is  essential  we  should  have  some  information  which  this  document  does  not 
give.  I  can  not  at  present  take  it  as  evidence  that  would  be  useful  in  any  respect. 
On  some  points  I  think  it  would  mislead  as  to  the  whole  of  the  item;  on  others  as  to 
a  part,  and  I  fear  to  a  greater  extent  than  we  can  see.  I  therefore  think  it  ought 
not  to  be  received  either  as  conclusive  or  prima  facie  evidence. 

But  it  is  argued  that  we  ought  to  receive  it  because  our  Government  had  an  agency 
in  procuring  this  settlement,  and  were  apprised  of  the  result  before  the  ratification 
of  the  treaty. 

It  is  true  our  minister  abroad  used  his  influence  in  favor  of  Mr.  Meade,  and  that 
the  Executive  and  Senate  both  knew  of  the  settlement  before  the  last  ratification.  As 
to  the  first,  it  was  just  such  a  case  as  would  in  all  cases,  it  is  hoped,  be  practiced  by 
our  minister.  He  lends  hia  aid  to  a  citizen  abroad  to  bring  his  matters  to  such  an 
issue  as  he  wishes,  without  either  thinking  or  believing  that  his  own  country  is  to 
be  in  the  least  affected  thereby;  and  as  to  the  last,  they  seem  to  have  been  content 
to  ratify  the  treaty,  without  doing  anything  by  which  Mr.  Meade's  claim  would  be 
made  either  better  or  worse  than  the  terms  of  the  treaty,  as  it  originally  stood,  would 
make  it. 

I  can  not  see  that  anything  has  been  either  said  or  done,  by  any  of  those  officers, 
by  which  this  claim  is  to  be  treated  different  from  what  it  would  "have  been  if  thev 
had  been  entirely  ignorant  of  this  award  at  the  time  the  treaty  was  finally  ratified. 
Although  1  am  unwilling  to  trust  this  evidence  as  at  present  furnishing  any  evidence 
of  the  validity  of  these  contracts,  their  terms,  or  the  extent  of  compensation  for  a 
violation  of  them,  yet,  believing  as  I  do,  from  the  other  testimony,  that  Mr.  Meade 
has  a  well-founded  claim,  or  at  least  a  claim  which  the  Spanish  Government  con- 
sidered well  founded,  I  am  perfectly  willing  to  require  any  document  from  that 
Government,  which  there  is  reason  to  think  they  possess,  which  will  elucidate  those 
transactions,  and  for  that  purpose  am  willing  to  continue  the  cause.  It  we  can  pro- 
cure more  evidence,  it  is  well;  we  shall  have  greater  certainty  in  our  ultimate  deci- 
sion. If  we  can  not  procure  more,  we  must  come  to  the  best  conclusion  in  our 
power,  from  the  proofs  as  they  now  exist,  as  to  the  validity  of  the  claims  and  the 
extent  of  allowance. 
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P. 

[Don  Hilario  do  Eivas  y  Salmon  to  the  Secretary  of  State,  April  15, 1823.— Translation,] 

Sie:  Don  Richard  Meade,  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  addressed  two  letters  to 
my  predecessor.  His  Excellency  Don  Joaquin  de  Anduaga,  dated  the  4th  of  April 
and  10th  of  October,  1822,  inclosing  your  correspondence  with  the  commissioners 
appointed  in  virtue  of  the  eleventh  article  of  the  treaty  of  the  22d  of  February,  1819, 
ratified  by  His  Catholic  Majesty  and  exchanged  in  February,  1821,  relative  to  the 
admission  of  certain  claims  which  are  therein  mentioned.  The  said  gentleman  sent 
these  documents  to  my  Government,  along  with  the  answer  which  he  made  to  Mr. 
Meade,  on  the  16th  of  October,  1822,  a  copy  of  which  I  have  the  honor  to  inclose 
to  you. 

His  Majesty  has  been  pleased  to  approve  and  sanction  the  said  answer  to  Mr. 
Meade  and  commands  me  to  support  his  claims,  and  to  represent  to  you  in  the  most 
friendly  terms,  but  at  the  same  time  in  the  most  energetic  and  solemn  manner, 
against  all  opposition  which  may  be  attempted  to  be  made,  that  the  particular  credit 
which  said  Meade  had  against  the  Spanish  nation  is  not  satisfied,  but  that,  in  virtue 
'  of  the  last  treaty,  the  Government  of  the  United  States  has  taken  it  upon  itself. 

This  credit  is,  in  truth,  the  only  one  which  has  been  solemnly  acknowledged  by 
His  Catholic  Majesty.  It  was  executed  at  the  pressing  instances  of  the  minister  of 
the  United  States  at  Madrid,  and  its  acknowledgment  and  final  liquidation  took  place 
at  a  time  and  in  circumstances  which  do  not  admit  the  least  doubt  to  ensue  as  to  its 
legitimacy  and  import. 

The  value  of  the  credit  was  represented  to  both  Governments  during  the  negotia- 
tion. Its  liquidation  could  be  effected  only  by  the  parties  interested  in  the  contracts 
and  in  the  damages  and  injuries  by  which  an  indemnification  was  claimed,  and  by  the 
investigation,  with  precision,  of  the  exact  sum  which  was  due  appeared  to  be  a  point 
of  equal  interest  to  both  Governments.  This  was  at  least  shown  and  insisted  on  with 
vigor  by  the  Government  of  the  United  States  before  and  after  the  date  of  the  treaty, 
and  His  Catholic  Majesty,  when  he  acceded  to  its  anxiety,  desirous  of  shunning  new 
causes  of  complaint,  chose  four  of  his  councillors  from  different  tribunals,  and  com- 
manded them  to  examine  scrupulously  and  in  detail  all  the  circumstances  regarding 
an  account  so  complicated,  and  which  required  all  the  possible  knowledge  and  intel- 
ligence of  the  laws  of  Spain  and  commercial  regulations  of  the  nation  to  be  able  to 
form  a  just  conception  of  all  the  transaction.  No  subject  of  this  nature  has  been 
ever  considered  so  cautiously  and  with  so  much  matureness,  not  only  by  the  com- 
missioners appointed  for  that  purpose,  but  latterly  by  the  treasurer-general,  by  the 
greater  accountant's  office,  by  the  minister  of  finance,  and  lastly  it  received  the  sanc- 
tion of  His  Majesty.  ^ 

In  these  circumstances  His  Majesty  thinks  that  he  ought  not  to  see  with  indiffer- 
ence nor  remain  undisturbed  when  an  attempt  is  made  to  invalidate  an  act  so 
solemn.  The  Spanish  nation  was  certainly  responsible  for  the  total  amount  of  the 
acknowledged  debt.  The  Government  of  the  United  States,  by  the  later  ratification 
of  the  treaty,  took  upon  itself  this  debt,  in  virtue  of  the  fifth  renunciation  of  the 
eleventh  (ninth)  article,  and  with  a  full  knowledge  of  its  amount,  which  had  been 
communicated  long  before  the  conclusion  of  the  treaty  to  the  minister  of  the  United 
States  at  Madrid  by  His  Majesty's  secretary  of  state,  for  the  information  of  the 
American  Government.  Certainly,  after  all  that  had  passed,  it  was  not  to  be 
expected  that  a  new  investigation  of  the  businesH  should  be  judged  necessary. 

There  can  not  be  a  doubt  that  if  the  treaty  of  the  22d  of  February  had  not  been 
concluded  Mr.  Meade  would  have  received  from  the  Spanish  nation  the  total  amount 
of  his  debt,  and  His  Majesty  can  not  comprehend  the  justice  of  the  commissioners 
in  having  attempted,  in  the  first  place,  to  reject  entirely  this  debt  as  not  being  com- 
prehended in  the  treaty,  and  much  less  could  His  Majesty  be  persuaded  that  so 
solemn  an  act  of  his  Government — an  act  which  was  in  a  great  degree  founded  upon 
the  interposition  of  the  American  cabinet,  and  which  was  done  in  good  faith — would 
have  been  afterwards  placed  in  doubt  by  their  agents. 

The  slight  which  the  commission  of  claims  has  endeavored  to  throw  upon  the  most 
respectable  authorities  of  Spain,  and  upon  His  Majesty  himself,  and  consequently  on 
the  whole  nation,  has  caused  His  Majesty  great  pain. 

I  have,  therefore,  the  order  of  my  Government  to  inform  you  that  it  can  not  keep 
silence  when  an  act  so  incontestible  is  placed  in  doubt,  and  I  beforehand  protest, 
solemnly  and  respectfully,  against  any  decision  of  the  commissioners  appointed  in 
virtue  of  the  treaty  which  invalidates  in  any  manner  the  acknowledgment  made  by 
my  Government  of  the  total  debt  of  Mr.  Meade,  agreeably  to  the  certificate  which 
they  sent  to  him  in  consequence,  and  which  is  in  their  possession. 

I  have  the  honor  to  repeat  to  you,  sir,  the  testimony  of  my  distinguished  and  high 
consideration. 

HiLAEio  De  Rivas  y  Salmon. 
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Q. 

[Mr.  Adam8  to  Mr.  Salmon.] 

Department  of  State, 
Washington,  April  $9,  18SS. 

Sir:  I  have  had  the  honor  of  receiving  your  letter  of  the  15th  instant,  inclosing  a 
copy  of  one  bearing  date  the  16th  of  October,  1822,  from  Don  Joaquin  de  Anduaga 
to  Mr.  Meade. 

By  the  fifth  specific  renunciation  in  the  ninth  article  of  the  treaty  between,  the 
United  States  and  Spain,  signed  on  the  22d  of  February,  1819,  but  ratified  by  His 
Catholic  Majesty  only  on  the  24th  of  October,  1820,  it  was  provided  that  the  renun- 
ciation on  the  part  of  the  United  States  of  all  claims  for  damages  or  injuries  sustained 
by  themselves  or  their  citizens  from  Spain,  stipulated  by  the  preceding  part  of  the 
same  article,  should  extend — 

"To  all  claims  of  citizens  of  the  United  States  upon  the  Spanish  Government, 
statements  of  which,  soliciting  the  interposition  of  the  Government  of  the  United  _ 
States,  have  been  presented  to  the  Deparment  of  State,  or  to  the  minister  of  the ' 
United  States  in  Spain,  since  the  date  of  the  convention  of  1802,  and  until  the  signa- 
ture of  this  treaty. ' ' 

You  will  observe  that  the  time  of  the  signature,  and  not  that  of  the  ratification  by 
either  party,  nor  that  of  the  exchange  of  ratifications,  is  expressly  agreed  upon  as 
the  time  until  which  the  claim  and  the  statements  of  them  to  the  Department  of 
State,  or  to  the  minister  of  the  United  States  in  Spain,  had  been  received;  which 
claims  were  on  the  part  of  the  United  States  renounced. 

The  reason  for  fixing  upon  this  particular  time  for  the  period  at  which  the  obliga- 
tion of  the  United  States  to  assume  the  payment  of  these  claims  should  terminate  is 
obvious.  It  was  neither  proper,  nor  could  it  be  the  intention  of  the  parties,  that 
they  should  renounce  claims  or  admit  statements  of  them  not  known  to  the  party 
assuming  the  obligation  at  the  time  of  contracting  it.  Whatever  claims  might  arise, 
or  whatever  statements  of  them  might  be  made  after  the  signature  of  the  treaty, 
were  not,  therefore,  and  could  not  with  propriety  be,  provided  for  by  it. 

By  the  eleventh  article  of  the  same  treaty  it  was  stipulated  that — 

"The  United  States,  exonerating  Spain  from  all  demands  in  future  on  account  of 
the  claims  of  their  citizens  to  which  the  renunciations  herein  contained  extend,  and 
considering  them  entirely  canceled,  undertake  to  make  satisfaction  for  the  same  to 
an  amount  not  exceeding  five  millions  of  dollars."    That — 

"To  ascertain  the  full  amount  and  validity  of  these  claims,  a  commission,  to  con- 
sist of  three  commissioners,  citizens  of  the  United  States,  shall  be  appointed  by  the 
President,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  which  commission  shall 
meet  at  the  city  of  Washington,  and,  within  the  space  of  three  years  from  the  time  of 
their  first  meeting,  shall  receive,  examine,  and  decide  upon  the  amount  and  validity 
of  all  claims  included  within  the  descriptions  above  mentioned."  That  "the  said 
commissioners  shall  take  an  oath  or  affirmation,  to  be  entered  on  the  record  of  their 
proceedings,  for  the  faithful  and  diligent  discharge  of  their  duties; "  and  that  "the 
said  commissioners  shall  be  authorized  to  hear  and  examine,  on  oath,  every  question 
relative  to  the  said  claims,  and  to  receive  all  suitable  authentic  testimony  concerning 
the  same.  And  the  Spanish  Government  shall  furnish  all  such  documents  and  eluci- 
dations as  may  be  in  their  possession  for  the  adjustment  of  the  said  claims  accord- 
ing to  the  principles  of  justice,  the  laws  of  nations,  and  the  stipulations  of  the  treaty 
between  the  two  parties  of  the  27th  October,  1795;  the  said  documents  to  be  speci- 
fied, when  demanded,  at  the  instance  of  the  said  commissioners."    -i^  . 

It  has  been  necessary  to  set  forth  in  the  terms  of  the  treaty  haelf  the  engage- 
ments respectively  contracted  by  the  parties  to  it  in  these  articles,  in  order  to  show 
with  clearness  their  bearing  upon  the  question  now  brought  into  discussion  by  your 
letter,  and  that  of  Mr.  Anduaga,  which  is  inclosed. 

The  claims,  payment  of  which  to  a  fixed  and  limited  amount  was  assumed  by  the 
United  States,  were  claims  not  only  existing,  but  statements  of  which  had  been 
exhibited  at  the  Department  of  State,  or  to  the  minister  of  the  United  States  in 
Spain,  before  the  signature  of  the  treaty. 

To  ascertain  the  full  amount  and  validity  of  those  claims  commissioners  were  to 
be  appointed,  to  act  under  oath,  and  charged  with  the  duty  to  receive,  examine,  and 
decide  upon  the  amount  and  validity  of  all  the  claims. 

And  the  Spanish  Government  solemnly  bound  itself  to  furnish  all  such  documents 
and  elucidations  as  might  be  in  their  possession  for  the  adjustment  of  the  said 
claims. 

If  anything  in  human  intention  can  be  made  clear  by  human  language,  it  is  that 
the  claims  provided  for  by  the  above  stipulation  were  in  the  condition  as  they  had 
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been  exhibited  at  the  time  of  the  signature  of  the  treaty;  that  the  authority  and  the 
trust  of  examining,  ascertaining,  and  deciding  their  amount  and  validity  was  solely 
and  exclusively  committed  to  the  commissioners,  and  that  the  Spanish  Government 
was,  and  is,  bound  to  furnish  them,  at  their  demand,  all  documents  and  elucidations 
in  possession  of  the  said  Government  for  the  adjustment  of  the  claims. 

No  transaction  between  any  of  the  claimants  and  the  Spanish  Government  subse- 
quent to  the  signature  of  the  treaty  could  be  evidence  to  the  commissioners  of  the 
condition  of  the  claim  at  the  time  of  that  signature.  No  appeal  from  the  decision  of 
the  commissioners,  either  to  the  Government  of  the  United  States  or  of  Spain,  was 
reserved.  By  the  transfer  to  the  United  States  of  the  obligation  of  making  payment, 
conformably  to  the  treaty,  of  those  claims,  Spain  deliberately  and  with  full  knowledge 
transferred  also  the  right  of  examining  and  deciding  their  amount  and  validity.  It 
is  to  little  purpose,  therefore,  that  Mr.  Anduaga's  letter  descants  so  largely  upon  the 
variety  and  respectability  of  the  Spanish  commissions  and  tribunals  which,  many 
months  after  the  signature  of  the  treaty,  undertook  to  liquidate,  that  is,  to  decide 
upon  the  amount  and  validity  of  Mr.  Meade's  claim  upon  the  Spanish  Government. 
Neither  the  nurnber  nor  the  character  of  those  courts  is  at  all  questioned,  but  from 
the  day  of  the  signature  of  the  treaty  they  had  no  jurisdiction  to  try  or  decide  upon 
any  of  the  claims  the  payment  of  which  was  assumed  by  the  United  States.  What- 
ever jurisdiction  they  did  exercise,  however  obligatory  it  might  be  upon  His  Catholic 
Majesty's  Government,,  could  have  no  effect  whatever  to  charge  the  United  States 
or,  so  far  as  they  were  concerned,  to  change  the  condition  of  the  claim  as  it  had 
been  exhibited  to  the  Government  of  the  United  States  or  to  their  minister  at  Madrid 
before  the  signature  of  the  treaty.  It  had  been  exhibited  as  an  unsettled  and 
unliquidated  claim;  if  comprised  at  all  within  the  provisions  of  the  treaty  it  was  an 
unsettled  and  unliquidated  claim,  upon  which,  as  upon  all  the  rest,  the  commission 
instituted  under  the  treaty  was,  by  the  express  engagement  of  both  parties,  exclu- 
sively to  decide. 

It  is  alleged  by  Mr.  Anduaga,  and  repeated  in  substance  by  you,  that  the  decision 
by  the  Spanish  tribunals  upon  the  amount  and  validity  of  Mr.  Meade's  claim,  made 
many  months  after  the  signature  of  the  treaty,  many  months  even  after  His  Catholic 
Majesty  was  bound  to  have  ratified  the  same,  and  after  its  ratifications  ought  to  have 
been  exchanged,  was  given  at  the  earnest  instance  of  the  minister  of  the  United 
States  in  Spain,  and  that  he,  as  well  as  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  expressed 
their  satisfaction  at  the  event.  The  answer  to  this  argument  is,  however,  furnished 
by  Mr.  Anduaga  and  by  you.  Mr.  Anduaga  says,  "When  all  this  was  done  there 
was  no  probability  that  the  United  States  would  be  obliged  to  pay  this  debt;"  that 
is  to  say,  there  was  no  probability  that  His  Catholic  Majesty  would  perform  the 
express  and  solemn  promise  that  he  had  made  to  ratify  the  treaty.  Undoubtedly, 
when  there  was  no  probability  that  the  United  States  would  be  charged  with  the 
payment  of  the  debt,  their  Government  and  their  minister  did  earnestly  press  the 
Spanish  Government  to  do  justice  at  least  to  Mr.  Meade.  What  that  justice  was, 
what  was  the  amount  and  validity  of  his  claim  upon  the  Spanish  Government,  the 
United  States  neither  had  nor  claimed  the  right  to  decide.  So  far  as  it  was  an 
obligation  to  be  paid  by  Spain,  and  by  which  no  other  interests  of  the  United  States 
or  of  their  citizens  could  be  affected,  the  right  to  decide  upon  it  was  exclusively  of 
the  resort  of  Spanish  tribunals,  and  the  American  Government  and  minister  natu- 
rally expressed  their  satisfaction  at  the  adjustment  by  the  Spanish  Government  of  a 
claim  of  one  of  their  citizens  in  whose  favor  they  had  taken  a  deep  and  generous 
interest,  it  being  always  understood  by  them  that  this  interest  did  not  conflict  with 
their  duties  to  the  people  of  the  United  States  and  to  all  their  other  fellow-citizens, 
also  claimants  upon  Spain,  and  in  whose  favor  their  Government  was  bound  to  take 
an  interest  as  earnest  and  generous  as  in  that  of  Mr.  Meade. 

While  there  was  no  probability  that  the  treaty  would  be  ratified  by  Spain  the 
adjustment  by  Spanish  tribunals,  binding  only  upon  Spain,  could  in  no  wise  affect 
any  other  right  or  interest  of  the  people  of  the  United  States,  or  of  other  American 
citizens,  claimants  upon  Spain.  That  adjustment  could  in  no  wise  charge  the  United 
States.  It  was  an  obligation  of  Spain  contracted  after  the  signature  of  the  treaty, 
and  was  thereby  excluded  by  the  express  terms  of  the  treaty  itself  from  the  number 
of  those  which  the  United  States  had  by  the  treaty  engaged  to  assume  upon  them- 
selves. The  cognizance  taken  at  the  time  by  the  Spanish  tribunals  of  this  claim,  and 
the  acknowledgment  of  the  amount  and  validity  of  this  one  alone,  as  you  affirm, 
among  many  hundreds  of  other  claims  of  American  citizens,  many  of  much  longer 
standing,  and  all  equally  entitled  to  adjustment  and  liquidation,  are  indeed  powerful 
arguments  to  prove  that  Mr.  Meade's  claim  was  not  one  of  those  for  which  Spam 
had  intended  to  provide  by  the  treaty.  And  this  argument  is  strongly  fortified  by 
another,  which  Mr.  Meade  himself  and  his  learned  counsel  in  this  country  have 
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urged  with  great  force,  namely,  that  the  claims  of  Mr.  Meade  upon  Spain  were  of  a 
nature  which  by  the  laws  of  nations  and  of  justice  Spain  could  not  discharge  and 
the  United  States  could  not  renounce  by  any  treaty  or  compact  between  themselves. 
The  conclusion  from  these  arguments  if  correct  undoubtedly  is  that  Mr.  Meade's 
claims  upon  Spain  were  not  intended  to  be  and  even  could  not  be  provided  for  by 
the  treaty,  and  were  therefore  not  included  in  it.  If,  then,  the  commissioners  under 
the  treaty  did,  in  the  first  instance,  entertain  very  serious  doubts  whether  the  claim  of 
Mr.  Meade  was  among  those  provided  for  or  intended  to  be  provided  for  by  the  treaty 
it  was  to  these  proceedings  of  the  Spanish  Government,  after  the  signature  of  the 
treaty,  and  to  the  argument  of  Mr.  Meade  and  his  counsel  against  the  right  of  the 
contracting  parties  to  the  treaty,  to  dispose  of  Mr.  Meade's  claim  that  these  doubts 
must  be  ascribed.  It  was  assuredly  never  the  intention  of  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  in  that  treaty  either  to  renounce  any  claim  which  they  had  not  the  right 
to  assume  or  to  assume  any  claim  which  they  had  not  the  right  to  renounce;  as  far 
was  it,  doubtless,  from  the  intention  of  Spam  to  discharge  any  just  claim  of  Mr. 
Meade's  upon  her  by  the  attempt  to  transfer  it  to  a  third  party  without  his  consent. 
Nothing  can  be  more  clear  than  that  Spain  remains  at  this  hour  bound  to  satisfy, 
to  the  last  real,  every  claim  acknowledged  by  herself  to  be  just,  and  which  she  had 
not  the  right  to  transfer  to  a  third  party  without  the  consent  of  the  claimant. 

The  treaty  by  its  express  terms  made  provision  only  for  unsettled  and  unliquidated 
claims.  The  United  States  assumed  them,  as  they  existed  and  had  been  exhibited 
at  the  signature  of  that  instrument,  the  22d  of  February,  1819.  In  assuming  the 
duty  of  Spain  to  discharge  those  claims  the  United  States  acquired  the  right,  and  it 
was  in  express  words  secured  to  them  by  the  treaty,  of  ascertaining  and  deciding 
exclusively  by  a  commission  of  their  own  citizens  the  amount  and  validity  of  each 
claim  assumed.  At  the  same  moment  when  the  obligation  to  discharge  the  claim 
attached  to  the  United  States  this  exclusive  right  of  the  commission  to  examine  and 
decide  its  amount  and  validity  attached  with  it.  From  that  moment  the  Spanish 
tribunals  had  no  more  right  to  examine  or  pass  in  any  manner  upon  the  claims  than 
the  tribunals  of  the  United  States  had  to  examine  and  pass  upon  them  before  the 
signature  of  the  treaty.  This  provision  imported  no  distrust  in  the  justice  or  integrity 
of  the  Spanish  tribunals.  It  followed  as  an  indispensable  consequence  from  the 
engagement  contracted  by  the  United  States  to  pay  the  claims. 

By  the  treaty  itself,  and  by  the  full  power  of  Don  Luis  de  Onis,  its  negotiator  on 
the  part  of  Spain,  His  Catholic  Majesty  was  bound  to  ratify  the  treaty  so  that  the 
ratifications  should  be  exchanged  within  six  months  from  the  day  of  its  signature. 
Had  this  engagement  been  performed  Mr.  Meade's  claims  would  have  remained  in 
the  same  state  in  which  they  had  been  on  the  day  of  the  signature  of  the  treaty, 
unsettled  and  unliquidated.  Mr.  Meade's  claims  were  not  provided  for  by  name, 
nor  had  any  mention  of  them  been  made  in  the  course  of  the  negotiation.  The 
Spanish  Government  was  at  that  time  so  far  from  admitting  that  Mr.  Meade  had 
any  just  claim  upon  them  that  they  had  but  very  recently,  at  the  earnest  and  per- 
emptory interposition  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  released  him  from 
imprisonment  as  a  defaulter  to  them. 

The  treaty  remaining  unratified  by  His  Catholic  Majesty,  and,  as  Mr.  Anduaga 
affirms,  there  being  no  probability  that  it  would  be  ratified,  long  after  the  period 
had  expired  when  he  had  promised,  on  his  royal  word,  that  it  should  be  ratified, 
the  minister  of  the  United  States  at  Madrid,  at  the  earnest  and  repeated  solicitations 
of  Mr.  Meade,  certainly  did  urge  the  Spanish  Government  to  adjust,  liquidate,  and 
satisfy  his  claims.  From  the  nature  of  these  claims  his  learned  counsel  in  this  coun- 
try have  since  drawn  it  in  question  whether  the  Government  of  the  United  States 
had  any  right  to  interpose  with  that  of  Spain  in  relation  to  them  at  all.  And  upon 
this  question  depends  the  other,  before  noticed,  whether  Spain  could,  by  treaty, 
transfer  to  the  United  States  her  own  obligation  to  pay  those  claims.  They  were 
claims  which  Mr.  Meade  had  acquired,  not  in  his  neutral  character  as  a  citizen  of 
the  United  States,  but  as  a  voluntary  contractor  with  the  Spanish  Government  while 
residing  in  their  territory  and  living  under  their  allegiance.  They  were  therefore 
unquestionably  much  less  entitled  to  the  interference  of  the  American  Government 
than  the  great  mass  of  the  claims  provided  for  by  the  treaty — claims  for  wrongs  suf- 
fered by  citizens  of  the  United  States,  in  their  genuine  character  as  such.  For 
wrongs,  in  the  origin  of  which  there  was  no  voluntary  agency  of  their  own,  no  for- 
feiture of  their  neutral  rights,  no  resort  but  to  the  perfect  obligation  of  their  own 
Government  to  support  them.  Had  the  Spanish  Government,  at  the  time  when  the 
minister  of  the  United  States  interposed  in  behalf  of  this  claim,  taken  the  ground  of 
argument  smce  assumed  by  Mr.  Meade  and  his  counsel;  had  they  said,  this  is  a  claim 
in  which  the  Government  of  the  United  States  has  no  right  to  interfere;  a  question 
upon  contracts  between  Mr.  Meade  and  us  while  living  in  our  territories  and  amen- 
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able  to  our  laws;  undoubtedly,  by  the  principles  of  the  rights  and  duties  of  nations, 
universally  recognized,  Mr.  Meade  and  the  American  Government  must  fain  have 
put  up  with  this  answer  as  conclusive,  and  Mr.  Meade's  claim  could  never  have  been 
pretended  to  be  included  in  the  provisions  of  the  treaty. 

But  no  such  ground  was  then  taken,  either  by  the  Spanish  Government  or  by  Mr. 
Meade.  So  little  was  his  reliance  upon  the  justice  of  the  Government  with  which 
he  had  contracted,  and  under  whose  protection  he  dwelt,  without  the  effectual 
interposition  in  his  favor  of  the  Government  under  which  he  had  been  born,  that 
his  entreaties  for  the  interposition  of  the  American  minister  and  Government  in 
favor  of  his  claims  were  urgent  and  unceasing.  To  this  interposition  the  Spanish 
Government  did  not  object.  Mr.  Meade  desired  that  provision  for  his  claim  should 
be  made  in  the  treaty  which  was  then  negotiating,  and  made  known  this  desire  to  the 
Government  of  the  United  States.  He  was  informed,  in  answer,  that  if  the  treaty 
should  be  concluded  his  claims  would  be  considered  and  attended  to,  as  far  as  might 
be  practicable,  iu  common  with  the  others;  and  to  this  arrangement  he  never  sug- 
gested an  objection  until  after  the  ratification  of  the  treaty  by  Spain,  nor  until  just 
at  the  moment  before  its  second  ratification  by  the  United  States.  He  then,  to  be 
sure,  and  then  for  the  first  time,  addressed  the  President  and  Senate  of  the  United 
States,  calling  upon  them  to  refuse  the  ratification  of  a  treaty  in  which  the  only 
possible  indemnity  of  many  hundreds  of  their  fellow-citizens  for  their  losses,  to  the 
amount  of  $5,000,000,  was  secured;  or  to  make  the  ratification  conditional  that 
another  article  should  be  added,  by  which  his  claim,  not  as  existing  at  the  time  of 
the  signature  of  the  treaty,  but  as  many  months  after  that  compact  ought  to  have 
been  ratified  by  Spain,  liquidated  by  Spanish  oflicers,  before  the  Spanish  ratification 
of  the  treaty,  should  be  paid  to  the  full  amount  as  acknowledged  by  them,  and 
without  being  subject,  like  all  the  other  claims,  to  the  honest  investigation  and 
scrutiny  of  the  American  commissioners,  and  the  principal  argument  urged  by  Mr. 
Meade's  counsel  in  support  of  this  demand,  that  the  American  Government  should 
sacrifice  the  acquisition  of  the  Floridas  and  $5,000,000  of  indemnities  justly  due  to 
their  citizens,  whose  right  to  the  effectual  support  of  their  country  was  perfect,  was 
that  his  claim  was  of  a  nature  that  the  American  Government  had  no  right  to 
interpose  with  Spain  in  its  favor  at  all. 

If  the  claim  of  Mr.  Meade  upon  Spain  was  included  among  those  provided  for  by 
the  treaty  it  was,  in  common  with  all  the  others,  to  be  treated  like  all  the  others, 
and  to  abide  the  same  issue  with  the  othera.  Such  was  the  clear,  unequivocal  inten- 
tion of  both  parties  to  the  treaty;  nor  could  the  American  Government,  in  equal 
justice  to  all  the  claimants,  have  negotiated  upon  any  other  principle.  The  amount 
of  claims  exhibited  to  them,  to  be  provided  for  by  the  treaty,  as  stated  by  the  claim- 
ants themselves,  was  nearly  ten  times  the  five  millions  which  they  agreed  that  the 
people  of  the  United  States  should  pay  from  the  proceeds  of  the  Florida  lands  to 
discharge  them.  But  it  was  well  understood  that  many  of  the  claims  were  not  even 
valid  against  Spain ;  that  most  of  them  were  swollen  by  the  statements  far  beyond 
what,  upon  a  fair  examination,  would  be  found  to  be  due;  that  equitable  deductions 
from  equitable  claims  would  reduce  almost  all  of  them  within  very  contracted 
dimensions;  and  that  for  the  whole  mass  of  them  the  only  hope  of  the  claimants 
was  in  the  munificence  of  the  treaty.  They  were  all,  by  the  terms  of  the  treaty, 
unsettled  claims.  Their  just  amount  could  then  be  only  judged  of  by  an  estimate, 
in  many  respects  conjectural,  but  it  was  believed,  upon  considerations  duly  weighed, 
that,  when  stripped  of  all  their  appendages  to  naked  justice,  $5,000,000  would  be 
sufficient  to  cover  them  all.  As  they  were  to  be  paid  by  the  people  of  the  United 
States  it  was  the  duty  of  the  Government  to  allow  no  larger  sum  than  would  be 
sufficient,  in  rigorous  justice,  to  discharge  them.  It  might  happen  that  even  the- 
just  and  indisputable  claims  would  amount  to  something  more.  In  that  case,  the 
claimants  must  consider  it  as  a  composition  of  their  claims,  the  best  that  their 
Government  has  been  able  to  obtain  for  them;  and  it  was  not  doubted  that  they 
who  had  been  from  one  to  twenty  years  waiting,  with  very  little  probability  of  ever 
obtaining  anything  for  their  claims,  would  be  more  than  contented  to  receive  so 
nearly  all  that  they  could  have  asked,  and  to  abandon  to  their  country  the  small 
remainder  for  the  salvage  of  the  rest.  But  to  render  this  principle  compatible  with 
justice  to  all  parties  it  was  indispensable  that  all  the  claims  should  be  placed  upon 
the  same  footing;  that  all  should  be  subjected  to  the  close,  vigilant,  and  rigorous 
scrutiny  and  investigation  of  an  upright  and  intelligent  commission  of  American 
citizens;  that  all  should  be  alike  submitted  to  their  examination  and  decision;  and 
that  no  transaction  between  the  Spanish  Government  and  any  one  of  the  claimants, 
subsequent  to  the  signature,  but  before  the  ratification  of  the  treaty,  should  alter  the 
character  of  his  claim,  and  give  him  an  advantage,  at  the  expense  of  the  people  of 
the  United  States,  and  of  all  the  other  claimants  under  the  treaty.     If  the  American 
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Government  could  have  admitted  any  discrimination  between  the  claims,  and  that 
any  one  should  have  been  privileged  above  the  rest,  Mr.  Meade's  claim,  if  the 
present  argument  of  his  learned  counsel  is  sound,  would  have  been  the  very  lowest 
on  the  list,  and  the  least  entitled  to  favor;  since  most,  if  not  all  the  rest,  were  claimn 
which  the  American  Government  had  been  from  the  beginning  bound,  by  the  duty 
of  protection  to  the  rights  of  their  own  citizens,  to  support  and  maintain,  even,  if 
necessary,  to  the  issuing  of  reprisals;  while  that  of  Mr.  Meade,  incurred  yoluntarily 
by  himself,  with  the  Spanish  Government  while  domiciliated  in  Spain  and  by 
transactions  of  no  neutral  character,  was  of  a  nature  to  leave  it  doubtful  whether  the 
American  Government  had  ever  possessed  the  right  of  interposing  in  its  behalf  at  all. 

The  interest  taken,  therefore,  lay  the  American  minister  at  Madrid  in  Mr.  Meade's 
favor  by  urging  on  the  Spanish  Government  the  settlement  of  his  claims;  the  satis- 
faction that  he  expressed  after  the  liquidation  had  been  obtained;  the  letter  of  con- 
gratulation from  the  American  Secretary  of  State  to  Mr.  Meade  upon  the  event 
when  informed  of  it  by  him  have  not  the  slightest  bearing  upon  this  argument. 
The  answer  to  all  this  is  furnished  by  Mr.  Anduaga,  when  he  says,  "there  was  then 
no  probability  that  the  treaty  would  be  ratified  by  Spain."  The  American  minister 
and  Secretary  of  State  expected  that  what  the  Spanish  tribunals  had  liquidated  and 
settled  the  Spanish  Government  would  pay.  They  knew  perfectly  well  that  no 
interests  of  the  people  of  the  United  States  or  of  the  other  claimants  upon  Spain 
could  be  injuriously  affected  by  this  Spanish  liquidation  of  Mr.  Meade's  claims.  If 
the  treaty  should  be  ratified,  and  Mr.  Meade  should  be  receivable  as  a  claimant  under 
it,  they  knew  that  his  claims  could  be  admitted  only  as  provided  for  by  the  treaty, 
and  that  no  intermediate  transaction  between  him  and  the  Spanish  Government 
could  be  evidence  of  his  claims  as  they  had  existed  and  been  exhibited  at  the  signa- 
ture of  the  treaty;  that  no  decision  of  a  Spanish  tribunal  could  settle  that  which  the 
treaty  in  express  terms  reserved  to  the  exclusive  decision  of  the  American  commis- 
sion. If  the  treaty  should  not  be  ratified  they  rejoiced  that  their  exertions  in  his 
favor  had  been  so  far  successful,  that  he  had  a  nearer  prospect  of  obtaining  satisfac- 
tion from  the  Spanish  Government  itself.  Their  pleasure  was  that  of  a  benevolent 
and  friendly  feeling  toward  Mr.  Meade.  But  the  American  Government  had  duties 
of  a  more  imperious  nature  to  others — ^to  the  people  of  the  United  States  and  to  all 
their  fellow-citizens  the  other  claimantsupon  Spain.  To  them  it  was  due  that  if  the 
treaty  should  be  ratified,  and  Mr.  Meade  be  a  claimant  under  it,  his  claim  should 
stand  on  the  same  foundation  and  pass  through  the  same  ordeal  with  the  rest.  The 
American  Government  knew  that  it  was  so  stipulated  in  the  treaty;  and  they  little 
expected  tne  pretension  that  by  this  separate  transaction  between  him  and  the 
Spanish  Government,  the  treaty  being  yet  unratified,  the  nature  of  the  engagements 
of  the  United  States  in  it  was  changed  if  it  ever  should  be  ratified;  that  they  would 
be  bound  to  receive  as  settled  claims  which  they  had  engaged  to  receive  as  unsettled, 
and  to  take  the  dictum  of  a  Spanish  tribunal  as  the  decision  which  the  treaty  had 
trusted  exclusively  to  an  American  commission. 

Mr.  Meade  himself  and  the  learned  counsel  whom  he  has  employed  in  this  country 
know  better.  They  were  the  first  to  doubt  whether  his  claims  were  provided  for  by 
the  treaty  at  all.  They  clearly  saw  that,  if  provided  for,  it  was  only  upon  the  same 
terms  and  upon  the  sanae  conditions  with  all  the  rest.  His  memorial  to  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  objecting  to  the  ratification  of  the  treaty  was  on  the 
avowed  and  only  ground  that  it  had  not  provided  for  the  satisfaction  of  his  claims. 
He  demanded  that  the  ratification  of  the  treaty  should  be  refused  or  given  upon 
condition  that  a  new  article  should  be  added  providing  for  the  payment  in  full  of  his 
claims;  that  the  Floridas  should  be  sacrificed,  and  the  only  hopes  of  many  hundreds 
of  other  claimants  blasted,  that  he  might  be  sure  to  receive,  at  the  expense  of  the 
United  States,  payment  to  the  last  maravedi  of  what  a  Spanish  tribunal  had,  since 
the  treaty  was  concluded,  awarded  him  as  a  debt  due  to  him  from  Spain.  His 
memorial  insisted  that  neither  Snain  nor  the  United  States  had  ever  possessed  the 
right  of  making  between  themselves  a  composition  of  his  claims;  and  without  being 
aware  or  mindful  that,  if  this  position  was  true,  the  irresistible  conclusion  from  it  was 
that  they  were  not  included  in  the  treaty  at  all,  and  remained  in  full  force  against 
Spain,  as  if  the  treaty  had  never  been  made,  he  yet  required  that  the  United  States 
should  make  the  ratification  of  this  treaty  conditional  upon  the  assent  of  Spain  to 
another  by  which  his  claims  should  be  distinguished  from  all  the  rest,  admitted 
without  asking  questions,  and  paid  without  the  deduction  of  a  mille.  And  the  prin- 
cipal argument  for  this  moderate  proposal  was  that  his  claims  upon  Spain  were  such 
that  the  American  Government  has  never  possessed  the  right  of  interfering,  to  sup- 
port them  against  Spain  at  all. 

Thus  Mr.  Meade  himself  and  his  learned  council  first  raised  the  question  whether 
his  claims  were  included  among  those  provided  for  by  the  treaty,  and  if  they  failed 
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of  convincing  the  President  and  Senate  of  tlie  United  States  of  the  propriety  of  with- 
holding the  ratification  of  the  treaty  which  they  had  made,  to  exact  the  consent  of 
Spain  to  another  which  they  had  not  made,  they  conclusively  proved  that  the  United 
States  had  never  been  under  obligations  of  negotiating  with  Spain  concerning  them 
at  all,  and  gave  plausible  color  at  least  to  the  belief  that  his  claims,  not  being  embraced 
by  the  provisions  of  the  treaty,  remained  in  all  their  force,  acknowledged  and  unim- 
paired, to  be  paid,  without  reduction  or  compromise,  from  the  treasury  of  Spain. 

But  after  the  ratifications  of  the  treaty  had  been  exchanged  and  after  the  commis- 
sion instituted  under  it  was  organized  Mr.  JMeade  produced  before  them  his  claims 
as  being  among  those  provided  for  by  the  treaty,  and  when  the  commissioners,  in 
the  discharge  of  their  duty  to  their  country  and  to  all  the  other  claimants  whose 
rights  and  interests  were  involved  in  the  decision;  when  the  commissioners,  yielding 
to  the  force  of  arguments  which  had  been  moat  strenuously  urged  by  Mr.  Meade  him- 
self and  counsel;  when  the  commissioners,  seeing  in  the  treaty,  which  was  their  law, 
no  mention  of  Mr.  Meade's  claim  by  name  and  no  description  of  claims  within  which 
it  could,  as  a  settled  and  liquidated  claim,  be  embraced;  when  the  commissioners, 
men  of  high  and  irreproachable  character,  with  the  oath  of  God  upon  their  souls, 
with  no  evidence  before  them  but  such  as  the  treaty  must  exclude  and  no  argument 
but  that  of  Mr.  Meade  and  of  his  counyel,  excluding  his  claim  from  the  treaty;  when 
these  commissioners  but  intimated  an  opinion  that  Mr.  Meade's  claims  were  not 
among  those  submitted  by  the  treaty  to  their  decision,  the  basest  and  most  inflamma- 
tory anonymous  newspaper  publications  issued  from  a  prostituted  press  for  the  appar- 
ent purpose  of  intimidating,  by  defamation,  the  members  of  a  judicial  tribunal  from 
the  discharge  of  their  trust  according  to  the  conviction  of  their  consciences. 

Mr.  ileade  then,  too,  resorted  to  the  Spanish  minister  in  this  country  for  his  testi- 
mony to  prove  that  it  had  been  the  intention  of  the  Spanish  Government  to  include 
his  claim  among  those  which  were  provided  for  by  the  treaty.  That  Spanish  min- 
ister was  not  the  negotiator  of  the  treaty,  nor  could  he  more  than  any  other  person 
testify  to  the  intention  of  the  Spanish  Government  any  otherwise  than  as  appeared 
on  the  face  of  the  treaty  itself.-  It  has  already  been  said  that  during  the  negotiation 
of  the  treaty  neither  the  name  nor  the  claim  of  Air.  Meade  had  ever  been  mentioned 
between  the  negotiators,  and  that  when  it  was  signed  the  Spanish  Government  had 
never  admitted  that  he  had  a  valid  claim  upon  them  for  so  much  as  ,a  dollar.  Mr. 
Anduaga  did,  however,  furnish  Mr.  Meade  with  his  opinion  that  Mr.  Meade's  claim 
was  embraced  by  the  treaty,  and  that  opinion  was  laid  before  the  commissioners. 
Other  claims  were  also  presented  to  them  involving  the  same  question,  whether  con- 
tracts of  the  Spanish  Government  had  been  among  the  cases  provided  for  by  the 
treaty,  and  at  the  application  of  one  of  the  suitors  they  addressed  a  letter  to  the  Sec- 
retary of  State,  suggesting  their  impressions  that  claims  of  that  description,  which 
the  American  Government  had  never  been  under  any  obligation  to  enforce  and  in 
favor  of  which  even  their  right  to  interfere  might  be  questioned  were  not  included 
in  the  treaty,  the  main  and  obvious  object  of  which  was  to  obtain  indemnity  for  the 
wrongs  of  American  citizens  entitled,  beyondall  question,  to  the  full  protection  of  their 
Government.  This  letter  was  laid  before  the  President  of  the  United  States,  by  whose 
direction  the  answer  was  returned,  which  was  conformable  to  the  truth  of  the  facts, 
and  this  formed  the  correspondence  which  you  state  to  have  been  communicated  by 
Mr.  Meade  to  Mr.  Anduaga  and  by  him  to  your  Government. 

In  concluding  the  treaty  the  American  Government  was  well  aware,  and  the 
Spanish  Government  could  not  be  ignorant,  that  by  the  laws  of  eternal  justice  a 
nation  has  no  more  than  an  individual  the  right  of  discharging  itself  from  the  obli- 
gation of  its  contracts,  by  the  agreement  of  a  third  party  to  assume  them,  without 
the  consent,  express  or  implied,  of  the  party  (whether  nation  or  individual)  by 
whom  the  contract  was  made. 

The  parties  to  the  treaty  well  knew,  al.^^o,  that  contracts  and  liquidated  acknowl- 
edged debts  are  not  in  their  nature  subjects  of  negotiation,  especially  not  of  a  negoti- 
ation between  one  of  the  parties  with  a  third  party  not  privy  to  the  contract.  The 
duty  of  a  nation  bound  by  such  a  contract  is  not  negotiation,  but  performance. 

They  likewise  knew  that  with  regard  to  the  C(5ntracts  of  an  individual  born  in  one 
country  with  the  Government  of  another,  most  especially  when  the  individual  con- 
tracting is  domiciliated  in  the  country  willi  whose  Government  he  contracts,  and 
formed  the  contract  voluntarily  for  his  own  private  emolument,  and  without  the 
privity  of  the  nation  under  whose  protection  he  has  been  born,  he  has  no  claim  what- 
soever to  call  upon  the  Government  of  his  nativity  to  espouse  his  claim,  this  Govern- 
ment having  no  right  to  compel  that  with  which  he  voluntarily  contracted  to  the 
performance  of  that  contract. 

But  unacknowledged,  unsettled,  unliquidated  claims  form  the  natural  subject  of 
negotiation,  and  of  all  negotiation  the  necessary  and  essential  character  is  compro- 
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raise.  Of  such  claims,  whether  originating  in  contract  or  in  wrong,  the  very  appli- 
cation of  an  individual  to  one  Government  to  assist  him  in  the  enforcement  of  his 
claim  upon  another  imports  of  itself  the  consciousness  that  he  can  not  obtain  his 
claim  without  that  assistance,  and  makes  them  at  once  a  subject  of  negotiation  and 
compromise. 

For  such  unliquidated  claims  alone  provision  was  made  by  the  fifth  renunciation 
of  the  United  States  in  the  ninth  article  of  the  treaty  of  22d  of  February,  1819,  which 
by  its  terms  is  limited  to  claims  of  citizens  of  the  United  States  upon  the  Spanish 
Government,  statements  of  which,  soliciting  the  interposition  of  the  Government 
of  the  United  States,  had  been  exhibited  since  the  convention  of  1802  and  until  the 
signature  of  the  treaty. 

Mr.  Meade  was  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  who,  since  the  convention  of  1802 
and  before  the  signature  of  the  treaty,  had  solicited  the  interposition  of  the  Govern- 
ment of  the  United  States,  and  had  presented  some  general  statement  of  part  of  his 
claims.  He  had  specially  desired  that  they  should  be  included  in  the  negotiation  of 
the  treaty,  and  had  been  informed  oi  the  only  terms  upon  which  they  would  or  could 
be  considered  in  that  negotiation,  in  common  with  the  other  claims  for  which  it  was 
to  provide.  They  were  and  could  be  known  to  the  American  Government  only  as 
unsettlea  and  disputed  claims,  and  the  right  to  negotiate  a  compromise  for  them  in 
common  with  the  rest,  founded  upon  his  own  solicitation  and  the  acquiescence  of 
Spain,  was  not  for  a  moment  questioned;  but  as  an  acknowledged  claim,  the  amount 
and  validity  of  which  was  known  and  admitted,  and  about  which  the  United  States 
and  Spain  had  no  right  to  negotiate  between  themselves  a  compromise  not  sanctioned 
by  him,  it  certainly  was  not  included,  nor  ever  intended  to  be  included,  in  the  treaty. 
From  the  moment  that  Spain  considers  it  as  such  she  contracts  the  obligation  of  dis- 
charging it  herself,  as  a  contract  the  compromise  of  which  neither  she  nor  the  United 
States  could  rightfully  negotiate  between  themselves  without  the  privity  of  Mr. 
Meade,  and  which,  not  having  been  so  negotiated,  she,  Spain,  is  bound,  in  honor  and 
in  justice  to  him,  to  discharge  to  the  last  farthing  from  her  own  treasury. 

This  is  what  Spain  can  perform  without  injustice  to  others.  But  you  will  perceive 
at  a  glance  that  the  Government  of  the  United  States  could  not,  without  the  grossest 
injustice  to  their  nation  and  to  all  the  other  Claimants  under  the  treaty,  admit  that 
a  transaction  between  Spanish  tribunals  and  Mr.  Meade,  between  the  signature  and 
ratification  of  the  treaty,  should  change  the  nature  of  the  compact  between  the 
United  States  and  Spain,  control  the  express  terms  of  the  treaty  itself,  and  bind  the 
commissioners  charged  with  the  duty  of  ascertaining  and  deciding  the  amount  and 
validity  of  unliquidated  claims  to  take  an  acknowledgment  in  1820  as  evidence  of  the 
condition  of  a  claim  in  1819.  The  sum  stipulated  for  payment  by  the  United  States 
of  all  the  claims  assumed  was  limited  to  $5,000,000.  The  amount  due  upon  the  whole 
mass  might  ultimately  be  found  less,  or  it  might  exceed  that  sum.  If  it  should  prove 
less,  the  balance  would  be  so  much  less  of  debt  to  be  paid  by  the  people  of  the  United 
States;  if  more,  a  proportional  deduction  from  the  sum  awarded  to  every  claimant 
must  be  made,  each  of  whom  must  make  this  small  sacrifice  to  the  adjustment  of  all 
these  long-standing,  perplexed,  disputed,  and,  I  may  safely  say,  otherwise  desperate 
demands.  Those  of  Mr.  Meade,  in  February,  1819,  were  assuredly  not  less  desperate 
than  the  rest.  To  allow  that  a  Spanish  tribunal,  long  after  the  treaty  ought  to  have 
been  ratified,  and  while  Spain  retained  the  power  of  ratifying  or  rejecting  it,  should 
select  this  claim  of  Mr.  Meade  from  all  the  rest,  to  invest  it  with  the  exclusive  and 
invidious  exemption  from  the  scrutiny  to  which  all  others  must  be  subjected;  that  it 
should  be  taken  out  of  the  treaty  for  examination  and  settlement,  and  cast  back 
upon  the  treaty  f(5r  payment  in  full;  that  it  should  be  screened  from  all  investiga- 
tion and  privileged  from  all  proportional  deduction ;  that  the  people  of  the  United 
States,  and  the  fund  devoted  to  the  just  indemnity  of  many  hundred  claimants, 
should  be  doubly  ransomed,  to  satisfy  the  plenitude  of  that  claim  and  in  reverence  to 
the  dignity  of  tribunals  which  under  the  treaty  had  no  right  to  pass  upon  it  at  all, 
■would  be  as  wide  from  all  the  duties  of  the  American  Government  as  from  the  dic- 
tates of  justice,  and  as  far  from  its  present  intentions  as  from  those  of  either  party  to 
the  treaty  at  the  time  of  its  conclusion. 

It  was  intended  by  the  Government  of  the  United  States  that  Mr.  Meade's  claims, 
as  then  exhibited  to  them — unsettled,  disputed  claims,  a  mixed  character,  for  con- 
tracts, for  losses  upon  exchange,  for  depreciation  of  Spanish  Government  paper,  for 
interest,  and  for  damages,  all  except  the  first  of  most  uncertain  amount  and  validity — 
should,  in  common  with  the  other  claims  provided  for,  have  the  benefit  of  the  treaty; 
but  no  stipulation  of  special  favor  to  the  claims  of  Mr.  Meade  at  the  expense  of  other 
claimants  was  or  could  be  intended  by  the  Government  of  the  United  States.  The  claim 
presented  by  Mr.  Meade  to  the  commissioners  is  for  an  acknowledged  debt  from  the 
Spanish  Government  to  him,  dated  May,  1820,  and  directed  to  be  paid  out  of  the  funds 
of  the  royal  finance  department,  with  interest.    To  say  that  this  [is  not  the  claim 
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which  in  February,  1819,  the  United  States  had  renounced  and  agreed  to  compound 
would  be  to  say  that  dayhght  is  not  darkness.  Mr.  Meade  might  with  as  much 
propriety  have  purchased  in  the  market,  at  its  current  price,  any  other  order  upon 
the  funds  of  the  royal  finance  department  and  brought  it  before  the  commissioners 
as  a  claim  provided  for  by  the  treaty  as  he  could  this  order,  a  part  of  the  sum  con- 
stituting which  was  for  interest  accrued  after  the  treaty  had  been  signed. 

Of  the  obligation  of  the  Spanish  Government  to  pay  Mr.  Meade,  with  interest,  the 
whole  amount  of  this  sum,  acknowledged  by  its  own  tribunals  to  be  due,  there  can 
be  no  doubt;  but  it  is  equally  clear  that  it  is  not  the  debt  which  in  February,  1819, 
the  United  States  had  agreed  to  assume,  to  consider  as  canceled,  and  to  discharge. 
It  was  not  the  claim  which  had  been  exhibited  or  had  even  existed  in  February, 
1819.  It  was  a  claim  of  a  totally  distinct  and  different  character.  It  was  a  new 
obligation  of  Spain,  for  which  no  provision  had  been  made  by  the  treaty,  and  with 
which  the  United  States  could  not,  without  injustice  to  themselves  and  to  all  the 
other  claimants,  be  charged. 

By  the  intention  of  including  Mr.  Meade's  claims  among  those  provided  for  by  the 
treaty  at  the  time  of  its  negotiation  the  American  Government  had  shown  Its  kind- 
ness toward  him  to  the  utmost  verge  of  its  compatibility  with  their  duties  to  others. 
Mr.  Meade's  claims  as  then  existing,  however  meritorious  as  against  Spain,  were  tar 
froin  being,  against  the  United  States,  as  deserving  as  many  others  with  which  they 
were  to  share  the  benefit  of  the  treaty.  They  were  claims  part  of  which  were  for 
supplies  to  support  the  ally  of  Spain,  then,  or  very  shortly  after,  the  enemy  of  the 
United  States — supplies  to  maintain  a  cause  to  which,  so  far  as  concerned  Spain,  the 
United  States  were  neutral,  but  which,  by  its  inseparable  connection  with  Great 
Britain,  was  the  cause  of  that  nation  against  Mr.  Meade's  country.  There  was  no 
one  point  of  view  in  which  those  claims  could  be  considered  that  gave  them  a  title 
to  the  special  favor  or  support  of  the  American  Government  or  nation,  and  by  extend- 
ing to  them  the  advantages  of  a  composition  which  they  were  enabled  to  effect  with 
Spain  of  numerous  other  and  far  more  meritorious  claims — in  meaning  to  do  equal 
justice  to  all — they  perhaps  did  more  than  justice  to  Mr.  Meade. 

While,  therefore,  your  position  that  the  Spanish  nation  was  certainly  responsible 
(to  Mr.  Meade)  for  the  total  amount  of  the  acknowledged  debt  is  indisputable.  His 
Catholic  Majesty  will  find,  by  further  examination  of  the  treaty,  that  the  Govern- 
ment of  the  United  States  did  not  take  upon  itself,  by  the  latter  ratification  of  the 
treaty,  nor  ever,  in  any  other  manner,  this  debt.  'The  fifth  renunciation  of  the  ninth 
article  of  the  treaty  neither  did,  nor  could,  nor  was  ever  intended  to  include  this 
debt.  And  the  latter  ratification  of  the  United  States  neither  did  nor  could  in  the 
slightest  degree  alter  the  character  of  obligations  which  the  United  States  had 
contracted  on  the  face  of  the  treaty,  on  the  22d  February,  1819.  The  fifth  renunci- 
ation, upon  its  face  and  by  its  terms,  was  limited  to  claims  stated,  but  unsettled,  of 
uncertain  amount  and  validity,  as  existing  at  the  signature  of  the  treaty.  The  ratifi- 
cation of  the  United  States  could  no  more  change  the  import  of  this  renunciation 
than  it  could  change  the  words  in  which  it  was  expressed.  The  fourth  article  of  the 
treaty  reserves  the  examination  and  decision  of  the  amount  and  validity  of  all  the 
claims  assumed  by  the  United  States  for  the  exclusive  cognizance  of  a  commission  of 
American  citizens;  and  whoever  appears  before  them  as  a  claimant  under  the  treaty 
must  abide  by  their  decision,  conformably  to  the  treaty.  For  all  subsequent  engage- 
ments, contract,  and  debts  of  the  Spanish  Government,  whether  with  Mr.  Meade 
or  with  any  other  claimants,  Spain,  and  not  the  United  States,  is  chargeable.  If  Mr. 
Meade  claims  the  benefit  of  the  treaty,  by  the  treaty  must  he  submit  to  be  judged, 
and  according  to  the  terms  of  the  treaty  must  he  receive  his  indemnity.  If  he  means 
to  resort  to  engagements  or  debts  subsequently  contracted,  or  to  the  decisions  of 
Spanish  tribunals,  to  Spain  alone  must  he  have  recourse  for  satisfaction.  This  con- 
clusion can  not  be  departed  from  by  the  Government  of  the  United  States.  It  is  due 
to  the  plain  intent  and  unequivocal  language  of  the  treaty ;  it  is  due  to  the  rights  and 
interests  of  the  people  of  the  United  States;  it  is  due  to  those  of  many  hundreds  of 
their  citizens  whose  demands  upon  the  justice  of  Spain  were  at  least  as  strong  and 
clear,  and  whose  right  to  the  support  and  protection  of  their  country  was  at  least 
more  perfect  and  unequivocal,  than  those  of  Mr.  Meade.  Special  unstipulated  favor 
to  him  would  be  flagrant  injustice  to  them. 

When,  therefore,  in  the  conclusion  of  your  letter,  you  beforehand  solemnly  and 
respectfully  protest  against  any  decision  of  the  commissioners  appointed  in  virtue  of 
the  treaty  which  invalidates  in  any  manner  the  acknowledgment  made  by  your 
Government  of  the  total  debt  of  Mr.  Meade,  agreeably  to  the  certificate  which  they 
sent  to  him  in  consequence,  and  which  you  state  to  be  in  possession  of  the  commis- 
sioners, I  am  directed  to  say,  in  answer,  first,  that  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  have,  no  more  than  the  Government  of  Spain,  the  right  or  authority  to  dictate 
or  control  the  decisions  of  the  commissioners  appointed  by  virtue  of  the  treaty  of 


224  RICHARD    W.    MEADE. 

the  22d  February,  1819,  and  that,  aa  the  United  States  will  not  assume  themselves, 
so  they  will  not  suffer  from  Spain,  the  exercise  of  any  of  such  dictation  or  control, 
alike  repugnant  to  the  principles  of  impartial  justice  and  to  that  judicial  independ- 
ence which  constitutes  the  excellence  and  the  glory  of  the  institutions  both  of  this 
country  and  of  Spain. 

And,  secondly,  that  there  neither  has  been  nor  is  there  reason  to  expect  any 
decision  of  the  commissioners  to  invalidate  in  any  manner  any  acknowledgment  by 
your  Government  of  the  total  debt  to  Mr.  Meade,  the  validity  of  any  such  acknowl- 
edgment being  like  the  obligation  which  it  imports  for  the  exclusive  cognizance  of 
the  Spanish  Government  itself,  and  importing  neither  obligation  nor  authority  for 
which  the  United  States  are  answerable  or  the  charge  of  which  they  have  ever  con- 
sented to  assume. 

I  pray  you,  sir,  to  accept  the  assurance  of  my  distinguished  consideration. 

John  Quincy  Adams. 

Don  HiLARio  DE  KivAS  Y  Salmon, 

Chargi  d'  Affaires  from  %)aiii. 


E. 

TniKD    MEMORIAL. 

To  the  commissioners  under  the  treaty  between  the  United  States  and  Spain,  their 
memorialist,  Richard  W.  Meade,  respectfully  shows: 

That  conformably  to  a  wish  expressed  by  the  commissioners  at  their  session  on  the 
27th  of  June  last  he  has  been  apprized,  through  the  kindness  of  a  gentleman  then 
present,  that  pursuing  the  idea  contained  in  a  letter  addressed  by  the  Secretary  of 
State  to  the  commissioners  on  the  9th  day  of  March,  1822,  other  proofs  in  support  of 
the  claim  of  your  memorialist  might  be  required  than  the  acknowledgment  of  its 
justice  and  amount  under  the  seal  of  the  Spanish  monarchy. 

Although  your  memorialist  can  not  acquiesce  in  the  propriety  of  such  a  requisition, 
and  against  it  begs  leave  now  to  enter  his  respectful  but  solemn  protest,  he  has  most 
anxiously  exerted  himself  to  meet  this  aspect  of  the  case  and  to  procure  all  the  docu- 
ments, vouchers,  and  evidence  upon  which  the  liquidation  of  his  claim  was  effected 
in  Spain  and  was  sanctioned  by  His  Catholic  Majesty.  For  that  purpose  he 
addressed  a  letter  to  His  Excellency  Don  Joaquin  de  Anduaga,  minister  plenipoten- 
tiary from  Spain  to  the  United  States,  as  early  as  the  4th  of  April  last,  and  a  second 
letter  on  the  10th  of  October  last,  copies  of  which  are  hereunto  annexed.  To  the 
first  of  his  letters  your  memorialist  received  no  reply,  its  contents  necessarily  requir- 
ing a  delay,  during  which  communication  might  be  had  by  the  Spanish  minister 
with  his  Governnaent.  To  his  second  letter  your  memorialist  received  an  answer 
under  date  of  the  18th  of  October,  1822,  a  translated  copy  of  which  is  also  hereto 
annexed  and  the  original  deposited  for  inspection  if  necessary  in  the  hand  of  the 
secretary  of  the  commissioners.  The  result  of  the  correspondence,  for  which  your 
memorialist  solicits  particular  attention,  has  been  an  entire  failure  to  procure  the 
required  proofs  after  a  resort  to  the  only  expedient  in  his  power.  He  has  thus,  how- 
ever, clearly  evinced  his  own  disposition  to  shed  upon  the  subject  every  light  that 
can  be  desired.  Upon  a  former  occasion  he  laid  before  the  commissioners  the  dupli- 
cate authenticated  copies  of  the  acknowledgment  of  the  debt  due  to  him,  both  in  his 
own  right  and  in  his  representative  right  as  the  agent  of  others,  originals  of  which 
he  has  now  also  deposited  in  the  hands  of  the  secretary  of  the  commissioners.  He 
has  likewise  left  with  the  said  secretary  two  official  letters  addressed  to  him  by  Don 
Bruno  Ballerino,  member  of  the  supreme  council  of  the  Indies  and  president  of  the 
board  or  tribunal  appointed  in  Spain  to  liquidate  his  accounts,  translated  copies  of 
which  are  annexed,  and  which  attest  the  fact  that  all  the  original  documents,  vouch- 
ers, and  evidence  which  your  memorialist  held  were  exacted  from  him  by  that  tri- 
bunal, and,  on  the  liquidation  being  sanctioned  by  the  King,  were  transmitted  to  the 
minister  of  finance,  to  be  forwarded  to  the  departments  to  which  they  respectively 
belonged. 

Your  memorialist  begs  leave  to  add  that  on  his  arrival  in  his  native  city  from 
Spain  he  deemed  it  his  duty  to  address  a  letter  to  the  Secretary  of  State  at  Washing- 
ton, under  date  of  the  16th  August,  1820,  and  on  the  day  following  he  transmitted 
to  that  gentleman  translated  copies  of  the  liquidation  and  of  the  official  communica- 
tion made  to  your  memorialist  by  the  minister  of  finance  of  Spain,  for  the  purpose  of 
having  the  same  laid  before  the  President  of  the  United  States;  and  he  now  respect- 
fully prays  the  attention  of  the  commissioners  to  the  answer  of  the  Secretary  of  State, 
a  copy  whereof  is  hereto  annexed  and  the  original  deposited  with  the  secretary  of 
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the  commissioners,  wherein  it  will  be  seen  that  the  proper  organ  of  the  executive 
department  of  our  Government,  after  a  full  view  of  the  business,  and  with  all  the 
documents  in  his  possession  and  subject  to  his  able  scrutiny  from  the  18th  of  August 
to  the  6th  of  September,  not  only  did  not  intimate  an  objection  to  the  time,  place, 
form,  or  substance  of  the  liquidation,  but,  on  the  contrary,  offered  his  "congratula- 
tions upon  the  adjustment  of  the  accounts  of  your  memorialist  with  the  Spanish  Gov- 
ernment, and  assured  him  that  his  Government  felt  not  a  little  gratification  in  hav- 
ing at  all  contributed  to  the  satisfactory  result." 

Your  memorialist  respectfully  submits  that  his  case  is  one  of  a  peculiar  nature.  It 
stands  alone.  A  formal  adjudication  in  his  favor  has  been  made  by  a  competent 
tribunal,  with  the  sanction  of  the  highest  authority  known  to  the  laws  of  the  country 
in  which  the  claim  originated,  and  at  the  express  instance  of  his  own  Government. 
After  such  adjudication  the  result  was  officially  communicated  by  the  Spanish  Gov- 
ernment to  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  these  Governments  interchanged 
sentiments  of  mutual  satisfaction  respecting  it,  and  his  own  Government  addressed 
your  memorialist  in  strong  and  animated  terms  approving  the  adjustment  and  assum- 
mg,  with  reason,  some  merit  for  having  effected  its  accomplishment.  Nor  can  your 
.  memorialist  with  propriety  omit  to  mention  that  he  presented  a  memorial  to  the 
President  of  the  United  States,  dated  on  the  8th  of  February,  1821,  which  was  by 
him  laid  before  the  Senate  prior  to  the  ratification  of  the  treaty,  in  which  your 
memorialist  humbly  prayed  that  if  it  were  not  perfectly  well  understood  that  he  was 
to  be  paid  by  the  American  Government  a  declaration  to  that  effect  might  be  annexed 
to  the  ratification  and  his  claim  expUcitly  excluded  from  its  operation,  as  it  was  his 
wish  to  retain  unimpaired  the  responsibility  of  his  acknowledged  debtor;  and  that 
said  memorial  was  entered  upon  the  Journals  of  the  Senate  and  the  treaty  ratified. 

Your  memorialist  considered,  and  does  and  ever  must  consider,  the  amount  of  his 
claim  as  a  private  debt,  acknowledged  to  be  due  to  him  from  Spain  as  such.  The 
Government  of  the  United  States  had  no  constitutional  or  legal  right  to  cancel  it,  nor 
to  exonerate  Spain  from  her  liability  to  pay  it,  without  themselves  discharging  it. 
The  protection  of  his  Government  was  asked,  in  the  exercise  of  his  inherent  right  as 
a  native  citizen  to  do  so;  but  in  asking  that  protection  he  could  not  be  supposed  to 
confer  a  power  arbitrarily  to  place  your  memorialist  in  a  situation  much  worse  than 
any  he  could  possibly  have  been  in  had  it  never  been  solicited  or  granted.  Spain 
declares  that  the  debt  was  justly  due  by  her,  and  that  she  has  given  full  value  for 
the  amount  to  the  United  States;  while  the  latter,  by  a  solemn  treaty,  duly  ratified, 
and  become  the  law  of  the  land,  has  agreed  to  assume  and  pay  it.  Nor  is  it  imma- 
terial to  rem.ember  that  it  appears,  from  the  documents  transmitted  by  the  Secre- 
tary of  State  to  the  commissioners,  previous  to  November,  1821,  that  he  officially 
knew,  long  before  the  original  treaty  was  first  signed  at  AVashington,  the  amount 
claimed  by  your  memorialist  from  Spain,  than  which  the  sum  ascertained  and  fixed 
by  the  liquidation  is  less  by  between  twenty  and  thirty  thousand  dollars;  that  these 
documents  were  on  file  in  the  Department  of  State,  and  that,  of  course,  when  the 
negotiation  was  proceeding,  its  conductors  were  aware  how  much  was  demanded, 
and  how  much  they  admitted  and  provided  for.  The  certificate  of  Don  Luis  de  Onis, 
one  of  the  negotiators,  filed  with  the  secretary  of  the  commissioners  in  the  case  of  the 
claim  of  Robert  Barry,  distinctly  attests  the  object  and  intention  of  the  parties  to  the 
treaty  as  to  the  claim  of  your  memorialist,  and  that  to  embrace  its  entire  payment 
was  within  their  contemplation. 

Your  memorialist,  therefore,  respectfully  suggests  that,  if  it  will  be  deemed  right 
and  just — though  he  confidently  hopes  it  will  not — to  regard  the  Spanish  liquidation 
as  wholly  null,  and  to  revise  its  foundations  and  proofs,  a  resort  must  be  had  to  the 
eleventh  article  of  the  treaty,  which  points  out  the  course  to  be  pursued  in  all  simi- 
lar cases — a  course  mutually  agreed  upon  by  the  United  States  and  Spain,  which  the 
commissioners  alone  are  competent  to  take,  and  the  only  one  from  which  a  satisfac- 
tory result  can  be  reasonably  expected. 

And  your  memorialist  will  ever  pray,  etc.  E.  W.  Mbade. 


SI. 

[Letters  of  Richard  W.  Meade  to  the  Chevalier  Pen  Joaquin  de  Anduaga.] 

Philadelphia,  April  4,  182^. 
Sir:  I  have  the  honor  to  communicate  to  your  excellency  copies  of  two  notes 
which  have  passed  between  the  commissioners  under  the  treaty  of  the  22d  day  of 
February,  1819,  and  Mr.  Adams,  the  Secretary  of  State  of  the  United  States,  dated, 

S.  Doc.  231,  pt.  1 15 


226  RICHARD    W.    MEADE. 

respectively,  the  5th  and  9th  of  March  last.  My  principal  motive  for  this  commu- 
nication is  to  apprise  your  excellency  and  the  Spanish  Government  of  the  view 
which  the  Secretary  of  State  seems  disposed  to  take  of  the  liquidation  of  my  claim, 
notwithstanding  it  was  made  in  the  most  formal  manner  by  the  Crown  of  Spain,  at 
the  express  solicitation  of  the  American  minister  at  Madrid,  and  was  consummated 
before  the  effectual  ratification  of  the  treaty  by  either  Spain  or  the  United  States. 
If,  according  to  the  present  suggestion  of  Mr.  Adams,  it  was  the  full  understanding 
of  the  contracting  parties  that  all  the  claims,  including,  of  course,  my  own,  should 
be  decided  by  the  commissioners  upon  such  proof  as  they  should  think  proper  to 
require,  and  that  such  a  transaction  as  the  liquidation  of  my  claim  is  to  be  of  no 
effect  whatever,  it  must  probably  be  known  to  your  excellency,  or  to  that  depart- 
ment of  your  excellency's  Government,  which  has  the  cognizance  of  these  matters; 
and  if  it  was  really  so  understood,  while  I  shall  have  cause  to  regret  that  I  have 
never  been  before  apprised  of  the  circumstances,  I  may  at  least  hope,  as  an  indem- 
nity, for  such  assistance  from  Spain  as  will  enable  me  to  make  the  justice  of  the 
liquidation  as  apparent  to  the  commissioners  as  it  was  to  His  Catholic  Majesty.  _  It 
is  known  to  those  who  had  the  charge  of  this  liquidation  in  Spain  that  the  original 
vouchers  and  documents  by  which  many  of  my  demands  ^vere  supported  were  dehv- 
ered  up  by  me  upon  a  formal  requisition  to  that  effect,  and  that,  in  some  instances, 
the  records  and  papers  of  certain  of  the  Spanish  officers  furnished  material  evidence 
upon  the  subject.  If,  contrary  to  what>  I  regard  as  the  fundamental  rules  of  evi- 
dence, and  more  especially  the  obligations  of  comity  between  nations,  the  commis- 
sioners shall  treat  this  liquidation  as  a  nullity  (a  result  which  the  declaration  of  one 
of  the  commissioners  compelsme  to  apprehend),  your  excellency  will  at  once  per- 
ceive my  embarrassment,  and  that  it  will  require  the  effectual  interposition  of  Spain 
to  prevent  the  acknowledgment  of  the  debt,  under  the  seal  of  the  Spanish  monarch}', 
from  becoming  the  cause  of  its  rejection  from  the  treaty.  Nothing  but  the  possession 
of  the  original  vouchers,  and  all  the  other  evidence  by  which  the  claim  was  sustained 
in  Spain,  can  obviate  this  mischief;  and  your  excellency  will,  I  hope,  for  this  cause, 
excuse  tlae  earnestness  with  which  I  entreat  you  beforehand  to  become  my  mediator 
with  His  Catholic  Majesty,  to  obtain  for  me  all  documents,  vouchers,  and  evidence 
whatsoever  in  the  possession  and  under  the  control  of  Spain  appertaining  to  my 
demands,  that  I  may  prepare  them,  in  case  of  need,  for  exhibition  to  the  commis- 
sioners. I  still  do  not  surrender  the  hope  that  what  I  conceive  to  be  the  best  evi- 
dence of  my  claim  will  be  so  considered  by  the  commissioners;  but  I  can  not  state 
with  too  much  strength  to  your  excellency  my  solicitude  to  possess  the  means  of 
encountering  a  contrary  determination. 
I  have  the  honor  to  be,  etc., 

R.  W.  jMeade. 
His  Excellency  Don  Joaquin  de  Anduaga. 


S2. 

Philadelphia,  October  10,  1823. 
Sir:  ,  On  the  4th  of  April  last  I  had  the  honor  to  address  to  your  excellency  a  letter 
inclosing  copies  of  two  notes  which  had  passed  between  the  commissioners  mider  the 
treaty  of  the  22d  February,  1819,  and  Mr.  Adams,  Secretary  of  State  of  the  Tnited 
States,  and  which  appeared  to  affect  the  liquidation  of  my  claim.  I  then  communi- 
cated to  your  excellency  my  apprehensions,  arising  as  well  from  a  portion  of  this 
correspondence  as  from  declarations  made  by  one  of  the  conmiissioners,  that  the 
acknowledgment  of  the  debt  under  the  seal  of  the  Spanish  monarchy  might  not  be 
accepted  as  conclusive  or  satisfactory,  and  that  I  might  want  all  the  documents, 
vouchers,  and  evidence  with  which  the  justice  of  that  liquidation  had  been  made 
apparent  to  His  Catholic  Majesty,  and  which,  in  obedience  to  a  formal  requisition,  I 
had  delivered  up  while  in  Spain,  entreating  your  excellency  at  the  same  time  to 
become  my  mediator  with  your  sovereign  to  obtain  these  for  me.  Since  my  last 
address  to  your  excellency  nothing  has  occurred  to  allay  the  apprehension  I  then 
expressed,  but,  on  the  t'ontrary,  I  have  received  a  formal  notice  that  the  commission- 
ers, on  the  27th  of  June,  judicially  made  known  an  intention  not  to  regard  the 
liquidation  of  the  Spanish  Crown,  but  to  require  other  proofs  of  the  amount  and 
justice  of  my  claim.  Though  still  not  altogether  without  hope  that  further  reflection 
on  the  subject  will  satisfy  these' gentlemen  how  utterly  inconsistent  such  a  course  of 
proceeding^  would  be  with  the  soundest  rules  of  evidence  and  the  comity  of  friendly 
nations,  it  is  incumbent  upon  me  to  prepare  for  the  worst.  Presuming  that  since  my 
application  to  your  excellency  to  obtain  every  desired  instruction  from  His  Catholic 
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Majesty,  I  can  not  restrain  my  solicitude  to  be  informed  whether  I  may  rely  upon 
the  interposition  of  Spain  in  the  production,  if  necessary,  of  the  documents,  A'ouchers, 
and  evidence  particularly  referred  to  in  my  letter  of  April  last.  Your  excellency  will, 
I  trust,  perceive  in  the  approaching  meeting  of  the  commissioners  an  apology  for  my 
present  urgent  inquiry. 

I  have  the  honor  to  be,  etc. , 

R.  W.  Meade. 
His  Excellency  Don  Joaquin  iik  Anduaga. 


S3. 
[Letter  of  the  Chevalier  Don  .Joaquin  rle  Auduaga  to  R.  W.  JNteade — Translated.] 

Philadelphia,  October  16,  18SS. 

Sir:  I  have  received  your  letter  of  the  10th  instant,  in  which  you  are  pleased  to 
communicate  to  me  that  the  commission  installed  at  Washington,  in  virtue  of  the 
treaty  of  the  22d  February,  1819,  had  judicially  declared,  on  the  27th  of  June  last, 
its  intention  of  considering  as  null  the  liquidation  made  by  the  Spanish  Government 
of  your  demands  against  it,  and  of  requiring  other  proofs  of  the  value  and  justice  of 
said  demand;  and  you  conclude  your  letter  by  asking  me  whether  you  can  depend 
on  the  interposition  of  Spain  on  your  behalf,  and,  in  case  of  need,  of  being  enabled 
to  procure  and  present  all  the  documents,  official  proceedings,  and  evidence,  to 
which  your  letter  addressed  to  me  in  April  of  this  year  refers. 

I  have  been  surprised  beyond  measure  at  what  you  are  pleased  to  impart  to  me 
respecting  the  determination  of  the  commission,  and  I  flatter  myself  that  it  will  not 
persist  therein  when  it  reflects  on  the  injustice  it  involves,  and  on  the  libel  it  imports 
on  my  Government.  The  duty  and  the  wishes  of  the  commission  in  the  examination 
of  your  claim  can  have  no  other  object  than  that  of  convincing  itself  of  its  justice,  in 
order  to  adjudicate  to  you  its  amount.  To  obtain  this,  it  ought  to  require  of  you  the 
presentation  of  the  most  authentic  documents  known  to  the  country  in  which  your 
claim  originated;  and  if  you  exhibit  these,  and  prove  them  to  possess  the  highest 
character  of  authenticity,  and  that  they  are  sanctioned  by  the  established  tribunals 
for  such  purposes  in  that  country,  and  by  those  persons  to  whom,  as  the  heads  of  that 
GoA'ernment,  entire  credit  should  be  accorded,  no  corporations  or  individuals  existing 
of  higher  grade,  or  in  whom  greater  confidence  can  be  placed,  it  is  obvious  that  the 
commission  can  not  ask  for  evidences  more  satisfactory.  Well,  then,  the  liquidation 
made  of  your  demands  by  the  Spanish  Government  took  place  at  the  particular 
instance  of  the  minister  of  the  United  States  at  Madrid;  it  was  not  the  work  of  persons 
selected  by  the  ministry  of  Spain,  but  of  its  most  respectable  tribunals;  it  was  not 
investigated  by  one  alone,  but  by  various  commissions,  composed  of  individuals  of 
the  strictest  probity,  of  the  highest  rank,  and  of  no  disposition  to  favor  you;  and, 
finalh',  after  the  most  rigorous  examination,  it  received  the  sanction  of  the  King 
himself.  It  is  also  well  worthy  of  remark  that,  when  all  this  was  effected,  it  by  no 
means  appeared  that  the  United  States  would  assume  to  pay  this  debt;  and  when  the 
liquidation  which  had  been  accomplished  was  communicated  by  the  minister  of  state 
to  the  minister  of  the  United  States  at  Madrid,  he  not  only  did  not  make  any  objec- 
tion to  it,  but,  in  the  name  of  his  Government,  returned  his  thanks,  and  manifested 
every  satisfaction  with  it.  This  liquidation,  thus  sanctioned  by  His  Catholic  Majesty, 
and  admitted  and  approved  by  the  minister  of  the  United  States,  is  the  one  which 
you  present  to  the  commission;  and  what  document  can  my  Government  give  you 
that  would  be  more  conclusive?  Will  the  commission  place  greater  faith  in  the 
authentication  of  a  notary  public,  or  of  a  merchant,  than  in  the  attestation  of  the 
council  of  finance,  the  supreme  tribunal  of  auditors,  the  treasurer-general,  the  min- 
ister of  finance,  or,  in  one  word,  the  King  himself?  Will  the  commission  refuse  its 
faith  to  the  monarch  and  the  constituted  authorities  whom  the  President  of  the 
United  States  respects?  Can  it  be  doubted  that  Spain  would  have  acted  with  the 
most  scrupulous  exactness  in  forming  a  liquidation  at  a  time  of  her  greatest  financial 
difficulties,  whilst  she  believed  herself  bound  to  satisfy  it? 

Although  I  am  persuaded  that  these  reflections  have  already  been  made  by  you,  I 
have  thought  it  proper  to  premise  them,  in  order  to  observe  that  the  natural  conse- 
quence to  be  deduced  from  them  is,  that  the  Spanish  Government  will  regard  as  a 
serious  insult  that  what  in  Spain  is  acknowledg:ed  as  most  sacred  and  respectable 
should  here  be  pronounced  of  no  value;  that  it  will  never  consent  to  have  questioned 
the  legality  and  purity  with  which  your  liquidation  was  made,  and  which  is  accom- 
panied by  all  the  marks  of  authenticity  which  it  can  give  it;  and,  in  fine,  though  it 
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should  be  practicable  to  reunite  all  the  documents  upon  which  that  liquidation  was 
made,  His  Catholic  Majesty  knows  too  well  what  is  due  to  his  own  dignity,  to  the 
reputation  of  his  ministers,  and  to  the  integrity  of  his  tribunals,  to  consent  that  a 
foreign  commission  shall  deem  itself  authorized  to  revise  their  decrees.  With 
respect  to  every  other  point,  you  may  rest  assured  that  I  am  ready  to  exert  every 
good  office  near  this  Government  which  you  may  think  necessary. 

God  preserve  you  many  years. 

Joaquin  de  Anduaga. 

Richard  W.  Meade,  Esq. 


T. 

[Copy  of  a  letter  from  the  commissioners  under  the  Florida  treaty  to  the  Secretary  of  State.] 

Spanish  Claims,  Office  of  the  Commission, 

Washington,  April  18,  1823. 
Sik:  Richard  W.  Meade,  who  is  a  claimant  before  us  under  the  provisions  of 
the  treaty  of  22d  February,  1819,  and  who  represents  himself  to  be  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States,  has,  in  due  form,  made  application  to  us  to  require  of  the  Spanish  Gov- 
ernment certain  papers  and  documents  which  are  consider^  as  necessary  to  the 
establishment  of  his  claim,  and  which  are  specified  in  the  inclosed  paper. 

In  consequence  of  this  application,  we  are  compelled  to  trouble  you  with  a  retjuest 
that  you  will  be  pleased  to  adopt  such  means  as  you  may  think  proper  to. require  of 
the  Spanish  authorities  the  documents  referred  to. 

We  have  the  honor  to  be,  sir,  very  respectfully,  yonr  obedient  servants, 

Hu.  L.  White. 
LiTT.  W.  Tazewell. 
William  King. 
To  the  Secretarv  of  State. 


tr. 


[Copy  of  a  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  State  to  Mr.  Nelson,  minister  plenipotentiary  of  the  United 

States  to  Spain.] 

Department  of  State, 

Washington,  May  IS,  18SS. 
Sir;  I  inclose  herewith  copies  of  a  letter  received  at  this  Department  from  the 
commissioners  under  the  eleventh  article  of  the  treaty  of  the  22d  of  February,  1819, 
and  of  a  schedule  therewith  transmitted  of  documents  and  elucidations  relating  to  the 
claim  of  R.  W.  Meade,  required  by  him,  and  which  you  will  demand  of  the  Spanish 
Government,  in  execution  of  the  same  eleventh  article  of  the  treaty. 

From  a  communication  received  from  Mr.  Forsyth,  in  a  case  of  another  similar 
requisition,  it  appears  that  a  backwardness  in  furnishing  these  papers  has  been  shown 
by  the  head  of  the  table  or  officer  in  the  foreign  department  whose  duty  it  was  to 
furnish  them.  As  the  stipulation  in  the  treaty  is  clear  and  explicit,  you  will  press 
it,  if  necessary,  with  earnestness,  upon  the  good  faith  of  the  Spanish  Government. 
I  am,  with  great  respect,  sir,  your  very  humble  and  obedient  servant, 

John  Quincy  Adams. 


V  ], 


[Extract  of  a  letter  from  Mr.  Nelson,  minister  plenipotentiary  of  the  United  States  at  Madrid,  to  Mr. 
Adams,  Secretary  of  State,  dated  26th  December,  1823.] 

"In  the  evening  of  the  same  day  (25th)  I  received  a  note  from  the  Count  of  Ofalia 
(Narcisso  Heredia),  apprising  me  that  during  the  indisposition  of  the  Marquis  of 
Casa  Yrujo  the  King  had  appointed  him  (the  count)  to  execute  the  duties  of  first 
secretary  of  state.  Before  taking  leave  of  the  secretary,  on  the  18th  instant,  I  stated 
to  him  that  I  was  instructed  to  ask  from  the  Spanish  Government  certain  records 
and  documents  which,  by  the  treaty  of  February  22, 1819,  were  stipulated  to  be  fur- 
nished on  the  demand  of  the  American  Government;  that  I  would  send  a  note  speci- 
fying the  papers  requested;  to  which  he  promised  readily  to  give  the  proper  direction 


RICHARD    W.    MEADE.  229 

to  insure  the  attention  of  the  Spanish  Government  to  the  application.  On  the  19th 
I  addressed  to  him  a  note,  of  which  A  (inclosed)  is  a  copy,  asking  for  the  papers' 
called  for  by  the  commission  under  the  eleventh  article  of  the  treaty:  1st.  For  those 
in  the  case  of  Messrs.  Oliver,  in  Baltimore,  which  form  the  subject  of  the  commu- 
nication from  the  Department,  No.  3;  2d.  Those  called  for  by  the  same  board  in  the 
case  of  E.  W.  Meade,  and  which  form  the  subject  of  the  communication,  No.  4,  from 
the  Department  of  State." 


V2. 

[Extract  of  a  letter  from  Mr.  Nelson  to  the  Marqnia  of  Casa  Ynijo,  marked  A.] 

Madrid,  December  19,  ISHH. 
"The  undersigned,  the  minister  plenipotentiary  of  the  United  States  of  America, 
salutes  His  Excellency  the  Marquis  of  Oasa  Yrujo,  His  Catholic  Majesty's  first  secre- 
tary of  state  and  of  the  dispatch,  and  begs  to  express  his  gratification  at  the  readiness 
expressed  by  .his  excellency,  at  their  interview  of  the  18th  instant,  to  give  his  atten- 
tion to  the  affairs  of  interest  between  the  United  States  and  Spain,  which,  on  the 
part  of  the  former,  have  been  confided  to  the  care  of  the  undersigned.  At  the 
instance  of  the  commissioners  appointed  by  the  Government  of  the  United  States, 
in  conformity  with  the  treaty  of  22d  of  February,  1819,  the  Secretary  of  State  of  the 
United  States  has  directed  the  undersigned  to  ask  of  His  Catholic  Majesty's  Govern- 
ment that  they  would  furnish,  as  soon  as  possible,  the  documents  and  elucidations 
which  are  specified  in  the  inclosed  applications  and  which  are  included  in  the  stipu- 
lations of  the  aforesaid  treaty.  It  is  only  necessary  to  add,  to  induce  his  excellency 
to  give  prompt  and  immediate  attention  to  applications  for  records  and  documents 
under  the  treaty,  that  commissioners  appointed  under  it  to  administer  justice  to 
those  whose  rights  and  interests  are  secured  by  that  instrument  are  delayed  in  their 
proceedings  through  want  of  these  documents.  Some  of  these  boards  are  limited  in 
their  duration  by  the  act  of  Congress  creating  them,  and  the  whole  exists  as  a  heavy 
expense  to  the  Government  of  the  United  States.  The  undersigned  asks  leave  to 
add  that  he  shall  feel  additional  gratification  if  he  shall  be  enabled,  very  speedily, 
to  transmit  to  his  Government  these  records,  on  which  the  interests  of  very  many 
individuals  entirely  depend." 

V  3. 

[Extract  of  a  letter  from  Mr.  Nelson  to  the  Connt  of  Ofalia.] 

Madrid,  February  11,  1824. 

"The  undersigned  has  the  honor  to  transmit  to  His  Excellency  the  Count  of  Ofalia 
the  memorandum  of  cases  in  which  applications  have  been  made,  under  the  Florida 
treaty,  for  papers  and  documents,  in  compliance  with  the  suggestion  made  by  his 
excellency  in  the  conversation  which  the  undersigned  held  with  him  on  the  31st 
January  ultimo,  and  which  have  not  been  complied  with,  and  begs  to  renew  the 
request  for  the  most  prompt  furnishing  of  these  documents,  to  enable  the  tribunals 
instituted  under  that  treaty  to  proceed  as  expeditiously  as  possible  in  dispensing 
justice  to  those  whose  rights  and  interests  are  intended  to  be  secured  by  the  provi- 
sions of  that  instrument.  The  undersigned  asks  of  his  excellency  that  the  legation  of 
the  United  States  may  be  furnished,  from  time  to  time,  with  such  copies  of  the 
papers  required  as  may  be  prepared  at  the  offices,  and  that  the  delay  may  be  avoided 
which  would  result  from  not  supplying  any  until  the  whole  can  be  furnished.  The 
undersigned  begs  leave  also  again  to  suggest  that  the  tribunals  constituted  in 
America,  under  the  treaty,  are  limited  in  their  duration  and  that  great  inconven- 
ience and  injury  may  arise  from  the  delay  which  is  experienced  in  these  applications. 
The  undersigned  hopes  that  the  spirit  of  justice  which  was  manifested  in  the  conclu- 
sion of  the  Florida  treaty  may  be  still  found  to  preside  over  the  councils  of  His 
Catholic  Majesty  in  their  deliberations,  and  that  the  most  prompt  compliance  with 
these  stipulations,  which  are  designed  to  secure  the  rights  and  interests  of  individ- 
uals too  long  aggrieved  by  delays  in  the  prosecution  of  their  claims  for  just  redress, 
will  be  accorded  in  the  minor  part  which  Spain  has  covenanted  to  perform  in  regard 
to  these  rights  and  interests.    *    *    * 

"3d.  In  the  case  of  Richara  Meade,  the  documents  which  are  required  are  specifi- 
cally described  in  the  papers  accompanying  the  application  of  the  19th  December, 
1823." 
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V  4. 

[Extract  of  a  letter  from  the  Count  of  Ofalia,  minister  of  dispatch  and  of  foreign  affairs  of  Spain,  to 

Mr.  Nelson— Translation.] 

Akanjubz,  May  14,  I8S4. 
"Your  penetration  saves  me  the  trouble  of  pointing  out  the  absolute  impossibility 
of  collecting,  in  a  very  short  time,  the  documents  which  are  required,  either  on 
account  of  their  extent  in  some  of  said  cases  or  their  great  numbers  in  others,  espe- 
cially in  that  of  Mr.  Richard  W.  Meade,  as  you  will  have  observed  by  looking  at  the 
list  which  accompanies  the  letter  of  the  American  commissioners  of  the  18th  April, 
1823." 


V  5. 

[Extract  of  a  letter  from  Kr.  Nelson  to  the  Secretary  of  State,  No.  37.] 

Madrid,  July  31,  1824. 
"The  Spanish  Government  seems  disposed  to  proceed  with  the  calls  made  upon 
them  for  papers,  and  we  may  now  be  permitted  to  indulge  the  hope  that  most  of  the 
records  which  have  been  asked  for  will  be  supplied  before  a  very  distant  day.  From 
this  calculation  I  fear  we  must  exclude  the  papers  in  Meade's  case,  which,  being  so 
voluminous,  although  entered  upon  by  the  Spanish  officers  apparently  in  good  faith 
to  supply  them,  seem  to  forbid  any  well-founded  expectation  that  they  can  be  very 
speedily  furnished." 


V6. 


[Extract  of  a  letter  from  Mr.  Nelson,  minister  plenipotentiary  of  the  United  States  to  Spain,  to  the 

Secretary  of  State.] 

May  17,  1824. 
"Mr.  Appleton,  who  remained  at  Aranjuez  two  days  after  I  left  it,  returned  to 
this  place  last  night,  bringing  with  him  the  copies  of  the  orders  which  have  been 
issued  from  the  Department  of  State  to  the  several  officers  for  supplying  the  papers 
which  have  been  demanded  under  the  Florida  treaty." 
The  foregoing  is  a  true  extract. 

Daniel  Bkent,  Chief  iHerk. 
Department  of  State,  December  I4, 1824. 


V7. 
[The  Count  Ofalia  to  Jlr.  Nelson— Translation.] 

Palace,  March  8,  I8S4. 

Sir:  I  have  laid  before  the  King,  my  august  master,  your  note  of  the  25th  of  the 
last  month,  in  which  you  propose  for  the  saving  of  time  and  expense  to  deliver  to 
the  legation  the  original  documents  which  are  here  and  which  may  be  found  neces- 
sary for  the  settlement  of  the  claims  of  American  citizens  in  conformity  with  the 
treaty  of  the  22d  of  February,  1819,  in  the  place  of  copies  of  them. 

His  Majesty  being  informed  he  commands  me  to  say  to  you  that  the  papers  of  this 
office  (secretaria)  have  been  thrown  into  great  confusion  by  their  removal  to  Seville 
and  Cadiz,  whence  they  are  expected  in  a  few  days.  As  soon  as  they  shall  arrive,  we 
will  proceed  to  search  for  those  which  you  demand,  and  all  those  originals  whose 
delivery  may  not  be  inconvenient  shall  be  at  your  disposal;  those  also  which  are 
found  to  be  not  of  this  character  shall  be  furnished,  that  true  copies  of  them  may  be 
had,  conformably  with  the  treaty.  With  this  I  have  the  pleasure  to  renew  to  you 
the  assurance  of  my  distinguished  consideration. 

The  Conde  de  Opalia. 
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V8. 

[Extract  ot  a  letter  from  the  Count  de  Otalia,  secretary  o£  state,  to  Mr.  Nelson,  dated  Aranjuez,  May 
14, 1824.  "No.  5.— To  his  excellency  the  secretary  of  the  department  of  finance,  upon  the  case  of 
Mr.  Richard  W.  Meade."] 

[Count  de  Ofalia  to  the  minister  of  finance.] 

Akanjuez,  May  14,  1824- 

By  the  treaty  of  tlie  22d  February,  1819,  Spain  obliged  itself  to  furnish  the  Govern- 
ment of  the  United  States  of  America  all  the  documents  which  might  be  necessary 
fur  the  adjustment  of  the  reclamations  of  its  subjects,  the  payment  of  which  it 
remained  bound  for  by  the  same  treaty. 

In  consequence  thereof  the  minister  plenipotentiary  has  claimed  various  papers  rela- 
tive to  the  comprobation  of  said  reclamation,  and,  among  them,  those  relating  to  the 
contracts  and  other  affairs  of  Mr.  Richard  W.  Meade. 

In  your  department  there  exist  writings  On  this  important  affair,  which,  it  appears, 
were  remitted  to  the  department  under  my  charge  on  the  24th  of  May,  1821,  and 
returned  on  the  26th  of  the  same  month,  in  which  there  are  probably  many  of  the 
documents  that  the  said  minister  calls  for,  agreeably  to  the  tenor  of  the  annexed 
exposition  of  the  American  commissioners  of  the  18th  of  April,  182.3  (and  which  I 
transmit  without  a  translation,  on  account  of  the  urgency  with  which  the  documents 
are  demanded,  and  from  the  scarcity  of  persons  in  this  royal  residence),  the  dispatch 
of  the  remainder  corresponding  to  the  authorities  and  oflBces  depending  upon  your 
ministry. 

The  King,  our  lord,  considering,  on  one  side,  the  obligation  contracted  by  the  treaty, 
and  the  benefit  which  has  accrued  to  the  royal  finance  of  being  released  by  it  from 
the  payment  of  near  ten  millions  of  reals,  to  which  the  claims  of  Meade  amounted, 
commands  lue  to  recommend  to  your  excellency,  in  the  most  efficacious  manner, 
that  you  will  facilitate  to  his  excellency,  the  aforesaid  minister  of  the  United  States, 
or  to  the  person  or  persons  that  he  may  delegate  for  the  purpose,  the  said  documents 
in  the  earliest  time  possible,  etc.  By  royal  order,  etc.  God  preserve  your  excel- 
lency many  years. 

Del  Conde  de  Opalia. 

His  Excellency  the  Secretaky  of  the  Department  op  Finance. 

Truly  extracted: 

Daniel  Brent,  C'/iie/  Clerk. 

Department  op  State,  Dei-c.mher  14,  l!^-24- 


.APPENDIX. 

[To  be  annexed  to  the  report  in  the  case  of  R.  W.  Meade.] 

[For  documents,  papers,  etc.,  included  in  this  appendix,  see  Senate  Report  236,  first 
session  Twenty -fourth  Congress,  pp.  78-167.] 


To  the  honorable  the  Senate  and  House  of  Reprexenlatives  of  the  United  States  in  Congress 

assembled: 

The  memorial  of  Richard  W.  Meade,  of  the  city  of  Washington,  in  the  District  of 
Columbia,  son  and  administrator  de  bonis  non  of  Richard  W.  Meade,  of  said  city, 
deceased,  respectfully  showeth: 

That  your  memorialist's  father  was  a  native  citizen  of  the  United  States,  and  as 
such  was  a  creditor  of  the  Spanish  Government  on  the  19th  day  of  May,  1820,  to  the 
amount  of  $491,153.60,  as  was  on  that  day  established  and  freely  acknowledged  under 
the  sign  manual  and  royal  seal  of  the  King  of  Spain,  after  a  protracted  and  most 
rigorous  scrutiny  by  a  junta  or  board  of  high  functionaries  specially  assigned  to  that 
duty,  whose  award  for  that  sum,  to  be  paid  by  Spain,  was  in  all  respects  fully  and 
completely  confirmed  by  all  the  departments  of  that  Government;  that  the  United 
States  obtained  from  Spain  a  cession  of  the  Floridas  in  virtue  of  the  treaty  concluded 
at  Washington,  the  ratifications  whereof  were  exchanged  on  the  22d  of  February, 
1821,  and  the  consideration  given  for  said  cession  was  a  release  and  acquittance  to 
Spain  of  her  liability  to  all  her  American  creditors,  including  said  Richard  W.  Meade 
— the  Government  of  the  United  States  taking  upon  itself  to  respond  to  said  creditors 


232 

of  Spain  for  the  claims  of  its  citizens  so  taken  to  the  public  use.  By  that  treaty 
Spain  bound  herself  to  furnish  all  proofs  and  documents  relative  to  said  claims  which 
might  be  in  her  possession  and  required  by  the  board  of  commissioners  appointed 
under  it  for  the  adjustment  thereof;  that  the  claim  of  said  R.  W.  Meade  as  against 
Spain  was  released  by  said  treaty,  has  never  been  questioned,  nor  was  it  ever  doubted 
that  the  United  States  had  assumed  the  responsibility,  which  was  originally  upon 
Spain,  to  discharge  it.  Said  board  of  commissioners  decided  that  it  was  a  valid  claim 
against  the  United  States  under  said  treaty,  but  resisted  the  liquidation  above  men- 
tioned on  rmreasonable  grounds,  since  the  vouchers  of  detail  which  they  required 
were  in  the  possession  of  the  Spanish  Government,  and  their  delivery  refused,  by 
reason  of  the  alleged  disrespect  to  the  royal  decision.  The  board  was  fully  satisfied 
that  said  proofs  in  detail  could  not  be  obtained  by  the  claimant,  because  the  board 
itself  had  demanded  them  and  had  been  refused.  It  was  therefore  cruel  to  insist,  as 
the  board  did,  that  the  claimant  should  nevertheless  produce  them  or  lose  his  claim 
(the  whole  diplomatic  strength  of  our  Government  was  used  in  this  behalf,  for  more 
than  thirty  years  past,  with  no  better  success) ,  and  the  claim  was  therefore  rejected 
by  the  board,  without  demerit,  and  without  omission  of  effort  or  neglect  on  the  part 
of  the  claimant,  but  solely  because  of  an  unreasonable  fastidiousness  on  the  part  of 
the  board.  The  claim,  however,  still  exists;  it  has  not  been  spirited  away,  nor  has 
it  been  in  any  degree  satisfied. 

Your  memorialist  further  represents  that  in  1822  our  Government  notified  Spain 
that  a  continued  refusal  on  her  part  to  furnish  said  required  proofs  and  documents 
within  a  short  specified  time  would  be  held  as  fixing  on  Spain  a  new  obligation  to 
satisfy  the  claims  to  which  they  relate.  Whether  this  notification  of  one  party  to 
the  treaty  created  a  new  obligation  on  the  other  party  is  not  for  your  memorialist 
to  determine;  but  if  the  first  of  the  alternatives  be  true,  it  evidently  follows  that  it 
can  only  be  enforced  by  the  direct  action  of  our  Government;  and  if  the  second  of 
the  alternatives  was  intended  as  a  menace  to  Spain,  as  is  presumed,  it  has  been 
wholly  ineffectual,  since  she  pertinaciously  retains  the  required  proofs  to  this  day. 

Your  memorialist  further  represents  that  the  oft-repeated  appeal  to  Congress  in  this 
case  has  resulted,  in  every  instance  save  one,  in  bills  reported  by  the  respective  -com- 
mittees of  both  Houses  to  whom  the  subject  has  been  referred,  and  four  of  said  bills 
were  voted  by  the  Senate  and  House,  but  no  definitive  decision  has  been  had  by 
Congress. 

Your  memorialist,  therefore,  prays  that  the  favorable  considerations  which  led  to 
said  reports  and  bills  may  not  be  lost  to  him,  but  that  your  honorable  bodies  will 
resume  the  further  examination  of  the  case,  coupled  with  said  favorable  appendages, 
and  thereupon  grant  him  such  relief  as  may  be  found  just  and  proper. 

And,  as  in  duty  bound,  your  memorialist  will  ever  pray. 

E.  W.  Meade, 
Administrator  of  R.  W.  Meade,  deceased. 

Washington,  December  IS,  186S. 
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March  10,  1854. 

[Senate  Report  No.  167.] 

Mr.  Slidell  made  the  following  report: 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  to  whom  was  referred  the 
memorial  of  Sam.  C.  Reid,  jr.,  in  behalf  of  the  claimants  in  the  case  of 
the  brig  General  Armstrong,  prajdng  indemnity,  respectfulh'  submit 
the  following  report: 

As  appears  by  the  official  documents  accompanying  the  memorial, 
the  facts  of  this  case  are  as  follows:  On  the  26th  and  27th  of  Septem- 
ber, 1814,  the  American  private  armed  brig  General  Arinstrcmg,  com- 
manded by  Capt.  Samuel  C.  Reid,  while  at  anchor  in  the  neutral  port 
of  Fayal,  belonging  to  the  dominions  of  Portugal,  was  attacked  by  the 
gunboats  of  a  large  British  squadron,  commanded  by  Captain  Lioj^d, 
in  violation  of  the  laws  of  neutrality.  The  squadron  consisted  of  His 
Britanic  Majesty's  vessels,  the  ship-of-the-line  Plantagenet,  of  74  guns, 
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the  frigate  Rota^  of  44  guns,  and  the  brig  Carnation^  of  18  guns.  The 
G-eiieral  Armstrong  carried  but  7  guns  and  90  men.  After  a  defense 
unparalleled  in  the  history  of  naval  warfare,  the  Americans  sustained 
a  loss  of  but  2  killed  and  7  wounded,  while  the  loss  in  killed  and  wounded 
on  the  part  of  the  enemy  was  between  200  and  300.  The  squadron  was 
detained  ten  days  at  Fayal  in  repairing  damages.  They  were  occupied 
three  days  in  burying  their  dead.  The  sloops-of-war,  the  Thais  and 
Calypso,  which  arrived  a  few  days  afterwards,  were  taken  into  requi- 
sition to  carry  home  the  wounded  men.  The  latter  sailed  for  England 
on  the  2d  and  the  former  on  the  4th  of  October,  1814. 

On  the  representations  afterwards  made  of  the  facts  of  this  case  by 
the  Portuguese  governor  of  Fayal  to  his  Government,  expressly  charg- 
ing the  violation  of  the  neutrality  of  this  port  and  the  destruction  of  the 
American  brig  by  the  British  commander,  the  Prince  Regent  of  Portu- 
gal, on  the  22d  December,  1814,  instructed  his  minister  at  London  to 
demand  an  apology  and  indemnification  from  the  English  Government 
for  the  outrage  committed.  The  Marquis  de  Aguiar,  the  minister  of 
foreign  affairs  of  Portugal,  in  compliance  with  orders  received  from  the 
Prince  Regent,  addressed  a  note  to  Mr.  Sumpter,  the  American  minis- 
ter at  Rio  de  Janeiro,  dated  23d  December,  1814,  informing  him  of  the 
circumstances,  and  stated  that  "not  a  moment's  delay  ensued  in  caus- 
ing to  be  addressed  to  the  British  minister  at  this  court  the  note  which 
is  confidentially  communicated  hj  a  copy  to  your  lordship,  at  the  same 
time  that  he  has  directed  his  minister  in  London  to  make  the  reclama- 
tion so  serious  an  ofi'ense  requires."  The  letter  alluded  to,  addressed 
to  Lord  Strangford,  minister  plenipotentiary  of  Great  Britain,  is  dated 
Palace  of  Rio  Janeiro,  December  22,  1814,  and  holds  this  language: 

His  Royal  Highness  at  the  same  time  that  he  has  directed  his  minister  at  the  court 
of  London  to  make  the  strongest  representations  before  the  prince  regent  of  the  United 
Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  require  satisfaction  and  indemnification,  not  only  for 
his  subjects,  but  for  the  American  privateer  whose  security  was  guaranteed  by  the 
safeguard  of  a  neutral  port,  orders  it  to  be  signified  .to  His  Excellency^  Lord  Strang- 
ford, that  he  may  inform  his  Government  of  the  unfavorable  impression  which  the 
conduct  of  the  British  commander  has  caused  in  the  mind  of  His  Royal  Highness,  etc. 

On  the  3d  January,  1815,  Mr.  Madison,  President  of  the  United 
States,  not  being  aware  that  Portugal  had  voluntarily  admitted  her  lia- 
bility to  this  Government,  caused  Mr.  Monroe,  the  Secretary  of  State, 
to  make  a  formal  demand  on  Portugal  for  the  destruction  of  the  brig 
Geiieral  Armstrong,  based  upon  the  sworn  protest  of  Captain  Reid  and 
nine  of  his  officers,  made  before  John  B.  Dabney,  United  States  consul 
at  Fayal.  Mr.  Monroe,  in  his  letter  of  instructions  to  Mr.  Sumpter, 
our  minister  at  Rio  de  Janeiro,  held  this  language: 

The  growing  frequency  of  similar  outrages  on  the  part  of  Great  Britain  renders  it 
more  than  ever  necessary  for  the  Government  of  the  United  States  to  exact  from 
nations  in  amity  with  them  a  rigid  fulfillment  of  all  the  obligations  which  a  neutral 
character  imposes.  You  are  requested  to  bring  all  the  circumstances  of  the  transac- 
tion distinctly  to  the  view  of  the  Portuguese  Government  and  to  state  the  claim  which 
the  injured  party  has  to  immediate  indemnification. 

No  satisfaction  or  reply  having  been  received  from  Portugal  to  this 
communication  the  claimants,  in  January,  1817,  brought  their  claim 
before  Congress.  The  Naval  Committee  of  the  Senate,  to  whom  it  was 
referred,  in  denying  the  right  of  the  claimants  at  that  time  to  be  indem- 
nified by  their  own  Government  for  the  loss  sustained,  expressly  charged 
the  breach  of  neutrality  on  the  Government  of  England,  asserted  the 
responsibility  of  Portugal  to  the  claimants,  and  declared  it  to  be  the 
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duty  of  this  Government  to  seek  redress  for  the  claimants  "by  such 
means  as  it  may  deem  expedient." 

In  1818,  on  the  14th  March,  Mr.  John  Q.  Adams,  Secretary  of  State 
under  Mr.  Monroe,  in  a  letter  to  the  Portuguese  minister  at  Washing- 
toii,  the  Chevalier  Correa  de  Serra,  calling  his  particular  attention  to 
this  claim,  said: 

Of  the  facts  in  this  case  there  is  and  can  be  no  question,  having  been  ascertained 
not  only  by  the  statements  of  tiie  injured  parties,  but  by  the  official  reports  of  your 
own  commanding  officer.  It  is  hoped  your  Government  will,  without  further  delay, 
grant  to  the  sufferers  by  that  transaction  the  full  indemnity  to  which  they  are  by  the 
laws  of  nations  entitled. 

It  is  here  proper  to  state  that  on  the  demand  made  by  Portugal  for 
indemnification  and  satisfaction,  England  promptly  replied  by  an  apol- 
ogy, and  made  reparation  for  the  Toss  of  Portuguese  property  occa- 
sioned by  the  firing  of  the  British  vessels,  but  refused  to  pay  the  claim 
preferred  and  demanded  for  the  destruction  of  the  brig  General 
Armstrong. 

From  Mr.  Monroe's  administration  up  to  the  early  part  of  the  second 
term  of  General  Jackson,  a  period  of  sixteen  years,  it  appears  that 
this  claim  became  neglected  and  wholly  overlooked  by  both  Govern- 
ments. In  the  meantime  the  House  of  Braganza  had  removed  from 
Eio  de  Janeiro  to  Lisbon.  On  2d  June,  1834,  Mr.  Louis  McLane, 
Secretary  of  State,  informed  (^aptain  Reid  that  "the  situation  of  Por- 
tugal is  such  as  to  render  the  present  an  unsuitable  time  for  presenting 
any  claim,  hovrever  just,  upon  the  Government.  When  the  political 
affairs  of  that  country  become  settled,  your  memorial  will  receive 
proper  attention." 

Mr.  Dickens,  of  the  Department  of  State,  in  his  letter  of  instructions 
to  Mr.  Cavanagh,  dated  May  20,  1835,  said: 

The  Portuguese  authorities  at  that  place  having  failed  to  afford  to  this  vessel  the 
protection  to  which  she  was  entitled  in  a  friendly  port,  which  she  had  entered  as  an 
asylum,  the  Government  is  unquestionably  bound  by  the  law  of  nations  to  make 
good  to  the  sufferers  all  the  damages  sustained  in  consequence  of  the  neglect  of  so 
obvious  and  acknowledged  a  duty. 

On  the  14th  of  April,  1840,  Mr.  John  Forsyth,  Secretary  of  State 
under  Mr.  Van  Buren,  in  reply  to  the  claimants,  said  that  "Mr.  Cav- 
anagh's  instructions  (United  States  charge  at  Lisbon)  require  him  to 
urge  the  call  upon  Portugal  whenever  there  is  room  for  expecting  a 
favorable  result." 

Under  Mr.  Tyler's  administration,  Mr.  Webster,  at  the  solicitation 
of  the  claimants,  renewed  this  demand,  and  a  reply  in  writing  was 
received  from  the  Portuguese  minister,  Senor  de  Castro.  In  this  com- 
munication, dated  3d  August,  1843,  addressed  to  Mr.  G.  W.  Barrow, 
charge  d'afiaires  of  the  United  States  at  Lisbon,  the  liability  of  Poi'tugal 
was  for  the  first  time  denied,  and  it  was  boldly  asserted  that  tke 
Americans,  and  not  the  British,  had  first  violated  the  neutrality  of 
their  port.  This  was  the  only  written  reply  ever  received  from  the 
Government  of  Portugal  since  the  communication  of  the  Marquis  de 
Aguiar,  a  period  of  nearly  thirty  years. 

Under  the  administration  of  General  Taylor,  negotiations  with  Por- 
tugal were  renewed.  Mr.  John  M.  Clayton,  Secretary  of  State,  in  his 
instructions,  dated  April  20,  1849,  to"^Mr.  G.  W.  Hopkins,  charge 
d'affaires  of  the  United  States  at  Lisbon,  in  speaking  of  the  Armstrong 
claim  as  "the  oldest  case  of  wrong,  and  the  most  remarkable,"  and  in 
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alluding  to  the  wi'ongs  and  grievances  so  long  borne  by  our  countrymen, 

says: 

It  is  under  these  circumstances  that  the  President  has  resolved  to  make  one  more 
attempt  to  procure  satisfaction  for  American  claimants  and  to  assert  the  national  I 
honor.  You  will  impress  upon  Portugal  this  idea,  that  on  entering  upon  the  duties 
of  his  high  office  as  Chifef  Magistrate  of  the  United  States  the  President  determined 
that  he  would  assert  the  rights  of  his  fellow-citizens  upon  foreign  governments,  pro- 
ceeding upon  the  principle  often  avowed  by  our  Government,  ' '  to  make  no  demand 
not  founded  in  justice,  and  to  submit  to  no  wrong."  Further  delay  will  be  construed 
into  denial.  It  is  in  contemplation  to  lay  before  Congress  the  result  of  this  final 
appeal  at  an  earty  period  of  the  next  session.  Should  it  happen,  unfortunately,  that? 
a  satisfactory  answer  be  denied  or  withheld  until  the  arrival  of  the  period  for  making 
the  proposed  communication,  the  subject  will  then  be  submitted  to  that  body  as  it 
shall  at  the  time  stand,  and  the  Portuguese  Government  may  rest  assured  that  any 
measures  which  Congress  in  their  wisdom  may  decide  upon  as  due  to  our  citizens 
and  country  will  be  faithfully  carried  out  by  the  Executive. 

In  carrying  out  these  instructions,  Mr.  Hopkins,  m  his  letter  dated 
Lisbon,  June  28,  1849,  to  Count  Tojal,  the  Portuguese  minister  of 
foreign  affairs,  says: 

The  President  of  the  United  States  sincerely  desires  to  cultivate  peace  with  every 
nation  and  people,  but  he  will  never  compromit  the  dignity  of  the  Republic  nor 
abandon  the  just  rights  of  his  fellow-citizens  to  attain  any  end. 

Mr.  James  B.  Clay,  who  succeeded  Mr.  Hopkins,  continued  the  nego- 
tiation, and  in  his  letter  of  the  24th  April,  1850,  peremptorily  refused 
to  accept  the  proposition  of  Count  Tojal  to  i-efer  the  case  of  the  Gen- 
eral Annstrong  to  the  arbitration  of  a  third  power.  In  the  final 
instructions  sent  to  Mr.  Clay  b}'  the  Department  of  State,  dated 
March  8,  1850,  a  peremptory  demand  was  made  on  the  Portuguese 
Government  and  twenty  days  allowed  for  a  final  reply.  These  instruc- 
tions were  sent  to  the  commander  of  the  American  squadron  in  the 
Mediterranean  to  be  delivered  to  Mr.  Clay,  and  the  demand  was 
backed  by  the  presence  of  the  American  fleet  in  the  river  Tagus.  In 
these  instructions  Mr.  Clayton  says: 

In  regard  to  a  reference  of  our  claims  to  an  arbitrator,  which  has  been  indicated, 
the  President  has  directed  me  to  say  that  no  such  course  will,  under  the  circum- 
stances, receive  his  sanction,  and  this  for  reasons  too  obvious  to  need  enumeration. 

The  letter  of  Count  Tojal  to  Mr.  Hopkins,  dated  Lisbon,  September 
29,  1849,  states  that  "it  is  well  known  that  the  British  Grovernment 
had  already,  in  1817,  disapproved  of  the  conduct  of  Commodore  Lloyd, 
thereby  giving  satisfaction  to  His  Majestj^'s  Government,  and  that 
it  had  in  March,  1818,  made  compensation  for  the  losses  occasioned 
to  the  inhabitants  of  Fayal  by  the  artillerj^  of  the  British  forces, 
while  absolutely  refusing  indemnity  for  the  loss  of  the  American  pri- 
vateer on  the  grounds  of  her  having  been  the  first  aggressor,  and 
therefore  the  cause  of  her  own  destruction."  Furthermore,  Count 
Tojal  states  in  his  letter  of  March  9,  1850,  to  Mr.  Clay  that  "in  1814 
the  Government  of  Her  Britannic  Majesty,  through  Lord  Bathurst, 
then  minister  of  foreign  affairs,  directed  Mr.  Canning,  ambassador  at 
Lisbon,  near  the  Regency,  to  give  the  Portuguese  Government  a 
verbal  satisfaction  for  the  occurrences  which  had  taken  place  and  which 
resulted  in  the  destruction  of  the  privateer  General  Armstrong  in  the 
port  of  Fayal,"  etc.  And,  finally,  that  "in  1817  Lord  Castlereagh, 
who  was  then  minister  of  foreign  affairs  to  Her  Britannic  Majesty,  sent 
the  sum  of  £319  to  the  inhabitants  of  the  village  Da  Horta,  as  a  com- 
pensation for  the  damage  which  the  balls  of  the  brig  Carnation  had 
caused  to  their  dwellings,"  etc.     On  Mr.   Clay  afterwards  quoting 
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these  facts  as  conclusive  evidence,  both  against  the  Portuguese  and 
British  Goverments,  Count  Tojal  replies  in  his  letter  of  May  15, 1860, 
that  "the  English  Government  does  not  consider  the  conduct  of  Com- 
modore Lloyd  as  amenable  to  censure;  that  upon  being  informed  of 
its  having  been  asserted  in  the  course  of  this  correspondence  that 
Commodore  Lloyd  had  been  reprimanded  by  the  Government  of  His 
Britannic  Majesty,  on  account  of  his  conduct  in  the  affair  of  the  pri- 
vateer General  Armstrong,  an  official  communication  was  sent  a  few 
days  ago  to  the  Government  of  Her  Most  Faithful  Majesty  stating 
that  the  assertion  in  regard  to  such  censures  Avere  entirely  destitute  of 
foundation."  It  is  worthy  of  remark  that  the  Portuguese  GoA'ern- 
ment  studiously  concealed  the  diplomatic  correspondence  with  Eng- 
land in  regard  to  this  whole  transaction,  although  requested  to  exhibit 
it  by  Mr.  Clay. 

The  Government  of  Portugal,  thus  supported,  aided,  and.  encouraged 
by  the  Government  of  England,  continued  to  resist  the  payment  of 
this  claim,  while  she  willingly  admitted  others  of  unequal  justice  and 
merit.  Under  these  circumstances,  on  the  11th  July,  1850,  Mr.  Clay, 
according  to  instructions,  demanded  his  passports  and  left  the  country. 
In  the  meantime  the  Portuguese  minister  at  Washington,  J.  C.  de 
Figani^re  €  Morao,  had  opened  a  correspondence  with  the  Secretary 
of  State  in  relation  to  the  Armstrong'  cl^kim,  urging  a  reference  of  the 
claim  to  a  third  power.  Mr.  Clayton  rejected  the  proposition,  and  in 
his  letter  of  the  30th  April,  1850,  says: 

The  undersigned,  in  conclusion,  is  compelled  to  add  that  should  the  Portuguese  Gov- 
ernment persevere  in  the  refusal  to  adjust  and  settle  what  are  believed  to  be  the  incon- 
trovertible claims  of  American  citizens  upon  that  Government  the  only  alternative 
left  to  the  President  will  be  immediately  resorted  to — the  submission  of  the  whole 
subject  to  the  decision  of  the  Congress  of  the  United  States,  whose  final  determina- 
tion as  to  the  mode  of  adjustment  will  have  all  its  appropriate  influence  upon  the 
course  of  the  Executive. 

Again,  on  the  19th  June,  1850,  Mr.  Clayton,  in  reply  to  Mr.  Figa- 
ni^re's  reclamations  on  this  Government,  as  a  set-on  against  this  and 
other  claims,  says: 

In  conclusion,  sir,  I  beg  leave  to  repeat  to  you  the  assurance  contained  in  my  note 
of  the  30th  May  last,  "that  the  just  claims  of  the  citizens  of  this  country  upon  Por- 
tugal will  lose  none  of  the  merit  which  characterizes  them,  nor  any  portion  of  that 
protection  which  this  Government  has  determined  to  extend  to  the  claimants,  by  the 
resuscitation  of  such  unfounded  pretensions." 

At  this  critical  juncture,  on  the  9th  of  July,  1850,  President  Taylor 
died.  On  the  formation  of  the  new  Administration  under  Mr.  Fillmore, 
the  proposition  of  Portugal  to  submit  this  claim  to  a  third  power  for 
arbitration  was  renewed,  accepted,  and  agreed  to  by  this  Government 
without  the  knowledge,  advice,  or  consent  of  the  memorialist,  or  any 
,  of  the  claimants.  A  treaty  was  concluded  on  the  26th  Februarj^,  1851, 
and  ratified  by  the  Senate  on  the  10th  March.  This  treaty  was  pro- 
claimed on  the  Ist  September,  1851.  Louis  Napoleon,  President  of 
the  Republic  of  France,  was  chosen  as  arbitrator.  The  claimants  then 
submitted  to  the  Department  of  State  and  filed  a  written  argument 
with  the  request  that  it  should  be  transmitted  to  the  ai-bitrator  chosen 
by  the  high  contracting  parties.  The  Secretary  of  State,  Mr.  Web- 
ster, refused  the  application  on  the  ground  that  the  terms  of  the  treaty 
did  not  permit  of  it,  and  the  claimants  were  deprived  of  the  privilege 
and  debarred  of  the  benefit  of  being  heard  through  their  counsel  and 
agent  in  support  of  their  demand.  More  than  one  year  was  permitted 
to  elapse  before  any  decision  was  made.     The  "Prince  President"  had 
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in  the  meantime  become  Emperor  of  France.  On  the  29th  November, 
1852,  Mr.  Rives,  our  minister  at  Paris,  was  informed  by  the  French 
minister  of  foreign  affairs,  Mr.  Drouyn  de  L'huys,  that  the  arbitral 
decision  of  the  Prince  President  had  ]ust  been  rendered  and  he  would 
be  immediately  invited  to  wait  on  the  Prince  President  to  receive  the 
decision.  On  the  10th  December,  1862,  the  French  minister  informs 
Mr.  Rives  that  "circumstances  not  having  permitted  the  'Emperor' 
to  invite  you  to  wait  on  him,  he  lias  done  me  the  honor  of  deputing 
me  to  deliver,  in  his  name,  to  the  representatives  of  the  two  nations 
interested  in  the  matter  the  tWo  documents  destined  for  their  respec- 
tive Governments."  Mr.  Rives,  in  his  letter  to  Mr.  Everett,  Secretary 
of  State,  dated  Paris,  December  13,  1852,  discloses  the  particulars  of 
the  formalities  of  receiving  the  award,  and  states,  in  conclusion,  that — 

It  may  not  be  improper  for  me  to  add  that  I  never  received  from  any  quarter  any 
intimation  of  the  nature  of  the  decision  rendered,  nor  did  the  minister  of  foreign 
affairs  in  the  interview  above  mentioned  malie  the  sUghtest  allusion  to  its  bearing  on 
the  one  side  or  the  other.  He  only  said  in  general  terms  that  the  President  had 
examined  the  whole  subject  with  great  care  and  attention,  and  with  an  earnest  desire 
to  render  justice  to  the  parties  according  to  the  facts  and  principles  involved  in  the 
controversy. 

It  is  evident  from  the  letter  of  Mr.  Rives  that  he  never  was  consulted 
or  advised  with  in  regard  to  the  rights  of  the  claimants,  nor  was  he 
invited  or  permitted  at  any  time  to  appear  before  the  "Prince  Presi- 
dent" or  "Emperor  of  France"  to  make  any  statement  or  explain  anj' 
fact  or  argument  in  behalf  of  the  claimants  in  this  arbitration. 

Having  thus  narrated  the  facts  of  the  case,  the  committee  will  now 
proceed  briefly  to  state  the  views  which  have  led  them  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  memorialists  are  entitled  to  relief.  It  is  certain  that  by  a  gross 
violation  of  the  law  of  nations  the  General  Armstrong  was  attacked  and 
destroyed  in  the  neutral  harbor  of  Fayal  by  a  British  squadron;  that  the 
outrage  was,  immediately  after  its  occurrence  and  when  the  facts  were 
all  fresh  in  the  recollection  of  the  authorities  and  inhabitants  of  Fayal, 
who  had  witnessed  it,  made  the  ground  of  earnest  and  indignant  remon- 
strance by  the  Government  of  Portugal  to  that  of  Great  Britain;  that  it 
was  admitted  and  apologized  for  by  the  latter,  and  compensation  made  to 
such  Portuguese  subjects  as  had  suffered  by  the  collision.  It  appears  to 
be  conceded  on  all  hands  that  the  tolerance  by  a  neutral  of  such  a  vio- 
lation of  its  territory  renders  it  responsible  to  the  government  whose 
citizens  have  suffered  by  it,  not  only  for  apologjr  and  explanation,  but 
for  pecuniary  indemnity.  That  such  claim  was  made  by  the  United 
States  and  urged  for  many  years  on  Portugal;  that  its  justice  has  been 
considered  indisputable  by  all  administrations;  that  even  it  was  on  one 
occasion  intimated  that  it  would,  if  denied,  be  enforced  by  arms;  that 
after  many  delays  and  evasions  Portugal  offered  to  refer  the  claim  to 
the  arbitrament  of  a  third  power;  that  this  offer  was  peremptorily 
rejected;  that  afterwards  being  renewed,  accompanied  by  the  bonus 
of  a  promise  to  pay  the  full  amount  of  all  other  reclamations  made  by 
the  United  States,  it  was  accepted  without  notice  to  or  consultation  of 
any  kind  with  the  claimants,  who,  when  it  had  once  been  rejected,  had  a 
right  to  presume  that  it  would  not  be  acceded  to  without  their  assent, 
and  that  they  were  not  allowed  the  privilege  of  submitting  an  argu- 
ment in  the  case.  While  a  government  is  the  sole  judge  of  the  circum- 
stances under  which  a  resort  to  arms  should  be  had  to  secure  repara- 
tion for  injuries  done  to  their  citizens,  and  may  abstain  from  a  further 
prosecution  of  them,  yet  a  manifest  distinction  exists  between  this  right 
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of  abstinence  and  that  of  referring  to  ai'bitration.  This  power  may  be 
discreetly  and  rightfully  exercised  where  various  and  complicated 
causes  of  complaint  exist  and  where  the  adjustment  of  none  can  be 
obtained  without  the  submission  of  all  to  reference;  and  the  citizen  as 
to  whom  the  decision  maj'  be  unfavorable,  although  his  claim  be  just, 
would  probably  have  no  valid  equitable  ground  of  recourse  against  his 
government. 

The  case  of  the  General  Armstrong  yi&s  distinct  and  isolated,  no  other 
interests  were  hanging  upon  its  decision,  and  if  the  administration  of 
President  Fillmore  did  not  choose  to  urge  it  further  it  might,  and  in 
the  opinion  of  this  committee  should,  have  been  left  for  future  settle- 
ment. Numerous  instances  in  our  own  history  during  the  last  thirty 
5'ears,  to  which  it  is  not  necessary  to  refer,  demonstrate  the  efficacy 
of  time  in  bringing  about  the  solution  of  difficulties  apparently  insur- 
mountable. 

The  committee,  while  indisposed  to  speak  in  any  other  terms  than 
those  of  unqualified  respect  of  the  judgment  and  impartiality  of  the 
arbiter  to  whom  the  case  was  referred,  think  that  there  is  a  manifest 
error  in  his  statements  of  facts  and  the  conclusion  drawn  from  his 
statement  in  the  final  award.     He  says: 

Considering  that  if  it  be  clear  that  on  the  night  of  the  27th  of  September  some 
English  longboats,  commanded  by  Lieut.  Bolsert  Fausset,  of  the  British  navy, 
approached  the  American  brig  the  Oeneral  Armstrong,  it  ia  not  certain  that  the  men 
who  manned  the  boats  aforesaid  were  provided  with  arms  and  ammunition.  That 
It  is  evident  in  fact,  from  the  documents  which  have  been  exhibited,  that  the  afore- 
said longboats  having  approached  the  American  brig,  the  crew  of  the  latter,  after 
having  nailed  them  and  summoned  them  to  be  off,  imimediately  fired  upon  them, 
and  that  some  men  were  killed  on  board  of  the  English  boats  and  others  wounded — 
some  of  whom  mortally — without  any  attempt  havmg  been  made  on  the  part  of  the 
other  boats  to  repel  at  once  force  by  force. 

Now,  it  is  evident  that  the  natural,  indeed,  necessary  presumption 
is  that  the  boats  of  men  of  war  do  not,  at  night,  closely  approach  an 
armed  vessel  of  an  enemy  without  the  crew  being  armed — those  who 
assume  the  negative  in  such  a  case  should  prove  it — but  no  stronger 
evidence  can  be  required  of  the  facts  of  the  crews  of  the  British  boats 
being  armed  than  that  a  seaman  of  the  General  Armstrong  was  killed, 
and  her  first  lieutenant  wounded  in  the  first  contest.  Under  all  the 
peculiar  circumstances  of  the  case  the  committee  are  of  opinion  that 
the  claimants  are  justly  entitled  to  relief  on  strict  legal  principles,  and 
even  were  their  convictions  on  the  subject  less  decided  than  they  are, 
they  would  find  in  the  heroic  conduct  of  Captain  Reid  and  his  gallant 
crew  sti'ong  inducements  to  give  them  the  benefit  of  their  doubts. 

There  are  two  points  of  general  interest  in\'olved  in  this  matter 
which  should  not  be  without  their  influence  on  the  action  of  the  Senate. 
The  effect  to  be  produced  on  our  own  citizens  by  according  indemnity 
in  stimulating  them  to  emulate  the  noble  example  of  Captain  Reid;  for 
there  can  be  no  doubt  that  if  he  had  suffered  himself  to  be  captured 
without  resistance,  full  pecuniary  satisfaction  would  long  since  have 
been  accorded  by  Portugal  to  the  claimants.  Shall  we  refuse  it  because 
he  has  added  to  our  naval  histoi-y  one  of  its  most  brilliant  pages? 
Again,  if  we  act  upon  the  avowed  principle  that  our  citizens  are  always 
to  be  compensated  for  any  injuries  they  may  suffer  from  the  violation 
by  belligerents  of  the  law  of  nations,  other  countries  will  be  more 
earnest  in  maintaining  the  inviolability  of  their  territory. 

The  committee  report  the  accompanying  bill  and  recommend  its 
passage. 
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[See  pp.  182,  184,  Vol.  I.] 
April  18,  1854. 

[Senate  Report  No.  215.] 

Mr.  Everett  made  the  following  report: 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  to  whom  was  referred  the 
memorial  of  Charles  Evans  and  others,  citizens  of  Florida,  who  sus- 
tained losses  by  the  operations  of  the  United  States  Army  in  that 
quarter  in  1814,  have  had  the  same  under  consideration  and  submit  the 
following  report: 

This  memorial,  and  others  of  like  purport,  have  on  several  former 
occasions  been  presented  to  the  two  Houses  of  Congress  and  been 
favorably  reported  on.  A  report  of  that  character  was  made  from  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  of  the  Senate  on  the  2d  June,  1848, 
by  Mr.  Webster,  which  report  was  accompanied  by  a  bill,  "  further  to 
carry  into  effect  the  pi'ovisions  and  stipulations  of  the  ninth  article  of 
the  Florida  treaty  with  respect  to  certain  losses  of  Spanish  subjects  in 
West  Florida." 

The  committee  concurring  in  the  views  and  statements  set  forth  in 
the  aforesaid  report  adopt  it  as  part  of  their  own  and  submit  the  same 
bill. 

[See  Senate  Keport  UiS,  lii'st  f^ession  Thirtioth  Congress,  p.  184. J 


[See  pp.  244,  24S,  2.58,  Vol.  I.] 

July  10,  1854. 

[Senate  Report  No.  ;il5.] 

Mr.  Mason  made  the  following  report: 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  to  whom  were  referred  the 
petitions  of  William  K.  Jennings  and  Aphia  Jennings,  Henry  A.Wise, 
Ann  Robinson,  Edward  Rudd,  and  Mary  Martin,  severally  asking 
compensation  for  slaves  taken  and  carried  away  by  the  British  during 
the  war  of  1813,  out  of  the  fund  provided  for  under  the  first  article 
of  the  treaty  of  Ghent,  having  had  the  same  under  consideration, 
respectfully  report: 

That  from  the  testimony  accompanying  the  petition  of  William  K. 
Jennings  and  Aphia  Jennings,  it  appeal's  that  some  time  during  the 
late  war  with  Great  Britain,  while  the  enemy's  fleet  was  lying  in  the 
Chesapeake  Bay,  a  negro  man,  Sam,  aged  about  21  years,  the  property 
of  William  Bean,  the  father  of  the  petitioner,  Aphia  Jennings,  and  a 
negro  woman,  Easter,  the  property  of  Sarah  Almond,  escaped  from 
the  possession  of  their  said  owners,  in  the  county  of  Elizabeth  City, 
in  the  State  of  Virginia,  and  were  carried  off  by  the  said  fleet,  and 
were  never  afterwards  recovered.  That  the  said  Sarah  Almond  was 
the  sister  of  said  William  Bean,  and  died  intestate  and  without  issue 
in  his  lifetime,  leaving  him  her  only  heir  at  law.  That  the  said 
William  Bean  has  since  died,  leaving  his  daughter,  Aphia  Jennings, 
his  only  heir  at  law;  and,  further,  that  the  belief  that  the  fund  pro- 
vided for  such  cases  had  all  been  exhausted  has  hitherto  prevented  an 
application  for  relief  in  this  case. 
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In  the  case  of  Henry  A.  Wise,  it  is  shown  by  the  evidence  filed  that 
in  the  fall  of  1814  a  negro  man,  Nelson,  aged  about  19  years,  previ- 
ously allotted  to  the  petitioner  in  the  division  of  his  father's  estate,  ran 
away  to  the  British  fleet,  then  lying  near  Tangier  Island,  in  the  Chesa- 
peake Bay,  and  was  carried  away  on  board  of  the  Dragon^  74,  and  in 
the  latter  part  of  January,  1815,  landed  on  Cumberland  Island,  on  the 
southeastern  coast  of  Georgia,  placed  in  oneof  the  colored  regiments, 
and  never  returned  to  his  owner.  As  a  reason  for  the  delay  in  pre- 
senting this  claim  the  petitioner  states  that  he  was  but  8  years  of  age 
at  the  time  of  the  escape  of  said  slave;  that  his  first  guardian,  John 
Cropper,  died  in  the  year  1821,  before  any  distribution  of  pay  for 
deported  slaves  was  made  by  the  commissioners  under  the  treaty  of 
Ghent,  and  that  his  second  guardian,  John  Custis,  was  not  informed 
of  the  loss  of  said  slave  until  it  was  too  late  to  have  it  acted  upon  by 
the  commissioners. 

In  the  case  of  Ann  Robinson,  it  is  shown  by  the  evidence  that  on  the 
day  of  the  memorable  action  at  Hampton,  Va. ,  in  June,  1813,  a  negro 
man,  Hampton,  the  property  of  the  petitioner's  husband,  Henry  Rob- 
inson, was  forcibly  taken  from  the  possession  of  said  Henry  Robinson, 
in  the  county  of  Elizabeth  City,  Va. ,  and  carried  on  board  of  the  British 
ships  then  lying  in  Hampton  Roads,  and  has  never  been  returned. 
That  under  the  will  of  her  said  husband,  Henry  Robinson  (a  copj'  of 
which  is  filed  with  the  petition),  she  is  entitled,  as  residuarj- legatee,  to 
whatever  compensation  may  be  allowed  for  said  slave.  And  the  peti- 
tioner further  states  that  she  was  not  aware  until  recently  that  any 
provision  had  ever  been  made  for  the  payment  of  such  claims. 

In  the  case  of  Edward  Rudd,  the  testimony  shows  that  the  petitioner 
is  the  son  and  heir  of  Edward  Rudd,  deceased,  late  of  Elizabeth  City 
County,  Va.  That  some  time  during  the  late  war  with  Great  Britain, 
while  the  enemy's  ships  were  lying  in  Hampton  Roads,  six  slaves — a 
negro  man,  Stepney,  a  negro  woman,  Crinner,  and  four  children — 
were  taken  from  the  possession  of  the  petitioner's  father  and  carried 
off  by  the  British,  and  have  never  been  returned. 

In  the  case  of  Mary  Martin,  it  appears  from  the  testimony  that  in 
the  year  1813,  during  the  late  war  with  Great  Britain,  a  negro  man 
named  Ned,  the  property  of  her  former  husband,  Robert  Lindsay,  was 
captured  by  the  enemy  and  carried  away  from  the  possession  of  his 
owner,  then  residing  in  Charleston,  S.  C,  and  never  afterwards 
recovered. 

It  appears  from  Executive  Document  No.  122,  accompanying  a 
letter  from  the  President  of  the  United  States  to  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives, dated  March  8,  1826,  that  the  average  value  of  the  slaves 
taken  and  carried  away  by  the  British  from  the  State  of  Virginia,  as 
agreed  upon  and  fixed  by  the  commission  appointed  under  the  award 
of  the  Emperor  of  Russia,  was  $280  each,  and  those  taken  from  the 
State  of  South  Carolina  at  $390  each.  It  further  appears  from  a  cer- 
tificate of  the  Register  of  the  Treasury,  dated  February  26,  1852, 
"that  the  balance  unpaid  of  the  fund  received  from  Great  Britain 
under  the  first  article  of  the  treaty  of  Ghent  amounts  to  $4,112.89," 
and  upon  recent  inquirer  at  the  Treasury  Department  the  committee 
have  ascertained  that  that  amount  still  remains  unexpended. 
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Balance  in  the  Treasury  of  the  fund  received  from  Great  Britain  as  indem- 
nity for  slaves  taken  and  carried  away  by  the  British  in  the  war  of  1812, 

per  register's  certificate |4, 112. 89 

Of  which  this  bill  provides  the  following  payments,  viz: 

To  William  K.  Jennings  and  wife,  for  4  slaves,  at  $280 $1,120 

To  Henry  A.  Wise,  for  1  slave 280 

To  Ann  Robinson,  for  1  slave 280 

To  Edward  Rudd,  for  6  slaves,  at  $280 1, 680 

To  Robert  Lindsay's  representative,  for  1  slave 390 

3,750.00 

Leaving  balance  of  the  fund  still  remaining 362. 89 

From  two  several  letters  emanating  from  the  Department  of  State, 
one  dated  February  24,  1852,  and  the  other  June  26,  1854,  it  appears 
that  none  of  the  above-named  petitioners  have  ever  received  any 
compensation  for  the  slaves  taken  and  carried  away,  as  above  stated. 

Your  committee  report  a  bill  in  conformity  with  the  above  state  of 
the  case,  and  recommend  its  passage. 


[See  p.  185,  Vol.  I] 

August  3,  1854. 

[Senate  Report  No.  388.] 

Mr.  Mason  made  the  following  report: 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  to  whom  was  referred  the 
memorial  of  Samuel  A.  Belden  &  Co.,  claimants  against  Mexico,  under 
the  treaty  of  Guadalupe  Hidalgo,  for  losses  and  damages  sustained  by 
them  in  the  confiscation  of  merchandise  by  the  officials  of  the  Mexican 
Republic,  and  praying  that  measures  may  be  adopted  to  secure  the 
payment  of  their  claim,  have  had  the  same  under  consideration,  and 
report: 

That  this  case  was  referred  to  this  committee  during  the  first  session 
of  the  Thirty-second  Congress,  and  a  report  made  upon  it  on  the  20th 
July,  1852.     In  which  report,  No.  303,  the  committee  then  said: 

It  would  seem  from  the  proofs  adduced  by  the  petitioners,  that  they  were  fully 
warranted  in  importing  said  tobacco  into  Mexico,  under  the  authority  and  by  per- 
mission of  the  military  authorities  of  the  United  States  in  possession  at  that  time; 
that  after  the  peace,  the  right  so  to  have  done  was  fully  recognized  by  the  Mexican 
authorities,  and  proper  permits  and  protections  issued  by  them,  to  assure  its  protec- 
tion under  the  provisions  of  the  nineteenth  article  of  the  treaty  of  Guadalupe  Hidalgo; 
notwithstanding  all  which,  the  tobacco  was  seized  in  the  absence  of  its  owners,  and 
confiscated  by  a  judicial  decree,  and,  in  addition,  a  heavy  fine  was  imposed  on  them 
by  the  same  tribunal,  to  pay  which  a  large  stock  of  merchandise  and  other  property 
belonging  to  the  petitioners  was  seized,  and  the  whole  terminated  by  an  order  for 
their  arrest  and  imprisonment. 

And  they  added  further: 

The  committee  is  of  opinion,  from  an  examination  of  the  papers,  that  a  most  fla- 
grant violation  of  the  treaty  stipulations  referred  to  has  been  committed  by  the 
judicial  department  of  the  Government  of  Mexico,  in  the  case  of  these  petitioners, 
resulting  in  heavy  loss  to  them,  for  which  that  Government  is  strictly  responsible. 

The  committee,  still  entertaining  the  opinion  expressed  in  that  report, 
hereby  reaffirm  and  adopt  the  same  as  part  of  this  report,  and  earnestly 
recommend  that  the  Executive  shall  take  such  measures  in  regard  to 
this  and  similar  cases  of  outrage  upon  the  rights  of  our  citizens,  in 
violation  of  the  treaty  stipulations  referred  to,  as  shall  insure  adequate 
redress  for  the  past,  and  ample  security  against  the  recurrence  of  simi- 
lar infractions  of  said  treaty  in  the  future;  and  the  obligation  to  do  so 
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would  seem  to  be  rendered  the  more  imperative  by  the  fact  that  in 
the  treaty  recently  negotiated  between  our  Government  and  that  of 
Mexico  no  provision  was  made  for  such  cases. 

The  committee  are  further  of  opinion  that,  inasmuch  as  the  tobacco 
in  this  case  was  originally  carried  into  Mexico  while  that  country  was 
in  the  military  occupancy  of  our  Government,  under  the  invitation  of 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  with  a  view  of  increasing  the  revenue 
thereby,  and  the  duties  thereon  regularly  paid  into  the  Treasury  of  the 
United  States,  and  inasmuch  as  the  said  tobacco  was  subsequentlj' 
seized  and  confiscated  by  Mexican  authority  in  violation  of  the  stipula- 
tions of  the  nineteenth  article  of  the  treaty  referred  to,  it  would  seem 
reasonable  to  refund  to  the  memorialists  the  duties  thus  paid  by  them 
on  the  said  tobacco,  upon  the  condition  that  they  shall  first  make  and 
execute  a  proper  and  legal  assignment  to  the  United  States  of  all  their 
right  to  the  amount  so  refunded  when  recovered  from  Mexico. 

In  accordance  with  these  views  they  report  a  bill  and  recommend 
its  passage. 


[See  Claims  against  Mexico,  Gen.  Index.  J 

August  3,  1854. 

[Senate  Eeport  No.  393.] 

Mr.  Mason  made  the  following  report: 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  to  whom  was  referred  the 
petition  of  George  Frasier,  praying  remuneration  for  losses  sustained 
in  consequence  of  the  seizure  of  his  property  and  the  imprisonment  of 
himself  by  the  Mexican  authorities  in  1840,  have  had  the  same  under 
consideration  and  respectfully  report:. 

The  petitioner  represents  that  on  the  9th  of  April,  1840,  in  the  town 
of  Yerba  Buena  (now  San  Francisco),  where  he  had  resided  for  seven 
years  previously,  engaged  in  the  lumber  business,  he  was  seized  by  the 
Mexican  soldiery,  taken  to  the  mission  of  Dolores,  ironed,  and  thrust 
into  prison;  carried  thence  to  Santa  Clara;  thence  to  San  Juan,  and 
thence  to  Monterey,  and  imprisoned  in  the  same  room  with  sixty  or 
seventy  other  prisoners,  where  he  was  confined  for  about  one  month; 
thence  moved  about  from  one  place  to  another,  suffering  the  greatest 
privations  and  hardships,  until  the  20th  July,  1841,  when  he  was 
restored  to  liberty;  that  during  his  confinement,  on  one  occasion,  he 
received  a  saber  blow  from  a  soldier,  which  fractured  his  skull, 
destroyed  his  eyesight,  and  caused  other  permanent  injury;  that  from 
the  time  of  his  seizure  to  the  date  of  his  release  was  four  hundted  and 
sixty-eight  days,  and  that  for  two  years  afterwards  he  was  unable  to 
procure  his  livelihood  or  attend  to  any  business  on  account  of  said 
mjuries;  that  he  never  had  any  trial,  nor  was  he  ever  made  acquainted 
with  the  charges  on  which  he  was  thus  seized  and  imprisoned. 

The  memorialist  further  represents  that  he,  with  other  prisoners,  was 
liberated  through  the  instrumentality  of  the  minister  of  the  United 
States,  and  that  at  the  time  the  Mexican  Government  admitted  the 
injustice  which  had  been  done  to  the  prisoners,  and,  as  he  has  been 
informed,  made  a  partial  compensation  therefor,  but  no  indemnity  was 
made  for  the  loss  of  property  sustained  by  them;  that  at  the  time  of 
his  arrest  he  was  engaged  in  business  and  possessed  of  property  con- 
sisting of  horses,  cattle,  lumber,  tools,  house,  and  furniture,  to  the 
value  of  $10,320;  he  also  estimates  his  loss  of  time  at  |3,744,  and  the 


MATHER  &  GLOVER  AND  JAMES  SELKIRK.        243 

injuries  from  false  imprisonment  at  $20,000;  making  an  aggregate  loss 
of  $34,064.  The  allegations  of  the  memorial  are  sworn  to  by  the 
memorialist,  and  also  proven  by  the  depositions  of  William  Burton 
and  William  Horner,  of  Santa  Cruz. 

The  committee  regard  this  as  another  case  of  gross  wrong  and  out- 
rage committed  by  the  authorities,  so  frequently  committed  upon  our 
citizens,  which  ought  to  be  arrested.  But  such  matters  belong  rather 
to  the  executive  than  to  the  legislative  department  of  the  Government. 
The  committee  therefore  ask  to  be  discharged  from  the  further  consid- 
eration of  this  case. 


[See  Claims  against  Mexico,  Gen.  Index.] 
THIRTY-THIRD   CONGRESS,   SECOND   SESSION. 

February  14,   1856. 

[Senate  Report  No.  536.] 

Mr.  Mason  made  the  following  report: 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  to  whom  were  referred  the 
petitions  of  Mather  &  Glover  and  of  James  Selkirk,  praying  indemnity 
for  property  seized  and  destroyed  by  the  authorities  of  Mexico,  have 
had  the  same  under  consideration  and  now  respectfully  report: 

It  appearing  from  the  representations  of  the  petitioners  that  a  fla- 
grant violation  of  their  rights  as  American  citizens,  peacefully  engaged 
in  the  prosecution  of  lawful  business,  had  been  committed  by  the 
authorities  of  Mexico,  the  committee  referred  the  petitions  to  the 
Department  of  State  for  such  information  as  it  might  furnish  in  rela- 
tion to  these  cases. 

It  appears  from  the  Secretary's  letter  of  reply,  under  date  of  29th 
July,  1864,  which  is  made  a  part  of  this  report,  that  one  of  these  cases, 
that  of  Mather  &  Glover,  has  already  been  presented  to  the  Mexican 
Government  by  our  minister  to  that  Republic,  but  no  final  action  has 
yet  been  taken  in  regard  to  it.  The  other,  that  of  Mr.  Selkirk,  has  not 
yet  been  presented  to  the  Government  of  Mexico,  because  it  was  brought 
to  the  cognizance  of  the  Department  of  State  at  a  time  when  the  min- 
ister of  the  United  States  was  urging  upon  the  attention  of  the  Mexi- 
can Government  questions  of  high  international  importance,  which,  it 
was  expected,  would  be  adjusted  by  a  treaty  embracing  all  claims  of 
citizens  of  the  United  States  against  that  Government. 

Regarding  these  cases  as  pertaining  properly  to  the  recognizance  and 
management  of  the  executive,  and  having  full  confidence  that  that 
department  will  faithfullj'^  perform  its  duty  in  respect  to  them,  the 
committee  are  not  at  liberty  to  interpose  in  the  matter,  and  therefore 
ask  to  be  discharged  from  the  further  consideration  of  the  subject. 


Department  op  State, 

Washington,  July  £9,  1854- 
Sir:  I  have  the  honor  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  your  letter  of  the  27th  instant, 
inclosing  the  memorials  of  James  Selkirk  and  Mather  &  Glover,  claiming  indemnity 
for  alleged  outrages  upon  their  property  by  the  authorities  of  Mexico,  since  the  ter- 
mination of  the  war  between  the  United  States  and  that  Republic. 

In  reply  to  your  request  for  such  information  respecting  these  cases  as  the  Depart- 
ment can  furnish  I  have  the  honor  to  state  that  there  is  filed  in  this  Department  a 
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series  of  papers  in  support  of  Capt.  James  Selkirk's  claim  for  the  seizure  and  loss  of 
his  schooner  Helen  Mar,  but  no  measures  have  been  taken  to  present  this  claim 
officially  to  the  Government  of  Mexico,  because  it  was  brought  to  the  cognizance  of 
the  Department  at  a  time  when  the  minister  of  the  United_  States  was  urging  upon 
the  attention  of  that  Government  questions  of  high  international  importance,  which 
it  was  expected,  would  be  adjusted  by  a  treaty  embracing  all  claims  of  citizens  of  the 
United  States  against  that  Government. 

The  same  expectation  has  influenced  the  course  of  the  Department  in  regard  to  the 
claim  of  Messrs.  Mather  and  Glover,  which  was  first  brought  to  its  notice  by  Mr. 
Letcher  in  1851,  although  the  documents  in  support  of  the  claim  were  not  filed  by 
the  claimants  in  this  office  until  the  13th  instant.  Upon  the  partial  information  com- 
municated by  Mr.  Letcher  the  Department  viewed  their  claim  as  sound  in  its  charac- 
ter, and  instructed  him  to  urge  its  payment,  cautioning  him,  however,  against  mak- 
ing an  exaggerated  demand  in  the  amount  of  indemnity  claimed.  The  documents 
just  mentioned,  filed  by  the  claimants,  are  so  voluminous  as  to  forbid  any  attempt 
to  examine  and  analyze  them  at  present. 

It  is  hoped,  however,  that  an  early  opportunity  will  be  afforded  to  investigate  all 
unsettled  claims  of  our  citizens  against  Mexico,  with  a  view  to  some  arrangement 
with  that  Government  for  their  speedy  liquidation. 

The  memorials  received  with  your  letter  are  herewith  returned. 

I  have  the  honor  to  be,  sir,  very  respectfully,  your  obedient  servant, 

W.  L.  Marcy. 

Hon.  J.  M.  Mason, 

Chairman  of  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  United  States  Senate. 


[See  pp.  239,  248,  258,  Vol.  I.] 

THIRTY-FOURTH  CONGRESS,  FIRST  SESSION. 

April  23,  1856. 

[Senate  Report  No.  142.] 

Mr.  Mason  made  the  following  report: 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  to  whom  were  referred  the 
petitions  of  William  K.  Jennings  and  Aphia  Jennings,  Henry  A.Wise, 
Ann  Robinson,  Edward  Rudd,  and  Mary  Martin,  severally  asking 
compensation  for  slaves  taken  and  carried  away  by  the  British  during 
the  war  of  1812,  out  of  the  fund  provided  for  under  the  first  article  of 
the  treaty  of  Ghent,  having  had  the  same  under  consideration,  respect- 
fully report: 

[See  Senate  Report  345,  first  session.  Thirty-third  Congress,  p.  239.] 


[See  Claims  against  Mexico,  Gen.  Index.] 

THIRTY-FOURTH  CONGRESS,  THIRD  SESSION. 

January  14,  1857. 

[Senate  Report  No.  304.] 

Mr.  Mason  made  the  following  report: 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  to  whom  was  referred  the 
memorial  of  Alexander  I.  Atocha,  praying  that  his  claims  against 
Mexico,  disallowed  by  the  commissioners  under  the  treaty  of  Guada- 
lupe Jlidalgo,  may  be  investigated,  and,  if  found  just,  paid  by  the  United 
States,  have  patiently  considered  the  subject,  and  now  report: 

That  the  memorialist  was  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  residing  ia 
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Mexico,  when,  on  the  26th  of  Februarj- ,  1845,  he  received  from  that 
Government  an  order  "to  leave  the  city  of  Mexico  within  the  period 
of  eight  days  for  Vera  Cruz,  in  order  to  depart  from  the  Republic." 

It  appears  that  the  memorialist  at  the  time  protested,  through  Mr. 
Shannon,  the  American  minister,  against  this  order,  as  a  violation  of 
the  treaty  of  April  6,  1831,  between  the  United  States  and  Mexico, 
and  notifying  the  latter  Government  that  he  would  hold  it  responsible 
for  the  losses  he  might  sustain  by  reason  thereof. 

Forced  by  this  order  to  retire  from  the  Mexican  territory  within  the 
period  of  eight  days,  the  memorialist  alleges  that  he  sustained  great 
pecuniary  loss;  and  that  he  filed  his  claim  specifying  such  loss,  with 
the  vouchers  sustaining  the  same,  before  the  board  of  commissioners 
appointed  under  the  treaty  of  Guadalupe  Hidalgo,  which,  he  alleges, 
was  unjustly  rejected  by  that  board,  and  he  therefore  petitions 
Congress  for  redress. 

Believing  that  it  would  be  dangerous  to  go  behind  the  decision  of 
the  commissioners,  unless  it  should  appear  that  they  had  erred  in  the 
law  applied  to  the  case,  your  committee  have  examined  with  care  the 
grounds  assigned  for  an  adverse  decision  in  this  case,  and  are  satisfied 
that  the  commissioners  erred  in  the  law  upon  which  they  predicated 
their  decision. 

The  commissioners  assume,  in  their  opinion,  that  the  loss  of  the 
memorialist  by  reason  of  his  expulsion  from  Mexico  is  established  by 
the  proofs  filed  by  him,  and  decide  against  the  validity  of  his  claim 
exclusively  upon  the  assumption  that  the  order  of  expulsion  was  legal 
and  proper,  because,  as  they  assume,  of  the  complicity  of  the  memo- 
rialist with  Santa  Anna  in  his  resistance  to  the  Government  de  facto 
in  their  efl'orts  to  depose  him  as  the  President  of  the  Republic. 

The  commissioners  assume  that  the  connection  of  the  memorialist 
with  the  political  movements  of  Santa  Anna  is  established;  first,  by 
the  fact  that  he  remained  there  with  Santa  Anna  until  he  was  forced 
to  abandon  the  Government  and  leave  the  Mexican  territory,  and,  sec- 
ondly, because  Mr.  Shannon,  the  American  minister,  did  not  reply  to  a 
communication  of  the  secretary  for  foreign  affairs  of  Mexico,  in  which 
that  officer,  in  acknowledging  the  receipt  of  the  protest  of  the  memo- 
rialist against  the  order  of  expulsion,  says  that  Mr.  Atocha  "was  one 
of  the  principal  agents  who  wrought  against  the  Government,  as  is 
notorious,  and  as  his  excellency  Mr.  Shannon  himself  well  knows." 

The  error  of  the  first  of  these  assumptions  of  fact  by  the  commis- 
sioners is  now  established  by  the  certificate  of  the  officer  having  charge 
of  the  archives  of  the  Mexican  Government,  which  states  that  Mv. 
Atocha  does  not  appear  to  have  had  any  connection  with  the  move- 
ments of  Santa  Anna,  and  by  the  letter  of  Santa  Anna  himself,  who, 
on  the  part  of  Mexico,  made  the  treaty  of  Guadalupe  Hidalgo,  stating 
emphatically  that  Mr.  Atocha  never  had  any  political  connection  with 
him,  and  that  he  remained  with  him  by  his  invitation  because  "in 
those  times  of  disorder  and  insubordination  he  could  not  separate 
himself  from  him  without  imminent  risk." 

The  error  of  the  second  assumption  of  fact  by  the  commissioners  is 
established  by  the  letter  of  our  minister,  Mr.  Shannon,  in  which  he 
expresses  the  conviction  that  the  memorialist  was  not  in  any  manner 
connected  with  the  political  movements  of  Santa  Anna,  and  that  he 
did  not  reply  to  the  communication  of  the  Mexican  minister  for  for- 
eign affairs — not  because  he  knew  the  correctness  of  his  charge  against 
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Mr.  Atocha,  but  because  the  memorialist  liad  left  the  country  before 
the  receipt  of  that  communication,  etc. 

But  for  the  purpose  of  the  argument  assume,  contrary  to  the  fact, 
that  the  commissioners  were  right  in  saying  that  Mr.  Atocha  was  con- 
nected with  the  political  movements  of  Santa  Anna,  will  it  follow  that 
the  Government  of  Mexico  was  authorized  to  issue  the  order  of  expul- 
sion against  Atocha?  The  solution  of  this  question  will  depend  upon 
the  construction  of  the  treaty  of  1831  between  the  United  States  and 
Mexico. 

The  twenty-sixth  article  of  that  treaty  was  intended  to  provide  for 
the  protection  of  the  citizens  of  the  two  nations  in  the  event  of  war 
between  them,  and  the  stipulation  is: 

That  if  war  should  break  out  between  the  two  contracting  parties,  there  should  be 
allowed  the  term  of  six  months  to  the  merchants  residing  on  the  coast  and  one  year 
to  those  residing  in  the  interior  of  the  States  and  Territories  of  each  other,  respec- 
tively, to  arrange  their  business,  dispose  of  their  effects,  or  transport  them  whereso- 
ever they  may  please,  giving  them  a  safe  conduct  to  protect  them  to  the  port  they 
may  designate.  Those  citizens  who  may  be  established  in  the  States  and  Territories 
aforesaid,  exercising  any  other  occupation  or  trade,  shall  be  permitted  to  remain  in 
the  uninterrupted  enjoyment  of  their  liberty  and  property  so  long  aa  they  conduct 
themselves  peaceably  and  do  not  commit  any  offense  against  the  laws;  and  their 
goods  and  effects,  of  whatever  class  and  condition  they  may  be,  shall  not  be  subject 
to  any  embargo  or  sequestration  whatever,  nor  to  any  charge  nor  tax  other  than  may 
be  established  upon  similar  goods  and  effects  belonging  to  the  citizens  of  the  State  in 
which  they  reside,  respectively;  nor  shall  the  debts  between  individuals,  nor  moneys 
in  the  public  funds  or  in  public  or  private  banks,  nor  shares  in  companies  be  confis- 
cated, embargoed,  or  detained. 

During  the  late  war  with  Mexico  many  citizens  of  the  United  States 
who  were  residing  as  merchants  in  the  territory  of  that  Republic  at 
the  time  war  was  declared  to  exist  between  the  two  countries  were 
summarily  expelled  in  disregard  of  this  stipulation  of  the  treaty  of 
1831,  and  most  of  the  claims  presented  to  and  allowed  by  the  board  of 
commissioners  appointed  under  the  treaty  of  1848  were  for  damages 
consequent  upon  such  violation  of  the  treaty  of  1831. 

The  fourteenth  article  of  the  treaty  of  1831  was  designed  to  secure 
to  the  citizens  of  the  two  Republics,  respectively,  protection  to  their 
persons  and  property  in  time  of  peace,  and  after  stipulating  for  such 
protection  the  two  governments  contract  and  agree  "that  the  citizens 
of  either  party  shall  enjoy,  in  every  respect,  the  same  rights  and 
privileges,  either  in  prosecuting  or  defending  their  rights  of  person 
or  of  property,  as  the  citizens  of  the  countrj^  where  the  cause  of  action 
may  be  tried." 

At  the  date  of  the  order  of  expulsion  of  Mr.  Atocha,  Mexico  and 
the  United  States  were  at  peace  with  each  other,  and  it  necessarily 
follows,  in  the  opinion  of  your  committee,  that  for  any  offense  with 
which  he  may  have  been  charged  Mr.  Atocha  was  entitled,  under  this 
article  of  the  treaty,  to  be  tried  and  to  have  afforded  to  him  all  the 
means  of  a  fair  trial  which  are  provided  for  in  that  article. 

It  seems  to  your  committee  to  be  also  very  clear  that  the  Mexican 
Government,  under  this  treaty  stipulation,  possessed  no  other  or 
greater  power  to  punish  a  citizen  of  the  iJnited  States  domiciled 
within  her  territory  than  she  possessed  to  punish  one  of  her  own  citi- 
zens for  a  similar  offense,  and  they  are  advised  that  the  Mexican 
Government  did  not  possess,  under  the  constitution  and  laws  of  that 
Republic,  the  power  to  expel  a  Mexican  citizen  wiihout  trial  for  any 
offense.     Indeed,  the  minister  for  foreign  affairs,  who  issued  the  order 
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of  expulsion  against  Mr.  Atocha,  in  response  to  the  letter  of  the 
American  minister  which  had  inclosed  the  protest  of  Mr.  Atocha 
against  the  legality  of  the  order  and  his  notice  of  intention  to  claim 
damages  for  the  losses  which  it  would  occasion  him,  says  "that  his 
Government  is  authorized  by  the  laws  and  constitution  of  the  Republic 
to  expel  from  its  limits  nonnaturalized  foreigners  pernicious  to  the 
country." 

For  the  reasons  assigned  your  committee  are  of  opinion  that  the 
expulsion  of  Mr.  Atocha  from  the  Mexican  territory  was  a  violation 
of  the  stipulations  of  the  fourteenth  article  of  the  treaty  of  1831,  and 
consequently  that  he  should  have  been  awarded  by  the  board  of  com- 
missioners organized  under  the  treaty  of  Guadalupe  Hidalgo  such 
damages  as  he  could  show  were  sustained  by  him  in  consequence  of 
that  expulsion. 

Your  committee  are  advised  that  of  the  $3,250,000  stipulated  by  the 
fifteenth  article  of  the  treaty  of  Guadalupe  Hidalgo  to  be  appropriated  . 
to  the  payment  of  claims  of  citizens  of  the  United  States  against 
Mexico,  the  sum  of  about  a  quarter  of  a  million  of  dollars  still  remains 
in  the  Treasurj^  and  consequently  to  that  extent  the  fund  set  apart  for 
that  purpose  still  exists  to  indemnify  Mr.  Atocha,  if  he  can  establish 
his  claim  by  satisfactory  proofs. 

Your  committee  have  not  deemed  it  their  duty  to  investigate  the 
quantum  of  indemnity  to  which  Mr.  Atocha  may  be  entitled.  And, 
it  being  conceded  that  he  was  and  is  a  citizen  of  the  United  States, 
they  have  confined  themselves  to  the  inquiry,  whether  his  claim  was 
intended  to  be  provided  for  by  the  treaty  of  Guadalupe  Hidalgo,  and 
the  affirmative  of  this  question  is,  in  their  opinion,  clearly  demon- 
strated by  the  papers  and  proofs  in  the  case. 

Among  the  papers  filed  by  Mr.  Atocha  your  committee  find  the  in- 
structions of  Santa  Anna,  then  the  President  of  the  Republic  of  Mexico, 
to  the  minister  of  his  Government  charged  with  the  negotiation  of 
the  treaty,  directing  him  to  have  the  name  of  Mr.  Atocha  inserted  in 
the  treaty  as  one  whose  claim  was  to  be  paid  under  its  provisions, 
and  they  find  other  and  repeated  recognitions  of  its  justice  as  against 
Mexico,  from  the  obligations  of  which  that  Government  claims  to  be 
released,  solely  because  of  the  release  by  the  United  States,  in  that 
treaty,  of  all  claims  of  its  citizens  against  Mexico.  We  find  that 
Mr.  Almonte,  the  accredited  minister  of  that  Republic  to  this  Govern- 
ment, was  instructed  to  see  that  this  claim,  "the  most  just  of  any 
which  had  been  presented,"  should  be  paid  from  the  fund  which 
Mexico  had  provided  by  the  sale  of  a  part  of  her  territory  for  the 
liquidation  of  claims  of  citizens  of  the  United  States  against  her. 

With  the  presentation  of  another  view  of  this  subject,  your  commit- 
tee will  close  this  report. 

After  the  board  of  commissioners  had  closed  their  labors,  many 
citizens  of  the  United  States  whose  claims  had  been  rejected  petitioned 
Congress  to  review  the  decision  of  that  board,  and  the  Senate  of  the 
United  States  appointed  a  special  committee  to  sit  during  the  recess 
of  Congress,  with  power  to  send  for  persons  and  papers,  and  with  in- 
structions to  examine  each  case  and  report  such  as,  in  their  judgment, 
were  entitled  to  relief. 

That  committee,  in  discharge  of  the  duty  assigned  them,  did  inves- 
tigate every  claim  which  had  been  presented  to  the  Senate  for  relief, 
and  in  every  case,  except  this  of  Mr.  Atocha,  reported  definitively. 
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In  his  case  no  report  was  made  because  of  an  equal  division  of  that 
committee  upon  his  title  to  relief,  so  that  this  is  the  only  case  which 
has  not  received  the  supervision  of  the  Senate,  and  it  therefore  appears 
to  your  committee  that  for  this  reason,  also,  the  memorialist  is  en- 
titled to  have  his  claim  now  investigated,  and  affirmatively  decided 
upon  by  the  Government. 

Your  committee,  in  accordance  with  these  views,  have  prepared, 
and  submit  herewith,  a  bill  for  the  relief  of  the  memorialist,  which 
directs  that  his  claim  shall  be  investigated  by  the  proper  accounting- 
officers  of  the  Treasury,  and  providing  for  the  payment  of  such 
amount  as  shall  be  found  due  him;  provided,  that  the  amount  so  paid 
shall  not  exceed  the  balance  of  the  fund  provided  by  the  treaty  of 
Guadalupe  Hidalgo  which  remains  unapplied  to  the  objects  of  that 
_  treaty. 


[See  p.  244,  Vol.  I.] 

THIBTY-FIFTH  CONGRESS,  FIRST  SESSION. 

December  22,   1857. 

[Senate  Report  No.  1.] 

Mr.  Mason  made  the  following  report: 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  to  whom  was  referred  the 
memorial  of  Alexander  J.  Atocha,  praying  that  his  claims  against 
Mexico,  disallowed  by  the  commissioners  under  the  treaty  of  Guada- 
lupe Hidalgo,  may  be  investigated,  and,  if  found  just,  paid  by  the 
United  States,  have  had  the  same  under  consideration,  and  now  report: 

That  at  the  last  session  this  case  was  fully  examined  by  this  com- 
mittee and  a  report  made  thereon  accompanied  by  a  bill.  On  a  reex- 
amination the  committee  concur  therein,  and  now  make  it  part  hereof, 
and  report  the  same  bill  for  the  relief  of  the  petitioner. 

[See  S.  Kept.  304,  third  session  Thirty-fourth  Congress,  p.  244.] 


[See  pp.  239,  244,  258,  Vol.  I.] 
January  5,  1858. 

[Senate  Report,  No.  5.] 

Mr.  Mason  made  the  following  report: 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  to  whom  were  referred  the 
petitions  of  William  K.  Jennings  and  Aphia  Jennings,  Henry  A. 
Wise,  Ann  Robinson,  Edward  Rudd,  Mary  Martin,  and  Benjamin 
Hodges,  severally  asking  compensation  for  slaves  taken  and  carried 
away  by  the  British  during  the  war  of  1812,  out  of  the  fund  provided 
for  under  the  first  article  of  the  treaty  of  Ghent,  having  had  the  same 
under  consideration,  respectfully  report: 

[See  Senate  Report  345,  first  session  Thirty-third  Congress,  p.  239.] 
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[See  p.  176,  Vol.  I.] 
April  19,  1858. 

[Senate  Report,  No.  194.] 

Mr.  Masoji  made  the  following  report: 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  to  whom  was  referred  the 
report  from  the  Court  of  Claims  in  the  case  of  the  claimants  of  the  brig 
General  Armstrong  against  the  United  States,  have  had  the  same  under 
consideration,  and  now  report: 

That  at  the  first  session  of  the  Thirty-third  Congress  the  Committee 
on  Foreign  Relations  of  the  Senate,  to  whom  the  petition  was  referred, 
made  a  report  accompanied  by  a  bill  for  the  relief  of  the  petitioners 
(Report  No.  167,  Senate  bill  268).  The  case  was  subsequently  referred 
to  the  Court  of  Claims,  both  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives. 

The  case  now  comes  before  this  Committee  on  the  report  of  the 
Court  of  Claims  (Mis.  Doc.  No.  142,  first  session  Thirty-fifth  Con- 

fress).  On  examination  of  this  report  it  appears  that  at  the  first 
earing  that  court  sustained  the  claim  of  the  petitioners  as  valid 
against  the  Government,  and  directed  that  evidence  should  be  taken 
to  show  the  amount  due,  one  of  the  judges  dissenting. 

On  a  further  hearing  of  the  case  on  such  evidence,  one  of  the  judges, 
theretofore  in  the  majority,  reconsidered  and  reversed  his  opinion,  and 
judgment  was  then  rendered  adversely  to  the  claim — the  ground  then 
assumed  being  that  on  the  proofs  no  claim  in  law  was  established 
against  the  United  States,  and  that  the  claim  could  be  addressed  only 
to  the  liberality  and  equity  of  Congress. 

On  examination  of  this  report  from  the  Court  of  Claims,  it  would 
appear  that  the  court  assumed  that  certain  proofs  had  been  laid  by  the 
Government  of  the  United  States  before  the  arbitrator,  which  might 
materially  have  affected  his  award,  but  which  it  now  clearly  appears 
was  a  mistake,  and  that  the  proofs  in  question  were  not  before  him 
when  the  award  was  made. 

The  facts  appear  to  be  these:  By  the  convention  with  Portugal, 
pursuant  to  which  this  claim  was  referred  to  the  arbitrament  of  the 
Republic  of  France,  it  was  stipulated  that  all  the  correspondence 
between  the  Government  of  Portugal  and  the  United  States  respecting 
this  claim  should,  by  the  parties  to  the  treaty,  be  laid  before  the  arbi- 
trator. In  doing  this  it  further  appears  that  by  some  misappre- 
hension a  part  of  this  correspondence,  being  that  which  first  arose 
in  the  years  1814^15,  and  conducted  at  Rio  de  Janeiro  (where  the 
Government  of  Portugal  then  resided),  was  omitted  and  in  which  the 
last-named  Government  admitted,  by  necessary  implication,  its  liability 
to  the  claimants. 

It  is  now  shown  that  the  evidence  of  such  omission  had  been  com- 
municated by  the  Secretary  of  State  to  the  solicitor  of  the  Court  of 
Claims  prior  to  the  judgment  of  that  court  in  the  case,  but  for  some 
reason  had  not  been  laid  before  the  court,  whilst  both  the  existence 
of  such  prqofs  and  the  omission  to  adduce  them  before  the  arbitrator 
was  necessarily  unknown  to  the  claimants,  nor  were  these  facts  dis- 
covered until  after  the  decision  of  the  court. 

In  proof  of  this  the  committee  append  to  this  report  a  copy  of  the 
letter  of  Mr.  Marcy  to  Mr.  Blair,  solicitor  of  the  Court  of  Claims, 
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dated  20th  November,  1855,  with  the  papers  accompanying  it.  There 
is  a  descriptive  list  of  the  correspondence  that  was  laid  before  the 
arbitrator,  and  this  correspondence  of  1814  and  1815  is  not  amongst 
them. 

It  was  contended  in  the  argument  on  the  part  of  the  Government 
that  even  conceding  that  this  last-named  correspondence  was  not 
before  the  arbitrator,  still  no  injury  could  have  resulted  to  the  claim- 
ants, because  all  the  material  facts  contained  in  it  were  referred  to  or 
otherwise  cited  in  so  much  of  the  correspondence  as  was  exhibited. 

Still,  the  committee  are  of  opinion  that  the  failure  to  exhibit  it,  as 
required  by  the  convention,  is  a  matter  of  just  complaint  by  the  claim- 
ants, because,  amongst  other  reasons,  it  can  not  be  known  what  infer- 
ences or  conclusions  might  be  drawn  by  the  arbitrator  by  reason  of  its 
absence. 

Nor  do  the  committee  mean  to  say  that  had  that  evidence  been 
before  the  court  it  would  have  made  a  clear  case  of  demand  in  law 
against  the  Government;  but  they  advert  to  it  as  a  further  equitable 
consideration  in  favor  of  the  claimants. 

On  the  whole,  the  committee  on  further  examination  again  concur 
in  their  report  before  adverted  to,  of  March  10,  1854,  in  favor  of  this 
claim,  and  make  the  same  a  part  of  this  report,  and  on  the  proofs  as 
to  the  amount  due,  established  before  the  Court  of  Claims  and  set 
forth  in  its  report,  pages  149  and  150,  report  a  bill  for  the  relief  of 
the  claimants. 

The  proofs  before  the  Court  of  Claims  show: 

The  value  of  the  vessel  at $43,000 

Lioss  of  officers  and  men J 27,  739 

70,  739 
From  which  is  deducted  amount  paid  heretofore  as  prize  money  to  officers 
and  men 10,000 

60, 739 


[United  States  of  America,  Department  of  State.] 

To  all  to  whom  these  presents  shall  come,  greeting: 

I  certify  that  the  papers  hereunto  annexed  are  true  copies  from  the  records  and  of 
the  archives  of  this  Department. 

In  testimony  whereof  I,  Lewis  Cass,  Secretary  of  State  of  the  United  States,  have 
hereunto  subscribed  my  name  and  caused  the  seal  of  the  Department  of  State  to  be 
affixed.  Done  at  the  city  of  Washington  this  29th  day  of  January,  A.  D.  1858,  and 
of  the  independence  of  the  United  States  of  America  the  82d. 

[l.  s.]  Lewis  Cass. 


[Mr.  Marcy  to  Mr.  Blair.] 

Department  of  State, 
Washington,  November  SO,  1855. 
Sir:  I  have  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  your  letter  of  yesterday,  relative  to  the 
claim  in  the  case  of  the  General  Armstrong,  and  with  a  view  to  enable  you  to  repel 
the  statement  that  the  correspondence  upon  the  subject  was  not  duly  laid  before  the 
arbiter,  an  extract  from  a  dispatch  of  Mr.  Elves  to  this  Department,  and  a  copy  of 
the  papers  to  which  it  refers,  is  herewith  inclosed. 

I  am,  sir,  very  respectfully,  your  obedient  servant, 

W.  L.  Marcy. 
M.  Blair,  Esq., 

Solicitor  of  the  Court  of  Claims,  Washington. 
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[Mr.  Rives  to  Mr.  Webster— Extract.] 

No.  141.]  Legation  of  the  United  States, 

Paris,  April  7,  18BS. 

Sir:  In  my  dispatch,  No.  132, 1  mentioned  to  you  that  the  correspondence  between 
the  Government  of  the  United  States  and  that  of  Portugal,  on  the  subject  of  the 
reclamation  in  the  case  of  the  privateer  brig  General  Armstrong  had  been  forwarded 
from  Lisbon  to  the  Portuguese  minister  here,  for  the  purpose  of  being  laid  by  the 
representatives  of  both  Governments  before  the  President  of  the  French  Republic  as 
arbiter  in  pursuance  of  the  convention  of  February  26,  1851.  The  minister  of  Portu- 
gal retained  the  correspondence  in  his  possession  till  about  a  fortnight  ago,  in  order 
to  enable  him  to  complete  the  copy  and  translation  he  wished  to  make.  He  then 
communicated  it  to  me  and,  as  I  had  never  had  an  opportunity  of  making  myself 
ac(JUainted  with  the  merits  of  the  question,  I  retained  the  correspondence  long 
enough  to  enable  me  to  read  the  whole  of  it  with  attention,  so  that  I  might  be  in  a 
position  to  give  explanations,  if  any  should  be  called  for,  in  the  progress  of  the  arbi- 
tration. Having  completed  the  perusal  of  the  papers,  and  finding  them  all  duly 
authenticated  by  the  signature  of  Mr.  Haddock,  charg6  d' affairs  of  the  United  States 
at  Lisbon,  with  that  of  the  person  empowered  to  do  so  on  behalf  of  the  Portuguese 
Government,  I  proceeded,  under  the  instructions  heretofore  given  by  the  Department 
of  State,  and  in  conjunction  with  Count  Azanhaga,  the  Portuguese  minister  here,  to 
communicate  them  to  the  minister  of  foreign  affairs,  to  be  laid  before  the  President 
of  the  French  Repubhc,  as  arbiter  chosen  hy  the  two  Governments.  A  copy  of  the 
note  addressed  by  me  to  the  minister  of  foreign  affairs  is  herewith  inclosed.  A  note 
of  the  same  tenor  was,  at  the  same  time,  addressed  to  the  minister  of  foreign  affairs 
by  Count  Azanhaga.  I  inclose  also  a  copy  of  the  list  of  papers  communicated,  as 
made  out  at  Lisbon,  and  signed  by  Mr.  Haddock  and  the  Portuguese  minister  of 
foreign  affairs.     *    *    * 

I  have  the  honor  to  be,  etc., 

W.  0.  E.IVES. 

Hon.  Daniel  Webster, 

Secretai-y  of  State. 


Legation  des  Etats  Unis, 

Paris,  April  S,  185S. 

The  undersigned,  envoy  extraordinary  and  minister  plenitotentiary  of  the  United 
States,  has  the  honor,  in  conjunction  with  the  Comte  Azanhaga,  envoy  extraordinary 
and  minister  plenipotentiary  of  Her  Most  Faithful  Majesty,  the  Queen  of  Portugal,  to 
communicate  herewith  to  his  excellency  the  Marquis  de  Turgot,  minister  of  foreign 
affairs,  the  accompanying  series  of  papers,  duly  authenticated  and  regularly  num- 
bered from  1  to  21,  being  the  correspondence  which  had  passed  between  their  respec- 
tive Governments  on  the  subjectof  the  reclamation  in  the  case  of  the  American  priva- 
teer brig,  the  General  Armstrong. 

The  two  contracting  parties  having  engaged,  by  the  third  article  of  the  convention 
entered  into  between  them  on  the  26th  day  of  February,  1851,  to  lay  this  correspond- 
ence before  the  arbiter  who  should  be  chosen  by  them  to  decide  the  claim  in  ques- 
tion, and  the  Prince  President  of  the  French  Republic  having  been  pleased  tu  accept 
the  office  of  arbiter,  conferred  upon  him  by  the  choice  of  both  parties,  the  accom- 
panying papers  are  now  communicated,  in  pursuance  of  the  said  convention,  to  be 
laid  before  him  for  his  consideration  and  decision  on  the  matter  in  controversy. 

The  undersigned  prays  his  excellency  the  minister  of  foreign  affairs  to  accept  the 
renewed  assurance  of  his  most  distinguished  consideration. 

W.  C.  Rives. 

His  Excellency  le  Marquis  de  Turqot, 

Minister  of  Foreign  Affairs. 


[Correspondencia  liavida  entre  o  Ministro  dos  Negocios  Estrangeiros  de  S.  M.  P.  e  o  representante  dos 
Estados  Unidos  d' America  em  Lisboa  acerca  da  reclamacao  do  corsario  General  Armstrong.'] 

No.  1. — Nota  de  Mr.  Kavanagh,  de  17  de  Fevereiro  de  1837,  com  trez  documentos, 
A,B,C. 

No.  2.— Nota  de  Mr.  Washington  Barrow,  de  25  de  Maio  de  1842. 

No.  3. — Nota  de  Mr.  Washington  Barrow,  de  10  de  Outubro  de  1842,  com  trez  docu- 
mentos, A,  B,  C. 
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No.  4. — Nota  do  Ministro  dos  Negocioa  Estrangeiros,  de  3  de  Agosto,  1843. 

No.  5.— Nota  do  Mr.  Hopkins,  de  28  de  Julho  de  1847. 

No.  6. — Nota  do  Ministro  dos  Negocios  Estrangeiros,  de  29  de  Septembro  de  1847, 
e  um  documento. 

No.  7. — Nota  de  Mr.  James  B.  Olay,  de  2  de  Novembro  de  1847. 

No.  8.— Nota  do  Ministro  dos  Negocios  Estrangeiros,  de  9  de  Marco  de  1850. 

No.  9.— Nota  de  Mr.  Clay,  de  15  de  Margo  de  1850. 

No.  10.— Nota  do  Ministro  dos  Negocioa  Estrangeiros,  de  15  de  April  de  1850. 

No.  11.— Nota  de  Mr.  Clay,  de  24  de  Abril  de  1850. 

No.  12. — Nota  do  Ministro  dos  Negocios  Estrangeiros,  de  15  de  Maio  de  1850. 

No.  13.— Nota  de  Mr.  Olay,  de  16  de  Maio  de  1850. 

No.  14.— Extracto  do  nota  de  Mr.  Clay,  de  21  Junho  de  1850. 

No.  15. — Nota  do  Ministro  dos  Negocios  Estrangeiros,  de  2  Julho  1850. 

No.  16.— Extracto  do  nota  de  Mr.  Clay,  de  2  de  Julho  de  1850. 

No.  17. — Extracto  do  nota  do  Ministro  dos  Negocios  Estrangeiros,  de  6  de  Julho 
1850. 

No.  18.— Extracto  do  nota  de  Mr.  Clay,  de  7  de  Julho  de  1850. 

No.  19. — Extracto  do  nota  do  Ministro  dos  Negocios  Estrangeiros,  de  10  de  Julho 
de  1850. 

No.  20.— Nota  de  Mr.  Clay,  de  11  de  Julho  de  1850. 

No.  21. — Nota  do  Ministro  dos  Negocios  Estrangeiros,  de  13  de  Julho  1850. 

Emilio  Achilles  Monteverde, 
Secretario  d'Estado  dos  Negocios  Estrangeiros,  em 
7  de  Janeiro  de  1852. 
Charles  B.  Haddock, 
Chargi  d'  Affaires  of  the  United  Stales  of  America. 


[In  the  Senate  of  the  United  States,  March  10,  1854.  J 

Mr.  Slidell  made  the  following  report,  to  accompany  bill  S.  268: 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Eelations,  to  whom  was  referred  the  memorial  of  Sam. 
C.  Eeid,  jr.,  in  behalf  the  claimants  in  the  case  of  the  brig  Oeneral  Armstrong,  praying 
indemnity,  respectfully  submit  the  following  report: 

As  appears,  by  the  official  documents  accompanying  the  memorial,  the  facts  of  this 
case  are  as  follows:  On  the  26th  and  27th  of  September,  1814,  the  American  private- 
armed  brig  General  Armstrong,  commanded  by  Capt.  Samuel  0.  Keid,  while  at  anchor 
in  the  neutral  port  of  Fayal,  belonging  to  the  dominions  of  Portugal,  was  attacked  by 
the  gunboats  of  a  large  British  squadron,  commanded  by  Captain  Lloyd,  in  violation 
of  the  laws  of  neutrality.  The  squadron  consisted  of  His  Britannic  Majesty's  vessels, 
the  sbip-oi-the-line  Plantage7iet,  of  74  guns,  the  frigate  Rota,  of  44  guns,  and  the  brig 
Carnation,  of  18  guns.  The  General  Armstrong  carried  but  7  guns  and  90  men.  After 
a  defense  unparalleled  in  the  history  of  naval  warfare  the  Americans  sustained  a  loss 
of  but  2  killed  and  7  wounded,  while  the  loss  in  killed  and  wounded  on  the  part  of 
the  enemy  was  between  two  and  three  hundred.  The  squadron  was  detained  ten 
days  at  Fayal  in  repairing  damages.  They  were  occupied  three  days  in  burying  their 
dead.  The  sloops-of-war,  the  Tlmis  and  Calypso,  which  arrived  a  few  days  afterwards, 
were  taken  into  requisition  to  carry  home  the  womided  men.  The  latter  sailed  for 
England  on  the  2d  and  the  former  on  the  4th  of  October,  1814. 

On  the  representations  afterwards  made  of  the  facts  of  this  case  by  the  Portuguese 
governor  of  Fayal  to  his  Government,  expressly  charging  the  violation  of  the  neu- 
trality of  this  port  and  the  destruction  of  the  American  brig  by  the  British  com- 
mander, the  Prince  Regent  of  Portugal,  on  the  22d  December,  1814,  instructed  his 
minister  at  London  to  demand  an  apology  and  indemnification  from  the  English 
Government  for  the  outrage  committed.  The  Marquis  de  Aguiar,  the  minister  of 
foreign  affairs  of  Portugal,  in  compliance  with  orders  received  from  the  Prince 
Regent,  addressed  a  note  to  Mr.  Sumpter,  the  American  minister  at  Rio  de  Janeiro, 
dated  23d  December,  1814,  informing  him  of  the  circumstances,  and  stated  that,  "not 
a  moment's  delay  ensued  in  causing  to  be  addressed  to  the  British  minister  at  this 
court  the  note  which  is  confidentially  communicated  by  a  copy  to  your  lordship,  at 
the  same  time  that  he  has  directed  his  minister  in  London  to  make  the  reclamation 
so  serious  an  offense  requires."  The  letter  alluded  to,  addressed  to  Lord  Strangford, 
minister  plenipotentiary  of  Great  Britain,  is  dated  Palace  of  Rio  de  Janeiro,  Decem- 
ber 22,  1814,  and  holds  this  language:  "  His  Royal  Highness,  at  the  same  time  that 
he  has  directed  his  minister  at  the  court  of  London  to  make  the  strongest  representa- 
tions before  the  Prince  Regent  of  the  United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  require 
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satisfaction  and  indemnification,  not  only  for  his  subjects,  but  for  tlie  American  pri- 
vateer, wiiose  security  was  guaranteed  by  the  safeguard  of  a  neutral  port,  orders  it  to 
be  signified  to  his  excellency  Lord  Strangford,  that  he  may  inform  his  Government 
of  the  unfavorable  impression  which  the  conduct  of  that  British  commander  has 
caused  in  the  mind  of  His  Royal  Highness,"  etc. 

On  the  3d  January,  1815,  Mr.  Madison,  President  of  the  United  States,  not  being 
aware  that  Portugal  had  voluntarily  admitted  her  liability  to  this  Government,  caused 
Mr.  Monroe,  the  Secretary  of  State,  to  make  a  formal  demand  on  Portugal  for 
the  destruction  of  the  brig  General  Armstrong,  based  upon  the  sworn  protest  of 
Captain  Reid  and  nine  of  his  officers,  made  before  John  B.  Dabney,  United  States 
consul  at  Fayal.  Mr.  Monroe,  in  his  letter  of  instructions  to  Mr.  Sumpter,  our 
minister  at  Rio  de  Janeiro,  held  this  language:  "  The  growing  frequency  of  similar 
outrages  on  the  part  of  Great  Britain  renders  it  more  than  ever  necessary  for  the 
Government  of  the  United  States  to  exact  from  nations  in  amity  with  them  a  rigid 
fulfillment  of  all  the  obligations  which  a  neutral  character  imposes."  "You  are 
requested  to  bring  all  the  circumstances  of  the  transaction  distinctly  to  the  view  of 
the  Portuguese  Government,  and  to  state  the  claim  which  the  injured  party  has  to 
immediate  indemnification." 

No  satisfaction  or  reply  having  been  received  from  Portugal  to  this  communica- 
tion the  claimants  in  January,  1817,  brought  their  claim  before  Congress.  The  Naval 
Committee  of  the  Senate,  to  whom  it  was  referred,  in  denying  the  right  of  the  claim- 
ants at  that  time  to  be  indemnified  by  their  own  Government  for  the  loss  sustained, 
expressly  charged  the  breach  of  neutrality  on  the  Government  of  England,  asserted 
the  responsibility  of  Portugal  to  the  claimants  and  declared  it  to  be  the  duty  of  this 
Government  to  seek  redress  for  the  claimants  "by  such  means  as  it  may  deem  expe- 
dient." 

In  1818,  on  the  14th  March,  Mr.  John  Q.  Adams,  Secretary  of  State  under  Mr. 
Monroe,  in  a  letter  to  the  Portuguese  minister  at  Washington,  the  Chevalier  Corr^a 
de  Serra,  calling  his  particular  attention  to  this  claim,  said:  "Of  the  facts  in  this 
case  there  is  and  can  be  no  question,  having  been  ascertained  not  only  by  the  state- 
ments of  the  injured  parties,  but  by  the  official  reports  of  your  own  commanding 
officer.  It  is  hoped  your  Government  will,  without  further  delay,  grant  to  the  suf- 
ferers by  that  transaction  the  full  indemnity  to  which  they  are  by  the  laws  of  nations 
entitled."  It  is  here  proper  to  state  that  on  the  demand  made  by  Portugal  for 
indemnification  and  satisfaction  England  promptly  replied  by  an  ajiology,  and  made 
reparation  for  the  loss  of  Portuguese  property  occasioned  by  the  firing  of  the  British 
vessels,  but  refused  to  pay  the  claim  preferred  and  demanded  for  the  destruction  of 
the  brig  Omernl  Armstrong. 

From  Mr.  Monroe's  Administration  up  to  the  early  part  of  the  second  term  of  Gen- 
eral Jackson,  a  period  of  sixteen  years,  it  appears  that  this  claim  became  neglected 
and  wholly  overlooked  by  both  Governments.  In  the  meantime  the  house  of  Bra- 
ganza  had  removed  from  Rio  de  Janeiro  to  Lisbon.  On  2d  June,  1834,  Mr.  Louis 
McLane,  Secretary  of  State,  informed  Captain  Reid  that  "the  situation  of  Portugal 
is  such  as  to  render  the  present  an  unsuitable  time  for  presenting  any  claim,  however 
just,  upon  the  Government.  When  the  political  affairs  of  that  country  become  set- 
tled your  memorial  will  receive  proper  attention." 

Mr.  Dickens,  of  the  Department  of  State,  in  his  letter  of  instructions  to  Mr.  Cava- 
nagh  dated  May  20,  1835,  said:  "The  Portuguese  authorities  at  that  place  having 
failed  to  afford  to  this  vessel  the  protection  to  which  she  waa  entitled  in  a  friendly 
port,  which  she  had  entered  as  an  asylum,  the  Government  is  unquestionably  bound 
by  the  law  of  nations  to  make  good  to  the  sufferers  all  the  damages  sustained  in  con- 
sequence of  the  neglect  of  so  obvious  and  acknowledged  a  duty." 

On  the  14th  of  April,  1840,  Mr.  John  Forsyth,  Secretary  of  State  under  Mr.  Van 
Buren,  in  reply  to  the  claimants,  said  that  "Mr.  Cavanagh's  instructions  (United 
States  chargi  at  Lisbon)  require  him  to  urge  the  call  upon  Portugal  whenever  there 
is  room  for  expecting  a  favorable  result." 

Under  Mr.  Tyler's  Administration  Mr.  Webster,  at  the  solicitation  of  the  claimants, 
renewed  this  demand,  and  a  reply  in  writing  was  received  from  the  Portuguese  min- 
ister, Seilor  de  Castro.  In  ibis  communication,  dated  3d  August,  1843,  addressed  to 
Mr.  G.  W.  Barrow,  charg^  d'affaires  of  the  United  States  at  Lisbon,  the  liability  of 
Portugal  was  for  the  first  time  denied,  and  it  was  boldly  asserted  that  the  Americans, 
and  not  the  British,  had  first  violated  the  neutrality  of  their  port.  This  was  the 
only  written  reply  ever  received  from  the  Government  of  Portugal  since  the  com- 
munication of  the  Marquis  de  Aguiar,  a  period  of  nearly  thirty  years. 

Under  the  Administration  of  General  Taylor  negotiations  with  Portugal  were 
renewed.  Mr.  John  M.  Clayton,  Secretary  of  State,  in  his  instructions,  dated  April 
20,  1849,  to  Mr.  G.  W.  Hopkins,  charg6  d'affaires  of  the  United  States  at  Lisbon,  in 
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speaking  of  the  Armstrong  claim  as  "  the  oldest  case  of  wroag  and  the  most  remark- 
able," and  in  alluding  to  the  wrongs  and  grievances  so  long  borne  by  our  country- 
men, says:  "It  is  under  these  circumstances  that  the  President  has  resolved  to  make 
one  more  attempt  to  procure  satisfaction  for  American  claimants  and  to  assert  the 
national  honor.  You  will  impress  upon  Portugal  this  idea,  that  on  entering  upon 
the  duties  of  his  high  office  as  Chief  Magistrate  of  the  United  States  the  President 
determined  that  he  would  assert  the  righta  of  his  fellow-citizens  upon  foreign  gov- 
ernments; proceeding  upon  the  principle,  often  avowed  by  our  Government  'to  make 
no  demand  not  founded  in  justice  and  to  submit  to  no  wrong.'  Further  delay  will 
be  construed  into  denial.  It  is  in  contemplation  to  laj^  before  Congress  the  result  of 
this  final  appeal  at  an  early  period  of  the  next  session.  Should  it  happen,  unfor- 
tunately, that  a  satisfactory  answer  be  denied  or  withheld  until  the  arrival  of  the 
period  for  making  the  proposed  communication,  the  subject  will  then  be  submitted 
to  that  body  as  it  shall  at  the  time  stand,  and  the  Portuguese  Government  may  rest 
assured  that  any  measures  which  Congress  in  their  wisdon  may  decide  upon,  as  due 
to  our  citizens  and  country,  will  be  faithfully  carried  out  by  the  Executive."  In 
carrying  out  these  instructions  Mr.  Hopkins,  in  his  letter  dated  Lisbon,  June  28, 
1849,  to  Count  Tojal,  the  Portuguese  minister  of  foreign  affairs,  says:  "The  President 
of  the  United  States  sincerely  desires  to  cultivate  peace  with  every  nation  and  people, 
but  he  will  never  compromit  the  dignity  of  the  Republic  nor  abandon  the  just  rights 
of  his  fellow-citizens  to  attain  any  end. ' ' 

Mr.  James  B.  Clay,  who  succeeded  Mr.  Hopkins,  continued  the  negotiation,  and 
in  his  letter  of  the  24th  April,  1850,  peremptorily  refused  to  accept  the  proposition 
of  Count  Tojal  to  refer  the  case  of  the  General  Armstrong  to  the  arbitration  of  a  third 
power.  In  the  final  instructions  sent  to  Mr.  Clay  by  the  Department  of  State,  dated 
March  8,  1850,  a  peremptory  demand  was  made  on  the  Portuguese  Government  and 
twenty  days  allowed  for  a  final  reply.  These  instructions  were  sent  to  the  com- 
mander of  the  American  squadron  in  the  Mediterranean,  to  be  delivered  to  Mr. 
Clay,  and  the  demand  was  backed  by  the  presence  of  the  American  fleet  in  the  river 
Tagus.  In  these  instructions  Mr.  Clayton  says:  "In  regard  to  a  reference  of  our 
claims  to  an  arbiter,  which  has  been  indicated,  the  President  has  directed  me  to  say 
that  no  such  course  will,  under  the  circumstances,  receive  his  sanction,  and  this  for 
reasons  too  obvious  to  need  enumeration." 

The  letter  of  Count  Tojal  to  Mr.  Hopkins,  dated  Lisbon,  September  29, 1849,  states 
that  "  it  is  well  known  that  the  British  Government  had  already,  in  1817,  disapproved 
of  the  conduct  of  Commodore  Lloyd,  thereby  giving  satisfaction  to  His  Majesty's 
Government,  and  that  it  had  in  March,  1818,  made  compensation  for  the  losses 
occasioned  to  the  inhabitants  of  Fayal  by  the  artillery  of  the  British  forces,  while 
absolutely  refusing  indemnity  for  the  loss  of  the  American  privateer  on  the  grounds 
of  her  having  been  the  first  aggressor,  and,  therefore,  the  cause  of  her  own  destruc- 
tion." Furthermore,  Count  Tojal  states  in  his  letter  of  March  9,  1850,  to  Mr.  Clay, 
that  "in  1814  the  Government  of  Her  Britannic  Majesty,  through  Lord  Bathurst, 
then  minister  of  foreign  affairs,  directed  Mr.  Canning,  ambassador  at  Lisbon  near  the 
legency,  to  give  the  Portuguese  Government  a  verbal  satisfaction  for  the  occurrences 
which  had  taken  place,  and  which  resulted  in  the  destruction  of  the  privateer  General 
Armstrong  in  the  jjort  of  Fayal,"  etc.,  and,  finally,  that  "in  1817  Lord  Castlereagh, 
who  was  then  minister  of  foreign  affairs  to  Her  Britannic  Majesty,  sent  the  sum  of 
£319  to  the  inhabitants  of  the  village  Da  Horta,  as  a  compensation  for  the  damage 
which  the  balls  of  the  brig  Carnation  had  caused  to  their  dwellings,"  etc.  On  Mr. 
Clay  afterwards  quoting  these  facts  as  conclusive  evidence  both  against  the  Portu- 
guese and  British  Governments,  Count  Tojal  replies  in  his  letter  of  May  15,  1850, 
that  "the  English  Government  does  not  consider  the  conduct  of  Commodore  Lloyd 
as  amenable  to  censure;  that  upon  being  informed  of  its  having  been  asserted  in  the 
course  of  this  correspondence  that  Commodore  Lloyd  had  been  reprimanded  by  the 
Government  of  His  Britannic  Majesty  on  account  of  his  conduct  in  the  affair  of 
the  privateer  General  Armstrong,  an  official  communication  was  sent  a  few  days  ago 
to  the  Government  of  Her  Most  Faithful  Majesty  stating  that  the  assertions  in  regard 
to  such  censure  were  entirely  destitute  of  foundation."  It  is  worthy  of  remark  that 
the  Portuguese  Government  studiously  concealed  the  diplomatic  correspondence  with 
England  in  regard  to  this  whole  transaction,  although  requested  to  exhibit  it  by  Mr. 
Clay. 

The  Government  of  Portugal,  thus  supported,  aided,  and  encouraged  by  the  Gov- 
ernment of  England,  continued  to  resist  the  payment  of  this  claim,  while  she  will- 
ingly admitted  others  of  unequal  justice  and  merit.  Under  these  circumstances,  on 
the  11th  July,  1850,  Mr.  Clay,  according  to  instructions,  demanded  his  passports  and 
left  the  country.     In  the  meantime  the  Portuguese  minister  at  Washington,  J.  C.  de 
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Figanidre  4  Mor^o,  had  opened  a  correspondence  with  the  Secr^etary  of  State  in  rela- 
tion to  the  Armstrong  claim,  urging  a  reference  of  the  claim  to  a  third  power.  Mr. 
Clayton  rejected  the  proposition,  and  in  his  letter  of  the  30th  April,  1850,  says:  "The 
undersigned,  in  conclusion,  is  compelled  to  add  that  should  the  Portuguese  Govern- 
ment persevere  in  the  refusal  to  adjust  and  settle  what  are  believed  to  be  the  incon- 
trovertible claims  of  American  citizens  upon  that  Government,  the  only  alternative 
left  to  the  President  will  be  immediately  resorted  to — the  submission  of  the  whole 
subject  to  the  decision  of  the  Congress  of  the  United  States,  whose  final  determination 
as  to  the  mode  of  adjustment  will  have  all  its  appropriate  influence  upon  the  course 
of  the  Executive."  Again,  on  the  19th  June,  1850,  Mr.  Clayton,  in  reply  to  Mr. 
Figaiii^re's  reclamations  on  this  Government,  as  a  set-off  against  this  and  other  claims, 
says:  "In  conclusion,  sir,  I  beg  leave  to  repeat  to  you  the  assurance  contained  in 
my  note  of  the  30th  May  last,  'that  the  just  claims  of  the  citizens  of  this  country 
upon  Portugal  will  lose  none  of  the  merit  which  characterizes  them,  nor  any  portion 
of  that  protection  which  this  Government  has  determined  to  extend  to  the  claimants, 
by  the  resuscitation  of  such  unfounded  pretensions.' " 

At  this  critical  juncture,  on  the  9th  of  July,  1850,  President  Taylor  died.  On  the 
formation  of  the  new  Administration  under  Mr.  Fillmore,  the  proposition  of  Portugal 
to  submit  this  claim  to  a  third  power  for  arbitration  was  renewed,  accepted,  and 
agreed  to  by  this  Government  without  the  knowledge,  advice,  or  consent  of  the 
memorialists  or  any  of  the  claimants.  A  treaty  was  concluded  on  the  26th  February, 
1851,  and  ratified  by  the  Senate  on  the  10th  March.  This  treaty  was  proclaimed  on 
the  1st  September,  1851.  Louis  Napoleon,  President  of  the  Repubiic  of  France,  was 
chosen  .as  arbitrator.  The  claimante  then  submitted  to  the  Department  of  State,  and 
filed  a  written  argument,  with  the  request  that  it  should  be  transmitted  to  the  arbi- 
trator chosen  by  the  high  contracting  parties.  The  Secretary  of  State,  Mr.  Webster, 
refused  the  application,  on  the  ground  that  the  terms  of  the  treaty  did  not  permit  of  it, 
and  the  claimants  were  deprived  of  the  privilege  and  debarred  of  the  benefit  of  being 
heard,  through  their  counsel  and  agent,  in  support  of  their  demand.  More  than  one 
year  was  permitted  to  elapse  before  any  decision  was  made.  The  "  Prince  President ' ' 
had  in  the  meantime  become  Emperor  of  France.  On  the  29th  November,  1852, 
Mr.  Rives,  our  minister  at  Paris,  was  informed  by  the  French  minister  of  foreign 
affairs,  Mr.  Drouyn  de  L'huys,  that  the  arbitral  decision  of  the  Prince  President  had 
just  been  rendered,  and  he  would  be  immediately  invited  to  wait  on  the  Prince  Pres- 
ident to  receive  the  decision.  On  the  10th  December,  1852,  the  French  minister 
informs  Mr.  Rives  that  ' '  circumstances  not  having  permitted  the  '  Emperor'  to  invite 
you  to  wait  on  him,  he  has  done  me  the  honor  of  deputing  me  to  deliver,  in  his 
name,  to  the  representatives  of  the  two  nations  interested  in  the  matter,  the  two  doc- 
uments destined  for  their  respective  Governments."  Mr.  Rives,  in  his  letter  to  Mr. 
Everett,  Secretary  of  State,  dated  Paris,  December  13,  1852,  discloses  the  particulars 
of  the  formalities  of  receiving  the  award,  and  states,  in  conclusion,  that  "it  may  not 
be  improper  for  me  to  add  that  I  never  received  from  any  quarter  any  intimation  of 
the  nature  of  the  decision  rendered,  nor  did  the  minister  of  foreign  affairs,  in  the 
interview  above  mentioned,  make  the  slightest  allusion  to  its  bearing  on  the  one  side 
or  the  other.  He  only  said,  in  general  terms,  that  the  president  had  examined  the 
whole  subject  with  great  care  and  attention,  and  with  an  earnest  desire  to  render 
justice  to  the  parties  according  to  the  facta  and  principles  involved  in  the  controversy. ' ' 

It  is  evident  from  the  letter  of  Mr.  Rives  that  he  never  was  consulted  or  advised 
with  in  regard  to  the  rights  of  the  claimants,  nor  was  he  invited  or  permitted  at  any 
time  to  appear  before  the  "Prince  President"  or  "Emperor  of  France"  to  make 
any  statement  or  explain  any  fact  or  argument  in  behalf  of  the  claimants  in  this 
arbitration. 

Having  thus  narrated  the  facts  of  the  case,  the  committee  will  now  proceed  briefly 
to  state  the  views  which  have  led  them  to  the  conclusion  that  the  memorialists  are 
entitled  to  relief.  It  is  certain  that,  by  a  gross  violation  of  the  law  of  nations,  the 
General  Armstrong  was  attacked  and  destroyed  in  the  neutral  harbor  of  Fayal  by  a 
British  squadron.  That  the  outrage  was,  immediately  after  its  occurrence,  and  when 
the  facts  were  all  fresh  in  the  recollection  of  the  authorities  and  inhabitants  of  Fayal 
who  had  witnessed  it,  made  the  ground  of  earnest  and  indignant  remonstrance  by 
the  Government  of  Portugal  to  that  of  Great  Britain;  that  it  was  admitted  and  apolo- 
gized for  by  the  latter,  and  compensation  made  to  such  Portuguese  subjects  as  had 
suffered  by  the  collision.  It  appears  to  be  conceded  on  all  hands  that  the  tolerance 
by  a  neutral  of  such  a  violation  of  its  territory,  renders  it  responsible  to  the  govern- 
ment whose  citizens  have  suffered  by  it,  not  only  for  apology  and  explanation,  but 
for  pecuniary  indemnity.  That  such  claim  was  made  by  the  United  States,  and 
urged  for  many  years  on  Portugal;  that  its  justice  has  been  considered  indisputable 
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by  all  administrations';  that  even  it  was  on  one  occasion  intimated  that  it  would,  if 
denied,  be  enforced  by  arms.  That  after  many  delays  and  evasions  Portugal  offered 
to  refer  the  claim  to  the  arbitrament  of  a  third  power;  that  this  offer  was  peremp- 
torily rejected;  that  afterwards  being  renewed,  accompanied  by  the  bonus  of  a  prom- 
ise to  pay  the  full  amount  of  all  other  reclamations  made  by  the  United  States,  it 
was  accepted  without  notice  to,  or  consultation  of  any  kind  with,  the  claimants,  who, 
when  it  had  once  been  rejected,  had  a  right  to  presume  that  it  would  not  be  acceded 
to  without  their  assent,  and  that  they  were  not  allowed  the  privilege  of  submitting 
an  argument  in  the  case.  While  a  government  is  the  sole  judge  of  the  circumstances 
under  which  a  resort  to  arms  should  be  had  to  secure  reparation  for  injuries  done  to 
their  citizens,  and  may  abstain  from  a  further  prosecution  of  them,  yet  a  manifest 
distinction  exists  between  this  right  of  abstinence  and  that  of  reference  to  arbitra- 
tion. This  power  may  be  discreetly  and  rightfully  exercised  where  various  and 
complicated  causes  of  complaint  exist,  and  where  the  adjustment  of  none  can  be 
obtained  without  the  submission  of  all  to  reference;  and  the  citizen  as  to  whom  the 
decision  may  be  unfavorable,  although  his  claim  be  just,  would  probably  have  no 
valid  equitable  ground  of  recourse  against  his  government. 

The  case  of  the  General  Armstrong  was  distinct  and  isolated,  no  other  interests  were 
hanging  upon  its  decision,  and  if  the  administration  of  President  Fillmore  did  not 
choose  to  urge  it  further,  it  might,  and,  in  the  opinion  of  this  committee,  should  have 
been  left  for  future  settlement.  Numerous  instances  in  our  own  history  during  the 
last  thirty  years,  to  which  it  is  not  necessary  to  refer,  demonstrate  the  efficacy  of 
time  in  bringing  about  the  solution  of  difficulties  apparently  insurmountable. 

The  committee,  while  indisposed  to  speak  in  any  other  terms  than  those  of  tmqual- 
ifled  respect  of  the  judgment  and  impartiality  of  the  arbiter  to  whom  the  case  was 
referred,  think  that  there  is  a  manifest  error  in  his  statement  of  facts  and  the  con- 
clusion drawn  from  his  statement  in  the  final  award.  He  says :  ' '  Considering  that  if 
it  be  clear  that  on  the  night  of  the  27th  of  September  some  English  longboats,  com- 
manded by  Lieut.  Robert  Fausset,  of  the  British  navy,  approached  the  American 
brig,  the  General  Armstrong,  it  is  not  certain  that  the  men  who  manned  the  boats 
aforesaid  were  provided  with  arms  and  ammunition.  That  it  is  evident,  in  fact,  from 
the  documents  which  have  been  exhibited,  that  the  aforesaid  longboats  having 
approached  the  American  brig,  the  crew  of  the  latter,  after  having  hailed  them  and 
summoned  them  to  be  off,  immediately  fired  upon  them,  and  that  some  men  were 
killed  on,  board  of  the  English  boats  and  others  wounded — some  of  them  mortally — 
without  any  attempt  having  been  made  on  the  part  of  the  other  boats  to  repel  at 
once  force  by  force." 

Now,  it  is  evident  that  the  natural,  indeed,  necessary  presumption  is,  that  the 
boats  of  men-of-war  do  not,  at  night,  closely  approach  an  armed  vessel  of  an  enemy 
without  the  crew  being  armed — those  who  assume  the  negative  in  such"  a  case  should 
prove  it — but  no  stronger  evidence  can  be  required  of  the  facts  of  the  crews  of  the 
British  boats  being  armed  than  that  a  seaman  of  the  General  Armstrong  was  killed 
and  her  first  lieutenant  wounded  in  the  first  contest.  Under  all  the  peculiar  circum- 
stances of  the  case  the  committee  are  of  opinion  that  the  claimants  are  justly 
entitled  to  relief  on  strict  legal  principles,  and  even  were  their  convictions  on  the 
subject  less  decided  than  they  are,  they  would  find  in  the  heroic  conduct  of  Captain 
Reid  and  his  gallant  crew  strong  inducements  to  give  them  the  benefit  of  their  doubts. 

There  are  two  points  of  general  interest  involved  in  this  matter,  which  should  not 
be  without  their  influence  on  the  action  of  the  Senate:  The  effect  to  be  produced  on 
our  own  citizens  by  according  indemnity  in  stimulating  them  to  emulate  the  noble 
example  of  Captain  Keid,  for  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  if  he  had  suffered  himself 
to  be  captured  without  resistance  full  pecuniary  satisfaction  would  long  since  have 
been  accorded  by  Portugal  to  the  claimants.  Shall  we  refuse  it  because  he  has  added 
to  our  naval  history  one  of  its  most  brilliant  pages?  Again,  if  we  act  upon  the  avowed 
principle  tuat  our  citizens  are  always  to  be  compensated  for  any  injuries  they  may 
suffer  from  the  violation  by_  belligerents  of  the  law  of  nations,  other  countries  will 
be  more  earnest  in  maintaining  the  inviolability  of  their  territory. 

The  committee  report  the  accompanying  bill  and  recommend  its  passage. 
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[See  Claims  against  Mexico,  Gen.  Index.] 
THIRTT-FIFTH  CONGRESS,  SECOND  SESSION. 

January  25,  1859. 

[Senate  Report  No.  355.] 

Mr.  Seward  mabe  the  following  report: 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  to  whom  was  referred  the 
memorial  of  Jonas  P.  Levy,  "relative  to  his  claims  against  Mexico, 
and  praying  the  interposition  of  Congress,"  have  had  the  same  under 
consideration,  and  now  report: 

It  appears  from  the  papers  filed  in  this  case  that  the  petitioner,  in 
behalf  of  himself  and  as  the  natural  guardian  of  the  widow  and  children 
of  his  deceased  brother,  Morton  P.  Levy,  presented  a  memorial  to  the 
board  of  commissioners  appointed  under  the  act  approved  March  3, 
18i9,  entitled  "An  act  to  carry  into  effect  certain  stipulations  of  the 
treaty  between  the  United  States  of  America  and  the  Republic  of 
Mexico,  of  the  2d  day  of  February,  1848,"  setting  forth  various  claims 
against  the  Republic  of  Mexico,  amounting,  exclusive  of  interest,  to 
the  sum  of  190,800. 

On  the  13th  of  March,  1861,  the  board  decided  that  four  of  the  items 
should  be  rejected  for  want  of  proof  to  sustain  them;  the  remaining 
item  they  were  prepared  to  allow,  but  had  not  sufficient  evidence  before 
them  to  enable  them  to  ascertain  the  amount  to  which  the  party  was 
entitled.  They  finally  decided  to  allow  him  the  sum  of  $3,675.  After 
the  termination  of  that  board  the  petitioner  presented  his  memorial  to 
Congress,  alleging  that  absence  from  the  United  States,  together  with 
the  loss  or  misplacement  of  his  vouchers,  either  while  in  the  Depart- 
ment of  State  or  before  the  board  of  commissioners,  had  prevented 
him  from  establishing  the  justice  of  his  demand  for  the  whole  amount 
claimed.  In  compliance  with  the  prayer  of  the  petitioner  an  act  was 
passed  on  March  3,  1854,  authorizing  "the  accounting  officers  of  the 
Treasury  to  examine  and  settle  the  claims  of  Jonas  P.  Levy  and  Jose 
Maria  Jarrero,  for  indemnity  against  the  Government  of  Mexico,  and 
which  claims  were  presented  to  the  late  board  of  commissioners  on  the 
claims  against  Mexico,  and  which  were  rejected  by  the  said  board  of 
commissioners,"  and  directing  the  payment  of  whatever  amount  might 
be  found  due,  etc. 

Under  this  act  the  claim  was  laid  before  the  Fifth  Auditor  of  the 
Treasury,  who  reported  the  sum  of  $54,669.40  as  the  amount  due  to 
said  Jonas  P.  Levy  on  account  of  said  Mexican  claims.  This  report, 
dated  August  23,  1854,  was  overruled  by  the  First  Comptroller  of  the 
Treasury,  and  the  Vhole  claim  rejected  by  his  decision  on  the . 

From  that  decision  of  the  Comptroller  the  petitioner  appealed  to 
Congress  by  another  memorial  which,  together  with  all  the  papers  in 

the  case,  were  on  the  • ■    day  of  referred  to  the  Court  of 

Claims.  That  court,  after  considering  "the  petitioner's  case,  upon  the 
documents  and  proofs  touching  the  claim  which  were  before  the  Audi- 
tor and  Comptroller,  and  such  other  proofs  as  the  parties  "  had  adduced, 
decided  that  the  petitioner  was  not  entitled  to  relief. 

The  present  memorial,  which  has  been  referred  to  this  committee,  is 
an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Claims.  One  of  the  objects 
for  which  that  court  was  established  was  to  afford  to  claimants  against 
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the  United  States  an  opportunity  for  having  the  decisions  of  the  execu- 
tive departments,  whenever  manifestly  illegal  or  unjust,  reviewed  and 
corrected.  That  opportunity  has  already  been  afforded  to  the  petitioner, 
and  without  stronger  reasons  than  any  yet  presented  tothecommittee, 
they  are  indisposed  to  disturb  a  decision  concurred  in  both  by  the  First 
Comptroller  and  Court  of  Claims.  They  therefore  ask  to  be  discharged 
from  the  further  consideration  of  the  case,  with  the  recommendation 
that  the  claim  be  rejected. 


[See  pp.  239,  244,  248,  Vol.  I.] 

THIRTY-SIXTH  CONGRESS,  FIRST  SESSION. 

Marcli  8,  1860. 

[Senate  Report  No.  125.] 

Mr.  Mason  made  the  following  report: 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  to  whom  were  referred  the 
petition,  of  William  K.  Jennings  and  Aphia  Jennings,  Henry  A.  Wise, 
Ann  Kobinson,  Edward  Rudd,  Mary  Martin,  and  Benjamin  Hodges, 
severally  asking  compensation  for  slaves  taken  and  carried  away  by 
the  British  during  the  war  of  1812,  out  of  the  fund  provided  for  under 
the  first  article  ot  the  treaty  of  Ghent,  having  had  the  same  under  con- 
sideration respectfully  report: 

[See  Senate  Report  345,  first  session  Thirty-third  Congress,  p.  239.] 


June  16,  1860. 

[Senate  Report  No.  280.] 

Mr.  Mason  made  the  following  report: 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs,  to  whom  has  been  referred  "the 
memorial  of  William  T.  Kendall,  of  Baltimore,  asking  indemnity  for 
property  seized  and  confiscated  by  the  alleged  authority  of  the  British 
Government  and  for  the  value  of  guano  claimed  under  the  act  of 
August  18,  1856,"  have  had  the  same  under  consideration,  and  report: 

The  memorialist  states  that,  in  the  month  of  November,  1858,  he 
discovered  upon  the  island  of  Key  Verd,  in  latitude  22°  15'  N.,  longi- 
tude 75°  10'  W.  from  Greenwich,  a  deposit  of  guano.  He  alleges  that 
the  island  is  not  within  "  the  lawful  jurisdiction  of  any  other  govern- 
ment." He  contends  that,  in  consequence  of  his  claim  and  occupancy, 
it  should  be  considered  as  appertaining  to  the  United  States,  and  that 
he  is  entitled  to  indemnity  for  alleged  wrong  done  him  by  the  British 
authorities  in  dispossessing  him  of  the  occupancy  of  the  guano  deposit 
upon  the  island  as  well  as  to  the  protection  of  the  United  States,  accord- 
ing to  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  August  18,  1856. 

The  first  section  of  the  act  of  18th  August,  1856,  under  which  the 
petitioner  claims,  refers  it  to  the  discretion  of  the  President  to  deter- 
mine whether  an  island  or  key  alleged  to  have  been  discovered  by  a 
citizen  of  the  United  States  shall  be  considered  as  appertaining  to  the 
United  States. 

It  prescribes,  further,  the  steps  to  be  taken  by  the  alleged  discoverer 
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and,  inter  alia,  "that  satisfactory  evidence  be  furnished  to  the  State 
Department  that  such  island,  etc. ,  is  not  in  the  possession  or  occupation 
of  any  other  government,"  etc. 

Thus  the  President  is  to  determine  upon  the  proofs  before  him 
whether  such  discovery  is  of  an  island,  etc.,  not  pertaining  to  any 
other  power. 

In  the  case  set  out  in  the  petition  it  would  appear  that  the  petitioner 
assumed  that  the  island  called  Key  Verd  did  not  pertain  to  any  other 
power  claimed  to  have  taken  possession  thereof,  and,  as  stated  in  the 
petition,  took  from  it  one  or  more  cargoes  of  guano  before  communi- 
cating his  alleged  discovery  to  the  Department  of  State. 

The  committee  refei'red  the  petition  to  that  Department  for  infor- 
mation, and  received  in  reply  a  communication  from  the  Secretary, 
with  the  documents  accompanying  this  report,  from  which  it  would 
appear  that  this  island  was  claimed  by  the  Government  of  Great 
Britain  as  appertaining  to  their  possessions  in  the  Bahama  group;  that 
satisfactory  evidence  to  show  otherwise  had  not  been  presented  at  the 
Department,  and,  therefore,  the  Secretary,  by  his  letter  of  the  19th 
March,  1860,  informed  the  attorney  of  the  petitioner  that  "the  Presi- 
dent does  not  feel  authorized  under  the  circumstances  to  take  any 
measure  by  which  the  said  island  should  be  considered  as  appertaining 
to  the  United  States." 

The  committee,  from  the  documents  before  them,  see  no  reason  to 
review  the  decision  of  the  President. 

As  to  the  claim  for  indemnity  set  forth  in  the  petition,  whatever  it 
may  be,  is  against  the  British  Government  alone. 
<      The  committee  return  with  this  report  the  communication  and  docu- 
ments from  the  Department  of  State,  and  ask  to  be  discharged  from 
the  consideration  of  the  memorial. 


7&  ike  honorable  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States: 

The  memorial  of  W.  T.  Kendall,  a  citizen  of  Baltimore  and  State  of  Maryland, 
respectfully  showeth  that,  with  a  view  to  receive  the  benefits  and  protection  pro- 
vided for  in  the  act. of  Congress  passed  August  18,  1856,  entitled,  "An  act  to 
authorize  protection  to  be  given  to  citizens  of  the  United  States  who  may  discover 
deposits  of  guano,"  your  memorialist  fitted  out  and  equipped  the  brig  Fidelia,  which 
sailed  from  the  port  of  Baltimore,  under  the  command  of  Capt.  Richard  Daulby, 
in  or  about  the  month  of  November,  1858;  that  said  Capt.  Richard  Daulby,  while 
cruising  in  said  vessel  on  account  of,  and  for  the  benefit  of,  your  memorialist,  about 
the  20th  day  of  November,  1858,  discovered  a  deposit  of  guano  on  a  small  island 
called  Key  Verd;  that  said  island  was  at  the  time  unoccupied  and  uninhabited,  and 
beyond  the  maritime  jurisdiction  of  any  government  or  nation;  that  said  island  was 
not  only  uninhabited,  but  unfit  for  permanent  occupation  by  reason  of  its  being 
without  water  or  vegetation  for  the  sustenance  of  human  life,  and  without  a  harbor 
for  vessels;  that  at  the  time  of  discovering  said  deposit  of  guano  the  same  was  con- 
cealed by  an  overgrowth  of  prickly  pears,  which,  being  removed  by  Captain  Daulby 
in  part,  disclosed  the  said  deposit  of  guano.  Your  memorialist  further  showeth 
that  he  took  possession  of  said  island,  by  his  agents,  in  the  name  of  the  United 
States,  and  raised  the  American  flag  on  a  small  building  erected  thereon  by  the  men 
in  his  employment;  that  after  the  loss  of  said  brig  Fidelia  by  shipwreck  on  said 
island,  and  at  great  expense  and  loss  of  money,  your  memorialist  equipped  and  sent 
out  from  Baltimore  another  vessel,  called  the  Delta,  under  the  command  of  said 
Capt.  R.  Daulby,  with  a  complement  of  laborers  to  excavate  and  ship  the  deposit 
of  guano  for  the  port  of  Baltimore,  and  the  said  vessel  arrived  at  Baltimore  on  or 
about  the  10th  day  of  June,  1858,  freighted  with  guano  from  said  island,  which  was 
publicly  sold  by  your  memorialist  for  and  on  his  own  account;  that  said  vessel 
returned  to  said  island,  when  Capt.  R.  Daulby  found  the  same  in  possession  of  an 
armed  force,  headed  by  a  certain  Farrington,  the  son-in-law  or  relative  of  the 
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British  governor  of  the  Bahama  Islands;  that  It  was  then  ascertained  by  Capt.  K. 
Daulby  that  during  his  absence  an  armed  schooner  had  landed  a  strong  force  of 
armed  men  on  said  island,  under  the  orders  of  said  Farrington,  who  proceeded  to 
subjugate  said  island,  claiming  the  same  by  virtue  of  an  alleged  lease  thereof  from 
the  governor  of  the  Bahamas;  that  in  the  execution  of  this  plan  of  conquest  the 
said  Farrington  and  his  men  coerced  the  men  employed  by  your  memorialist,  and 
left  in  charge  of  said  island,  to  work  for  him,  the  said  Farrington,  in  digging  out 
guano  on  said  island;  that  the  said  Farrington  and  his  men  lowered  the  American 
flag  which  had  been  placed  on  said  island,  and  took  into  their  own  use  and  posses- 
sion all  the  implements,  provisions,  and  personal  effects  belonging  to  yom  memo- 
rialist on  said  island;  that  on  the  arrival  of  said  brig  Delta  at  said  island  the  said 
Farrington  refused  to  allow  her  to  be  loaded  with  guano  unless  the  said  Capt.  R. 
Daulby  would  receive  on  board  a  load  of  guano  as  the  property  of,  and  on  account 
of,  the  said  Farrington,  and  would  execute  to  him  a  bill  of  lading  for  the  same,  to 
be  consigned  to  F.  T.  Montell,  a  commission  merchant  in  Baltimore;  that  said  Capt. 
R.  Daulby,  finding  the  island  in  possession  of  a  superior  force,  and  unable  to  load 
his  vessel  with  guano  therefrom  on  account  of  your  memorialist,  as  he  was  instructed 
to  do,  and  not  knowing,  under  the  circumstances,  what  else  to  do,  did  then  and 
there,  but  without  the  authority  of  your  memoriahst,  receive  said  guano  on  board 
of  said  vessel,  and  did  execute  therefor  a  bill  of  lading  to  said  Farrington,  as  and  for 
his  own  account  and  as  his  own  property;  that  upon  the  said  guano  arriving  in  said 
vessel  at  the  port  of  Baltimore  your  memorialist  caused  the  same  to  be  replevied  in 
the  superior  court  of  Baltimore  city,  where  the  said  suit  is  still  pending  undecided. 
Your  petitioner  showeth  that  he  has  suffered  great  damage  in  the  loss,  not  only  of 
his  property  sent  to  said  island  and  in  the  labor  of  his  men,  but  in  the  value  of  the 
guano  on  said  island,  and  which  he  is  prepared  to  show  is  of  the  value  of  at  least 
1100,000.  That  no  lease  from  the  governor  of  the  Bahamas  has  ever  been  produced 
or  shown  to  your  memorialist,  or  his  counsel  or  agents;  but  if  any  such  exists,  your 
memorialist  believes  it  is  invalid  and  inoperative,  and  is,  moreover,  of  recent  fabri- 
cation, to  overreach,  if  possible,  the  just  rights  of  your  memorialist  under  said  act  of 
Congress.  Your  memorialist  further  showeth  that,  in  pursuance  of  the  requirements 
of  said  act  of  Congress,  he  duly  notified  the  State  Department  of  the  United  States 
Government  of  his  claim  and  discovery  in  the  premises,  and  invoked  the  protection 
of  his  Government  at  an  early  stage  of  said  proceedings,  and  before  any  notice  of  • 
any  hostile  or  adversary  claim  or  proceedings  against  his  right  to  said  island;  that 
in  making  this  claim,  and  thus  appealing  to  the  Executive  Government,  he  was 
emboldened  by  the  precedent  in  the  case  of  Navassa  Island,  on  which  a  deposit  of  guano 
was  claimed  by  Captain  Cooper,  of  Baltimore,  under  said  act  of  Congress,  and  the 
President  of  the  United  States  at  once  overruled  the  indignant  protest  of  the  insignifi- 
cant Republic  of  Haiti,  near  whose  coast  the  island  of  Navassa  was  situated,  and  sent  a 
vessel  of  war  to  protect  Captain  Cooper,  who  has  ever  since  enjoyed  the  benefit  of 
said  act  of  Congress  and  the  protection  of  his  Government;  but  not  so  with  your 
memorialist,  whose  claim  has  been  objected  to  by  the  British  minister,  and  with 
full  testimony  of  all  the  foregoing  facts  before  the  President  of  the  United  States  has 
been  repudiated,  although  your  petitioner  avers  that  the  island  of  Key  Verd  is  more 
remote  from  the  British  possessions  than  the  island  of  Navassa  is  from  those  of 
Haiti;  and  he  confidently  asserts  that  no  other  distinction  can  lie  established 
between  the  condemned  title  of  Haiti  to  the  island  of  Navassa  and  the  respected  and 
honored  claim  of  her  Britannic  Majesty  to  an  island  which  is  out  of  her  maritime 
jurisdiction,  as  established  by  the  decisions  of  her  own  admiralty  courts,  than  the 
distinction  between  an  inferior  republic  which  is  unable  to  assert  her  claims  and  a 
powerful  monarchy  with  navies  and  armies  at  her  command. 

How  far  your  memorialist  is  entitled  to  the  same  protection  against  the  insolent 
pretensions  of  England,  which  has  been  conceded  to  one  of  his  fellow-citizens  as 
against  Haiti,  is  now  a  question  presented  for  the  consideration  of  Congress,  to  whose 
justice  and  sense  of  national  dignity  this  appeal  is  made. 

Your  memorialist  claims  that  he  is  entitled  to  indemnity  not  only  for  his  property 
seized  and  confiscated  under  the  alleged  authcjrity  of  the  British  Government,  but 
for  the  Value  of  the  guano  on  said  island,  of  which  he  has  been  illegally  deprived, 
and  he  founds  his  claim  on  the  aforesaid  act  of  Congress  and  the  force  of  the  prece- 
dent established  by  the  Executive  Dejiartment  in  the  case  of  Navassa  Island,  the 
papers  and  evidence  in  which  your  petitioner  hopes  will  be  sent  for  and  examined 
by  your  honorable  body,  as  well  as  the  papers  in  evidence  in  your  memorialist's  case 
now  on  file  in  the  State  Department. 

Your  petitioner  files  herewith  the  particulars  of  his  account  of  loss  in  the  premises, 
and  prays  that  he  may  have  full  relief  and  indemnity  in  the  premises,  and  as  in  duty 
bound  he  will  ever  pray. 

Wm.  T.  Kendall. 
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W.  T.  Kendall,  the  memorialist  in  the  case  of  Key  Verd  Island,  herewith  submits 
to  the  honorable  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  the  following  bill  of  losses 
sustained,  as  set  forth  in  the  memorial  annexed: 

Cost  of  surveying  the  island $2, 254 

Implements  seized  by  British  authorities 1, 200 

Loss  by  chartering  a  vessel  and  not  being  able  to  load  in  consequence  of 
above 2, 150 

Estimate,  10,000  tons  guano  taken  by  said  authorities 100, 000 


105, 604 


[List  of  accompanying  papers.] 

1.  Mr.  Kendall  to  General  Cass,  May  24,  1859. 

2.  Mr.  Appleton  to  Mr.  Kendall,  May  26,  1859. 

3.  Mr.  Kendall  to  General  Cass,  June  29,  1859  (with  an  accompaniment). 

4.  Mr.  Appleton  to  Mr.  Kendall,  June  30,  1859. 

5.  Same  to  same,  July  14,  1859. 

6.  Governor  of  Bahama  Islands  to  Lord  Lyons,  July  1,  1859. 

7.  Lord  Lyons  to  General  Cass,  July  11,  1859. 

8.  General  Cass  to  Lord  Lyons,  July  14,  1859. 

9.  Mr.  Kendall  to  General  Cass,  July  27,  1859. 

10.  Same  to  same,  September  5,  1859. 

11.  Depositions,  etc. 

12.  General  Cass  to  Mr.  Brent,  March  12,  1860  (with  an  accompaniment). 

13.  Same  to  same,  March  19,  1860. 

14.  General  Cass  to  United  States  consul  at  Nassau,  February  9,  1830. 

15.  United  States  consul  at  Nassau  to  General  Cass,  April  30,  1860. 


Department  of  State, 
Washington,  June  6,  1860. 
Sir;  I  have  the  honor  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  your  communication  of  the 
24th  ultimo,  transmitting  the  memorial  of  W.  T.  Kendall  upon  the  subject  of  his 
claim  to  Key  Verd;  and  in  compliance  with  your  request,  a  copy  of  all  the  papers  in 
this  Department  on  that  subject  is  herewith  transmitted  and  the  memorial  returned. 
I  have  the  honor  to  be,  sir,  your  obedient  servant, 

Lewis  Cass. 
Hon.  James  M.  Mason, 

Chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  Senate. 


Baltimore,  May  S4,  1859. 

Sir:  In  accordance  with  an  act  of  Congress  of  1856,  concerning  the  discovery  of 
guano  islands  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  other  go\'ernments,  I  have  to  say,  some 
months  since  I  discovered  a  key  lying  in  latitude  22°  2'  north  and  longitude  75°  10' 
west  from  Greenwich,  and  lying  30  to  40  iniles  from  any  other  land,  island,  or  key. 
This  island  was  discovered  by  one  of  my  captains  sent  on  a  voyage  for  the  discovery 
of  guano,  who  brought  to  me  several  cargoes  from  that  place.  Again  on  the  31st 
of  March  last  I  sent  the  brig  called  the  Di'ltn,  comu^anded  by  Capt.  Richard  Daulby, 
with  orders  to  build  a  house  or  shanty  upon  said  island,  and  place  there  men  for  its 
protection,  and  holding  possession,  under  the  act  of  1856,  to  take  away  guano. 

Be  pleased  to  inform  me  if  my  proceedings  have  been  legal  and  in  accordance  with 
law,  and  much  oblige  your  obedient  servant, 

W.  T.  Kendall. 

Hon.  Lewis  Cass,  Secretary  of  Shite. 


Department  of  State, 

Waahington,  May  26,  1859. 
Sir:  The  inclosed  copy  of  a  law  of  Congress  upon  the  subject  will  inform  you  of  the 
Conditions  under  which  protection  is  "to  be  given  to  citizens  of  the  United  States 
who  may  discover  deposits  of  guano." 

I  am,  etc.,  John  Appleton,  Assistant  Secretary. 

W.  T.  Kendall,  Esq.,  Baltimore. 
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Baltimore,  June  S9,  1869. 
Dear  Sib:  I  wrote  you  some  months  since  relative  to  taking  peaceable  possession 
of  an  uninhabited  island  or  key  containing  guano.     I  now  inclose  you  the  following 
papers,  regularly  authenticated  before  a  notary  public  of  this  city. 

My  vessels  are  now  engaged  in  bringing  away  ^uano  from  the  island  as  described 
in  the  within  document,  and  I  also  have  men  living  upon  the  same  until  all  the 
guano  is  removed.     Should  there  be  any  further  course  for  me  to  pursue,  I  would  be 
pleased  to  hear  from  you  at  your  earliest  convenience. 
Very  respectfully,  your  obedient  servant, 

W.  T.  Kendall. 
Hon.  Lewis  Cass. 


United  States  of  America,  State  op  Maryland,  I^q  w^. 
Oity  of  Baltimore,  I 

I,  William  Gilmor,  notary  public,  by  letters  patent  under  the  great  seal  of  the  State 
of  Maryland,  commissioned  and  duly  qualified,  residing  in  the  city  of  Baltimore,  in 
the  State  aforesaid,  do  hereby  certify,  attest,  and  make  known,  that,  on  the  day  of 
the  date  hereof,  before  me  personally  appeared  Richard  Daulby,  master  mariner,  and 
Charles  C.  Smith,  mariner,  and  severally  made  oath  on  the  Holy  Evangelists  of 
Almighty  God,  that,  in  the  month  of  November,  1858,  the  said  Richard  Daulby  was 
master  of  the  brig  Fidelia,  of  Baltimore,  and  the  said  Charles  C.  Smith  was  chief  offi- 
cer of  said  brig;  that  while  on  a  voyage  of  discovery  in  said  brig  from  Baltimore,  State 
of  Maryland,  one  of  the  United  States  of  America,  to  the  waters  of  the  West  India 
Islands,  Carribbean  Sea,  and  waters  adjacent  thereto,  in  their  several  capacities  aa 
aforesaid,  and  also  while  acting  as  the  agents  of  William  T.  Kendall,  of  Baltimore 
aforesaid,  they  discovered  an  uninhabited  island  or  key,  marked  on  the  chart  aa 
"Key  Verd,"  lying  in  latitude  22°  2'  north,  and  longitude  75°  10'  west,  the  said 
island  or  key  having  considerable  quantities  of  guano  thereon;  that  on  the  12th  of  the 
said  month  of  November  they  landed  on  said  island  or  key,  and  after  a  thorough 
search  and  examination  thereof  they  found  no  inhabitants  whatever  thereon,  and  being 
well  satisfied  that  there  was  none,  they  immediately  took  peaceable  possession  of  said 
island  or  key,  and  occupied  the  same  in  the  name  of  the  United  States  for  the  benefit 
of  said  William  T.  Kendall,  for  whom  they  were  acting  as  agents  as  aforesaid,  the 
said  William  T.  Kendall  being  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  and  a  resident  of  the  city 
of  Baltimore,  State  of  Maryland ;  that  at  the  time  of  their  taking  possession  and  occu- 
pying the  said  island  or  key,  named  "  Key  Verd,"  the  same  was  not  in  the  possession 
or  occupation  of  any  other  government,  or  of  the  citizens  or  subjects  of  any  other 
government. 

And  the  said  Richard  Daulby  further  made  oath  that  he  afterwards  returned  to 
the  United  States,  and  was  furnished  at  Baltimore,  by  the  said  William  T.  Kendall, 
with  men,  provisions,  lumber  for  building  purposes,  and  other  articles  for  facilitating 
the  shipment  of  the  guano  found  on  said  island  or  key  of  "Key  Verd ' '  to  the  United 
States;  that  he  proceeded  therewith  from  Baltimore  in  the  brig  Delta,  of  Baltimore, 
in  the  capacity  of  master  of  said  vessel,  on  the  31st  of  March  last,  bound  directly  for 
said  island  or  key,  and  arrived  there  on  the  12th  of  April  following,  and  that  imniedi- 
ately  upon  his  arrival  there  he  landed  the  said  men,  provisions,  materials,  etc.,  and 
thereby  made  a  permanent  location  on  said  island  or  key  of  "  Key  Verd,"  for  the 
sole  benefit  of  said  William  T.  Kendall. 

Of  which,  an  act  having  been  of  me  requested,  I  have  granted  these  presents  to 
serve  and  avail  as  need  and  occasion  may  require. 

Richard  Daulby. 
Charles  C.  Smith. 

In  testimony  whereof  I  have  hereunto  set  my  hand  and  affixed  my  notarial  seal 
and  said  deponents  have  also  hereunto  subscribed  their  names,  this  21st  day  of  June' 
in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1859. 

[seal.]  Wm.  Gilmor,  Notary  Public. 


Department  op  State, 

Washington,  June  SO,  1869. 
Sir:  Your  letter  of  the  29th  instant,  with  the  accompanying  papers  relative  to  a 
supposed  discovery  of  guano  on  Key  Verd,  has  been  received. 

In  reply  I  am  directed  to  state  that  the  President  has  heretofore  deemed  it  his 
duty,  in  the  exercise  of  the  discretion  conferred  upon  him  by  the  act  of  Conffress  of 
the  18th  of  August,  1856,  to  abstain  from  recognizing  the  privileges  for  which  that 
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act  provides,  unless  he  shall  receive  proof  that  the  guano  claimed  to  have  been  dis- 
covered is  of  a  quality  and  in  quantity  such  as  would  render  it  important  in  a  national 
point  of  view. 

I  am,  etc.,  John  Appleton,  Assistant  Secretary. 

W.  T.  Kendall,  Esq.,  Baltimore. 


Department  oi  State, 

Washington,  July  14,  1859. 
Sir:  It  is  proper  I  should  inform  you  that  since  the  letter  of  this  Department  to 
you  of  the  30th  ultimo,  relative  to  a  supposed  discovery  of  gua.io  on  Key  Verd, 
official  notice  has  been  received  from  the  British  minister  here  that  Key  Verd  is  con- 
sidered as  belonging  to  the  Bahama  Islands;  that,  as  such,  it  has  been  leased  by  the 
governor  of  those  islands;  and  that  the  removal  of  guano  therefrom  by  foreigners 
would  be  considered  not  only  a  trespass,  but  an  aggression  of  a  hostile  character. 
I  am,  etc., 

John  Appleton,  Assistant  Secretary. 
W.  T.  Kendall,  Esq.,  Baltimore. 


Government  House,  Nassau,  New  Providence, 

Bahamas,  July  1,  1869. 

My  Lord:  I  have  the  honor  to  invite  your  excellency's  attention  to  a  subject  which 
may  materially  affect  the  amicable  relations  of  our  colonists  and  certain  shipowners 
of  the  United  States. 

It  was  recently  brought  to  my  notice  by  Commander  Vesey,  of  Her  Majesty's 
navy,  that  an  American  vessel  had  been  seen  taking  guano  from  Key  Verd,  one  of 
the  most  remote  keys  belonging  to  these  islands. 

Subsequent  reports,  made  to  me  by  persons  of  credit,  convince  me  that  similar 
depredations  have  been  committed  by  American  vessels  on  the  other  keys,  to  the 
great  profit  of  their  masters  and  the  great  detriment  of  our  colonists. 

I  have  the  honor  to  inform  your  excellency  that  Key  Verd  and  some  other  of 
these  keys  are  leased,  and  that  the  abstraction  of  guano  from  them  by  foreigners  is 
not  only  a  trespass,  but  an  aggression  of  a  hostile  character. 

I  would,  therefore,  solicit  your  excellency's  intervention  with  the  Government  of 
the  United  States,  in  order  that  it  may  be  notified  to  the  shipowners,  and  generally 
to  the  mercantile  community  of  America,  that  these  keys  belong  to  the  Bahama 
government,  are  many  of  them  leased  to  private  individuals,  and  that  from  none  of 
them  can  guano  be  abstracted  without  permission  of  the  local  authorities. 

At  the  same  time  I  may  mention  that  I  should  never  object  to  letting  certain  keys 
to  Americans  on  equitable  terms. 
I  have,  etc., 

C.  V.  Bayley,  Oovemot. 

Lord  Lyons,  etc. 


[Lord  Lyons  to  Mr.  Cass.] 

Washington,  July  11,  1859. 

Sir:  I  have  the  honor  to  transmit  to  you  a  copy  of  a  letter  in  which  the  governor 
of  the  Bahama  Islands  complains  of  certain  depredations  which  appear  to  have  been 
committed  by  United  States  merchant  vessels  upon  keys  belonging  to  those  islands. 

The  governor  requests  me  to  call  the  attention  of  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  to  this  matter,  in  the  hope  that  they  will  cause  notice  to  be  given  to  the  ship- 
owners, and  generally  to  the  mercantile  community  of  the  confederation,  that  these 
keys  belong  to  the  Bahama  government,  that  many  of  them  are  leased  to  private 
individuals,  and  that  from  none  of  them  can  guano  be  extracted  without  the  per- 
mission of  the  local  authorities. 

I  have  the  honor  to  be,  with  the  highest  consideration,  sir,  your  most  obedient, 
humble  servant, 

Lyons. 

Hon.  Lewis  Oass,  Secretary  oj  State,  etc. 
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[Mr.  Cass  to  Lord  Lyons.] 

Disl'AETMENT   OF   StATE, 

Washingtov,  July  14,  1S59. 

My  Loed:  I  have  the  honor  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  your  lordship's  com- 
munication of  the  11th  instant,  relative  to  depredations  which  are  alleged  to  have 
been  committed  by  "United  States  merchant  vessels  upon  keys  belonging  to  the 
Bahama  Islands. 

In  reply,  I  have  the  honor  to  state  that  the  substance  of  your  lordship's  communi- 
cation has  been  made  known  to  W.  P.  Kendall,  esq.,  of  Baltimore,  who,  under  the 
supposition  that  he  had  made  a  discovery  of  guano  on  Key  Verd,  claims  the  privi- 
leges for  which  the  act  of  Congress  of  the  18th  of  August,  1856,  authorizing  protection 
to  be  given  to  citizens  of  the  United  States  who  may  discover  deposits  of  guano 
provides. 

I  have  the  honor  to  be.  My  Lord,  with  high  consideration,  your  lordship's  obedient 
servant, 

Lewis  Cass. 

Lord  Lyons,  etc. 


Baltimore,  July  S7,  1S59. 

Sir:  In  reply  to  a  communication  from  your  Department,  dated  14th  July,  1859,  I 
beg  leave  respectfully  to  protest  against  the  claim  of  the  British  Government  to  the 
"Key  Verd,"  discovered  and  occupied  by  me  under  the  inducements  and  guaranty 
held  out  to  all  American  citizens  by  the  act  of  Congress  "approved  August  18, 1856," 
and  entitled  "An  act  to  authorize  protection  to  be  given  to  citizens  of  the  United 
States  who  may  discover  deposits  of  guano." 

I  am  informed  that  official  notice  has  been  received  from  the  British  minister  here 
(in  Washington)  that  Key  Verd  is  considered  as  belonging  to  the  Bahama  Islands; 
that  as  such  it  had  been  leased  by  the  governor  of  those  islands,  and  that  the  removal 
of  guano  by  foreigners  ' '  would  be  considered  not  [only]  a  trespass,  but  an  aggression 
of  a  hostile  character."  Presuming  thatVthe  Government  of  the  United  States  does 
not  mean  to  surrender  the  rights  of  its  citizens  because  the  British  Government 
considers  the  Key  Verd  to  belong  to  the  Bahama  Islands,  I  beg  leave  to  insist  upon 
the  justice  of  my  claim  to  all  the  guano  on  that  island,  and  to  claim  the  protection 
of  my  Government  under  the  terms  and  inducements  of  said  act  of  Congress. 

I  am  prepared  to  prove  that  Key  Verd  was,  at  the  time  of  my  discovery,  a  desert 
island  or  key,  without  the  vestige  of  occupation  or  possession,  and  in  fact  wholly 
unfit  for  permanent  occupation  and  possession.  I  am  further  prepared  to  show  that 
it  is  no  part  of  the  coast  of  the  British  possessions  or  territory,  but  is  without  and 
beyond  the  lawful  jurisdiction  of  the  British  Government  or  any  other  government. 
I  am  further  prepared  to  show  that,  acting  under  the  authority  and  promised  protec- 
tion of  the  aforesaid  act  of  Congress,  I  took  peaceable  possession  of  said  key  or  island 
and  promptly  notified  your  Department  of  the  same,  and  tendered  myself  ready  in 
all  things  to  comply  with  the  requirements  of  law  in  the  premises.  I  have  contin- 
ued, by  my  agents,  to  occupy  and  hold  said  island  or  key  ever  since,  unless  the 
rumors  of  forcible  invasion  of  my  said  possession  by  persons  acting  under  British 
authority,  which  I  have  recently  heard,  should  prove  to  be  true;  in  which  event  I 
appeal  to  my  Government  to  obtain  for  me  full  and  adequate  indemnity  for  any  loss 
I  may  have  sustained,  or  may  sustain,  by  the  interposition  of  such  illegal  claim  on 
the  part  of  the  British  authorities.  I  am  almost  daily  expecting  full  and  reliable 
statements  from  my  agents  recently  sent  out  to  Key  Verd,  which  I  will  promptly 
submit  to  the  Department  of  State  so  soon  as  I  receive  them. 

In  conclusion,  will  simply  state,  now,  that  I  have  done  all  in  my  power  to  secure 
my  rights,  but  up  to  this  time  the  President  of  the  United  States  has  not  exercised 
the  discretion  intrusted  to  him,  so  that  I  could  execute  the  bonds  required  by  said 
act  of  Congress,  and  which  I  hereby  tender  myself  ready  to  do,  so  soon  as  he  shall 
decide  the  question  submitted  to  him  by  my_  former  communications,  and  apprise  me 
what  "penalties  or  securities  he  requires"  in  said  bonds.  I  consider  my  ao-ents  to 
have  been  subject  to  the  laws  of  the  United  States  from  the  moment  of  their landino- 
on  said  key  or  island,  and  therefore  entitled,  as  well  as  myself,  to  a  faithful  and  fear^ 
less  execution  by  the  Government  of  the  guaranties  and  protection  intended  by  said 
act  of  Congress. 

I  will  be  much  obUged  if  you  will  promptly  apprise  the  British  minister  of  the  fact 
that  I  positively  deny  the  claim  of  the  British  Government  to  said  key  or  island,  and 
at  the  same  time  that  you  will  consider  this  and  all  my  antecedent  communications 
as  formally  submitted  to  the  President  for  his  decision  in  my  claim  and  title  to  the 
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guano  on  Key  Verd  under  the  protection  and  conditions  of  the  aforesaid  ac^t  of  Con- 
gress. I  am  prepared  to  show  at  any  moment  facts  and  authorities  that  Gr  eat 
Britain  has  no  claim  to  this  island  or  key. 

I  expect,  -within  the  next  twenty  days  at  furthest,  a  return  of  my  captain  from 
Key  Verd,  when  it  will  be  in  my  power  to  submit  a  more  detailed  statement  for 
the  consideration  of  the  President,  which  I  hereby  promise  to  do  as  soon  as  he 
returns,  when  I  shall  be  able  to  satisfy  him  that  the  guano  on  said  island  or  key, 
both  in  respect  to  quality  and  quantity,  is  of  great  national  importance. 
I  remain,  etc., 

W.  T.  Kendall. 

Hon.  Lewis  Cass,  Secretary  of  State. 


Baltimore,  September  5,  1859. 

Deak  Sir:  On  the  26th  [27th]  July  last  I  had  the  honor  to  address  you  a  communi- 
cation in  which  I  promised  to  lay  before  the  Executive  Department  further  informa- 
tion relative  to  my  claim  to  a  guano  island  or  key  discovered  by  one  of  my  captains 
for  my  benefit  and  on  my  account. 

I  have  now  obtained  that  information  in  the  most  solemn  form  by  depositions 
taken  upon  due  notice  to,  and  in  the  presenile  of  the  counsel  [of]  Theodore  Farring- 
ton,  who  claims  this  island  as  part  of  the  territory  of  Great  Britain.  These  deposi- 
tions have  just  been  taken  by  me  in  a  cause  pending  on  the  admiralty  side  of  the 
district  court  of  the  United  States,  wherein  F.  T.  Montell,  as  agent  and  consignee  of 
said  Farrington,  is  libellant,  and  I  am  claimant  and  respondent.  I  to-morrow  mail 
to  your  address,  or  take  in  person  on  Wednesday  morning,  certified  copies  of  said 
depositions,  under  the  seal  of  said  court,  by  which  the  following  conclusions  are 
clearly  established: 

1.  That  Key  Verd,  the  island  in  question,  was  discovered  by  Captain  Daulby 
while  cruising  in  quest  of  guano  islands  on  my  account. 

2.  That  at  the  time  of  such  discovery  there  was  no  occupation  of  said  island  and 
no  traces  of  such  occupation  at  any  time  by  any  human  being,  and  it  was  unfit  for 
permanent  occupation  by  reason  of  the  want  of  water  on  it  and  the  character  of  its 
formation  and  the  want  of  a  safe  harbor. 

3.  That  the  deposits  of  guano  were  concealed  by  the  growth  of  prickly  pears,  and 
these  deposits  were  only  found  after  removing  the  vegetable  growth  covering  them. 

4.  That  Key  Verd  is  out  of  the  maritime  jurisdiction  of  a  government  by  reason  of 
its  distance  from  other  land. 

5.  That  finding  this  island  in  a  state  of  nature  and  under  the  circumstances  above 
stated,  I  caused  the  same  to  be  taken  possession  of  in  the  name  of  the  United  States  and 
myself,  and  the  American  flag  to  be  raised  on  a  house  which  my  agents  had  erected, 
and  caused  two  cargoes  of  guano  to  be  exported  from  said  island  and  brought  to 
Baltimore. 

6.  That  during  my  peaceable  occupation  of  said  island  by  my  agents,  the  British 
war  steamer  Styx,  while  passing  near  the  same,  stopped  her  engines  and  fired  a  lee 
gun,  but  upon  seeing  the  American  flag  raised  on  said  island  immediately  proceeded 
on  her  voyage. 

7.  That  during  the  absence  of  my  vessel  from  said  island  on  a  voyage  to  Baltimore, 
and  while  I  had  a  small  force  holding  possession  thereof,  Theodore  Farrington  (an 
alien  to  the  United  States)  proceeded  to  take  forcible  possession  of  the  same,  by  land- 
ing from  an  armed  vessel  a  superior  force  of  armed  men,  sequestering  to  his  own 
purposes  all  my  stores,  provisions,  and  utensils  then  on  said  island,  and  forcing  my 
men,  through  starvation  and  threats  of  imprisonment,  to  go  to  work  in  getting  out 
guano  for  his  benefit. 

8.  That  oh  the  return  of  my  vessel  with  Captain  Daulby  for  another  load  of  guano, 
the  island  being  held  by  a  superior  force,  under  command  of  said  Farrington,  I  was 
unable  to  obtain  more  guano,  or,  indeed,  to  recover  my  personal  property  on  said 
island,  or  any  compensation  therefor;  and  Captain  Daulby,  not  knowing  what  he 
should  do  under  the  circumstances,  consented  to  accept  the  proposal  of  said  Farring- 
ton to  charter  said  vessel  with  guano  to  Baltimore  on  his  account;  and  in  so  doing,  the 
said  Daulby  acted  in  violation  of  my  instructions  as  owner  of  the  said  vessel;  and  the 
said  Farrington  had  full  and  ample  notice  of  the  want  of  authority  in  said  Daulby  to 
charter  said  vessel  for  said  purposes. 

9.  That  on  the  arrival  of  said  vessel  in  Baltimore  I  at  once  replevied  the  guano 
therein,  both  as  against  said  Theodore  Farrington  a.id  his  consignee,  F.  T.  M(3ntell, 
by  process  issued  from  the  superior  court  of  Baltimore  city;  and  thereupon  the  said 
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Montell  libeled  the  said  vessel  to  recover  the  value  of  said  guano,  and  1  at  once 
entered  into  the  necessary  stipulation  and  interposed  my  claim. 

10.  That  the  guano  deposited  on  said  island  is  upward  of  10,000  tons,  and  so 
important  both  in  respect  to  quantity  and  quality,  in  a  national  point  of  view,  as  to 
cause  the  official  interposition  of  the  British  minister  at  Washington,  and,  as  I  am 
informed,  also  a  visit  from  the  governor  of  the  Bahama  Islands,  who  is  about  to  call 
on  your  excellency  in  Washington  city.  The  value  of  this  guano  may  be  seen  in  the 
fact  that  it  readily  brings  in  this  market  over  $10  per  ton,  at  which  rate  there  must 
now  be  1100,000  worth  of  guano  on  said  island,  and  probably  more. 

11.  That  my  actual  loss  in  personal  property,  illegally  seized  by  said  Farrington 
and  his  men  and  converted  to  their  use,  is  over  $1,000,  for  which  I  have  received 
no  indemnity  or  satisfaction. 

In  conclusion,  I  claim  from  my  Government  both  protection  in  the  assertion  of  my 
right  of  discovery  to  this  guano  deposit  and  indemnity  for  all  losses  sustained  by 
me  through  the  intervention  of  the  English  authorities. 

I  confidently  believe  that  I  am  the  true  and  only  discoverer  of  the  guano  deposit 
on  this  remote,  uninhabited,  and  derelict  key  or  island,  and  as  such  I  am  entitled 
to  all  the  benefit  of  the  act  of  Congress  encouraging  American  citizens  to  make  dis- 
coveries of  guano,  and  I  claim  that  the  President  shall  at  once  exercise  his  discretion 
and  decide  m  favor  of  my  claim,  and  prescribe  the  bonds,  which  I  am  prepared  to 
give  under  the  law. 

The  only  questions  I  submit  to  be  investigated  are  these,  viz: 

1.  Am  1  the  discoverer  of  the  guano  deposited  on  this  island? 

2.  Was  the  island  unoccupied  and  derelict  at  the  time? 

3.  Was  it  out  of  the  maritime  jurisdiction  of  any  other  Government? 

The  first  two  questions  are  matters  of  fact,  and  their  afiirmation  is  abundantly 
established  by  the  depositions  referred  to. 

The  last  is  a  question  of  international  law,  based  exclusively  on  the  distance  of 
said  island  from  other  land.  In  this  connection  and  to  show  the  limited  maritime 
jurisdiction  of  England  as  expounded  by  her  ablest  judge,  I  refer  to  the  case  of  the 
Anna,  in  5  Robinson's  Admiralty  Reports,  343.  I  also  refer  to  Wheaton's  Elements 
of  International  Law,  page  211,  to  show  that  in  the  case  of  Nootka  Sound  England 
claimed  her  right  to  hold  it  because  unoccupied,  although  Spain  had  the  prior  right 
by  discovery. 

Understanding  that  the  United  States  has  maintained  the  claim  of  Capt.  E.  K. 
Cooper  to  the  island  of  Navaasa,  which  is  much  nearer  to  the  coast  of  Haiti  than 
Key  Verd  is  tc  any  other  land,  I  now  call  for  as  much  protection  against  the  power- 
ful Government  of  England  as  Captain  Cooper  has  received  from  the  President  in  the 
case  of  a  weaker  claim  against  the  weaker  Government  of  Haiti,  and  I  confidently 
rely  on  the  justice  and  courage  of  my  Government  for  protection,  indemnity,  and 
redress  in  the  premises. 

Yours,  very  respectfully, 

W.  T.  Kendall. 

Hon.  Lewis  Cass,  Secretary  of  State. 


[Agreement.] 

As  Mr.  Brent  suggests  that  he  intends  to  procure  from  Captain  Daulby  a  release  to 
obviate  the  supposed  objection  to  his  competency  as  a  witness,  I  agree  that  any 
release  which  he  may  produce  shall  be  filed  with  the  commissioner  and  be  returned 
with  the  testimony,  and  that  the  testimony  of  Captain  Daulby,  already  taken,  shall 
at  the  trial  have  the  same  effect  as  if  retaken  after  such  release  had  been  filed.' 

,  William  Schley,  Proctor  for  Libelant. 

Francis  D.  Toemey,  Esq.,  Commissioner,  etc. 


We  agree  that  the  testimony  taken  before  Mr.  Tormey,  as  commissioner,  shall 
avail  and  have  effect  as  if  taken  before  a  commissioner  of  the  United  States  for  the 
district  of  Maryland. 

William  Schley,  For  Libelant. 

R.  J.  Bkent,  For  Respondent. 
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[Mr.  Farrington's  letter.] 

Key  Verd,  Jinu  9,  1859. 
Sir:  I  hereby  authorize  you  to  continue  to  collect  guano  at  this  island  (for  me 
only),  and,  on  the  arrival  of  any  person  at  this  place,  I  hereby  give  notice  that  they 
shall  not  be  permitted  to  remove  any  guano  whatever  without  producing  a  certificate 
from  me.  You  will  therefore  warn  any  person  who  may  come  here  that  if  they  do 
interfere  in  any  way  they  will  be  proceeded  against.  You  are  not  to  allow  anything 
whatever  to  be  removed  from  the  island,  either  guano  or  anything  else,  without  first 
informing  me. 

Yours,  truly, 

Thbo.  Farrington. 
Mr.  William  Price. 


[Release.] 

Know  all  men  by  these  presents,  that  for  divers  good  and  valuable  considerations 
me  hereunto  moving,  I  do  hereby  release,  acquit,  and  discharge  W.  T.  Kendall,  esq., 
of  Baltimore  city,  of  and  from  all  and  every  liability,  responsibility,  or  accountability 
to  me,  by  reason  of  any  and  all  agreements,  contracts,  or  understandings  heretofore 
at  any  time  made  between  me  and  the  said  Kendall,  touching  or  relating  to  any 
remuneration  or  compensation  for  discovering,  as  the  agent  of  said  Kendall,  and  for 
the  benefit  of  said  Kendall,  an  island  or  key  called  Key  Verd,  and  the  deposit  of 
guano  thereon,  and  especially  from  all  and  every  liability,  responsibility,  and  ac- 
countability to  me  by  reason  of  or  on  account  of  the  event  of  a  libel  suit  now  pend- 
ing (in  admiralty)  in  the  district  court  of  the  United  States  for  the  district  of 
Maryland,  wherein  F.  T.  Montell  is  libelant  against  the  brig  Delia  and  the  said 
Kendall  is  claimant  and  respondent. 

Witness  my  hand  and  seal  this  30th  day  of  August,  A.  D.  1859. 

Richard  Daulby.  [l.  s.] 

Witnessed  by — 

F.  D.  Tormey. 


[Francis  T.  Montell  v.  Brig  Delta.    United  States  district  court,  Maryland  district,  in  admiralty.] 

Depositions  of  witnesses  taken  before  Francis  D.  Tormey,  one  of  the  commissioners  of 
the  superior  court  of  Baltimore  city.  State  of  Maryland,  at  the  times  below  stated, 
by  the  consent  and  in  the  presence  of  the  proctors  of  the  respective  parties,  they 
mutually  waiving  all  objections  to  the  manner  and  form  of  the  taking  of  said  testi- 
mony, agreeing  that  the  same  may  be  used  in  the  above  cause,  and  to  avail  and 
have  the  same  effect  as  if  taken  before  a  regular  commissioner  of  the  said  United 
States  district  court. 

Saturday,  August  21,  1859. 

Richard  Daulby,  a  witness,  aged  39  years,  produced,  sworn,  and  examined  on  the 
part  and  behalf  of  claimant,  William  T.  Kendall,  deposes  and  says,  as  follows: 

That  on  the  1st  of  last  November  he  sailed  in  the  brig  Fidelia,  as  agent  for  William 
T.  Kendall,  from  Baltimore,  to  see  if  he,  witness,  could  not  discover  a  place  where 
he  could  get  some  guano.  Witness  left  Baltimore  with  the  intention  of  proceeding 
down  to  the  Caribbean  Sea.  On  the  evening  of  the  9th  of  November  witness  sighted 
Crooked  Island,  and  proceeded  that  evening  through  the  passage.  At  daylight  the 
following  morning  witness  discovered  a  small  key  to  leeward  of  the  vessel  and  bore 
down  for  the  key  with  the  intention  of  anchoring  and  seeing  whether  there  was  any 
guano  on  the  key  and  whether  the  key  was  inhabited  or  not.  The  vessel  came  to 
anchor  at  9  o'clock  a.  m.  Witness  and  his  mate  proceeded  ashore  and  found  there 
was  a  good  deposit  of  guano  there.  The  key  was  about  2  miles  in  circumference,  the 
highest  point  Was  about  72  feet,  and  from  that  it  gradually  declined  to  the  water's 
edge.  It  was  rocky  near  the  water's  edge;  it  had  been  all  rocks  at  one  time.  Went 
all  over  the  key  and  found  no  traces  of  anyone  having  been  on  the  key,  or  having 
inhabited  it.  There  was  no  vegetation  on  the  key,  with  the  exception  of  prickly 
pears  and  a  few  mango  trees;  there  was  no  water  on  it.  Dug  down  to  a  level  of  the 
water — in  some  points  16  feet,  and  could  find  no  water.  Witness  had  no  previous 
knowledge  of  this  island  in  any  .shape  or  form,  except  that  he  saw  it  laid  down  on  the 
chart  like  the  head  of  a  pin,  but  could  not  tell  from  the  chart  what  it  was,  but  had  to 
keep  a  look  out  for  it,  as  it  might  have  been  a  rock.    Witness  being  asked  whether 
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lie  was  induced  to  bear  down  on  said  island  from  the  fact  of  its  being  on  the  chart, 
or  by  having  seen  it  with  his  eyes,  replies,  because  he  saw  it  with  his  eyes,  and  it 
was  on  his  way  to  the  Caribbean  Sea. 

Finding  the  island  uninhabited,  and  no  trace  of  anybody  having  been  there,  wit- 
ness took  his  men  and  implements  ashore  for  the  purpose  of  digging  guano,  and  con- 
tinued digging  and  loading  the  vessel  with  guano  until  the  morning  of  the  22d  of  the 
same  month.  Up  to  the  morning  of  the  22d  of  November  they  obtained  80  tons  of 
the  guano,  which  was  loaded  on  the  brig  Fidelia,  when  a  gale  arose  on  the  morning 
of  the  22d  and  the  vessel  parted  her  chains  and  went  ashore— struck  the  reef  and  went 
down,  and  was  totally  lost.  There  is  no  anchorage  on  the  island — just  the  same  as  on 
the  open  ocean.  AVitness  and  crew  took  the  boats  and  went  ashore  and  remained 
ashore  a  day  and  two  nights,  and  then  got  the  boats  ready  and  left  the  island  in  the 
night  time,  steering  by  the  stars  to  strike  Ragged  Island.  Not  being  able  to  make 
Eagged  Island,  owing  to  a  heavy  sea,  they  were  taken  up  on  board  of  a  vessel  that  they 
met  and  were  carried  to  Habana,  and  from  thence  came  to  Baltimore.  Witness  then 
informed  Mr.  Kendall  of  the  discovery  of  the  island  and  the  loss  of  the  vessel  and 
cargo,  and  that  he  had  left  all  his  utensils  on  the  island. 

Mr.  Kendall  then  put  witness  in  command  of  the  schooner  R.  W.  Troth,  which 
left  Baltimore  on  the  8th  of  January,  1859,  within  eight  days  of  witness  reaching  Bal- 
timore from  Habana,  and  again  proceeded  to  the  key  with  the  intention  of  getting  a 
cargo  of  guano.  Arrived  there  on  the  20th  of  January  and  found  everything  in  the 
same  state  as  when  we  left  the  island — the  hut  which  witness  had  erected  being  undis- 
turbed. Then  proceeded  to  load  the  schooner  with  guano — with  about  130  tons  of 
guano;  during  which  time  witness  saw  none  but  his  own  party.  During  the  time 
they  were  at  the  island  they  had  to  go  out  to  sea  nearly  every  day  or  two,  owing  to 
bad  weather  and  want  of  a  harbor.  Witness  sailed  for  Baltimore  on  the  25th  of  Feb- 
ruary and  arrived  in  Baltimore  on  the  11th  of  March  and  delivered  the  cargo  to  Mr. 
Kendall;  witness  having  left  on  the  island  wheeling  boards  and  some  few  small 
articles. 

Mr.  Kendall  then  put  witness  in  command  of  the  brig  Delta  and  his  instructions 
were  to  proceed  for  another  load  of  guano  and  to  take  charge  of  the  island  in  the 
name  of  Mr.  Kendall  and  the  United  States.  Witness  had  no  other  instructions  from 
Mr.  Kendall  except  to  leave  the  crew  and  provisions  on  the  island  when  he  came 
away.  Arrived  out  on  the  13th  of  April,  found  no  one  there  and  everything  as  he 
had  left.  On  landing,  witness  set  some  of  the  crew  to  work  digging  guano,  and  others 
to  build  a  house  to  live  in.  After  the  house  was  finished  witness  raised  the  American 
jack  flag  on  the  house  and  took  possession  in  the  nan  if  of  Mr.  Kendall  and  the  United 
States — that  is,  witness  called  the  boys  all  around  and  told  them  he  took  possession 
of  the  island  in  the  name  of  Mr.  Kendall  and  the  United  States.  Witness  then  got 
230  tons  guano,  with  which  he  loaded  the  vessel  and  delivered  it  safely  on  the  12th 
of  June. 

On  leaving  the  island,  witness  left  five  men  in  the  employ  of  Mr.  Kendall,  under 
the  charge  of  William  L.  Price,  to  procure  another  load  of  guano  by  the  time  witness 
returned  to  the  island.  The  American  flag  was  flying  on  the  island  when  witness 
left.  Witness  again  left  Baltimore  on  the  22d  June  for  the  island  in  the  brig  Ilelta., 
on  account  of  Mr.  Kendall,  with  instructions  from  him  to  get  another  load  of  guano, 
and  leave  four  more  men  on  the  key,  with  provisions  and  water,  to  get  out  more  guano. 

Arrived  on  the  island  on  the  16th  of  July;  came  to  anchor  and  saw  the  English  flag 
flying  at  a  staff  on  the  top  of  a  hill  and  the  American  flag  disappeared.  Mr.  Price 
and  an  Englishman  by  the  name  of  John  M.  Gowen  came  aboard  the  brig  Delta,  and 
witness  was  then  informed  by  Mr.  Price  that  a  party  of  men  had  come  there  on  the 
8th  June  in  an  armed  vessel,  under  the  command  of  Theodore  Farrington,  and  took 
possession  of  the  key;  and  that  they  had  threatened  to  take  him  and  his  men  up  and 
put  them  in  prison  at  Nassau  if  they  did  not  go  to  work  for  him,  Farrington. 

Witness  went  ashore  on  Sunday  morning,  and  told  Mr.  Price  to  take  an  inventory 
of  all  Mr.  Kendall's  property.  Found  two  Englishmen  in  possession  of  the  island, 
and  in  the  course  of  the  day  a  schooner  arrived  and  brought  22  more  men,  who  were 
landed  on  the  island.  Mr.  Theodore  Farrington,  who  came  in  the  schooner,  was  intro- 
duced to  witness  by  Mr.  Price,  and  said  to  witness  that  lie  had  been  "wdshing  to  see 
him  for  some  time.  Witness  then  said  to  Farrington,  "It  seems  you  are  going  to 
turn  us  out  of  house  and  home,  and  I  suppose  you  have  authority  for  this?"  and  then 
asked  him  to  show  his  authority;  and  he  said  he  had  authority,  but  would  only  show 
it  in  a  court  of  law.  Witness  then  asked  him,  ' '  What  is  to  be  done  with  my  things  on 
the  key;  that  I  supposed  I  could  take  them?"  and  he  said  "No;  that  he  would  not 
allow  me  to  take  a  single  thing,"  and  then  proposed  to  charter  me  to  take  a  load  of 
guano  home  to  Baltimore;  and  witness  finally  agreed  to  take  a  load  of  guano  for  him 
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at  $5  a  ton  freight.  If  witness  had  not  so  agreed  he  would  have  been  compelled  to 
come  home  in  ballast. 

On  the  17th  July  witness  signed  the  charter  party,  which  he  will  produce  as  part 
of  his  evidence,  and  commenced  taking  in  cargo  on  the  19th,  and  Mr.  Farrington  left 
on  the  20th,  leaving  the  island  in  charge  of  Mr.  Gowen  as  his  agent,  under  whose 
direction  the  witness  was  loaded  with  250  tons  of  guano.  Witness  was  not  paid  by 
Mr.  Farrington,  or  any  agent,  for  any  stores  or  provisions  or  utensils  which  had  been 
left  on  the  island  and  were  taken  by  his  men.  Witness  did  sell  him  some  articles  of 
his  own  private  property  to  the  amount  of  |203,  for  which  he  received  a  draft  from 
Farrington  on  Mr.  Montell,  and  which  was  presented,  on  the  arrival  of  the  witness  in 
Baltimore,  and  paid. 

Witness,  before  leaving  the  key,  went  ashore  and  hoisted  the  American  flag  again, 
having  pulled  down  the  English  flag  and  run  up  the  American  flag  on  their  staff,  and  as 
long  as  witness  was  in  sight  the  American  flag  was  flying.  Witness  told  Mr.  Gowen 
that  if  they  hauled  down  the  American  flag  while  he  ( witness)  was  in  sight  he  would 
shoot  some  of  them.  Witness  then  proceeded  to  Fortune  Island,  where,  by  appoint- 
ment, he  met  Mr.  Farrington;  and  on  the  1st  August,  1859,  executed  the  bill  of  lading 
of  that  date  herewith  produced,  and  which  is  marked  "A."  [The  bill  of  lading  thus 
identified  was  produced  by  the  proctor  for  the  libelant  to  the  witness  and  made  part 
of  his  proof,  with  the  consent  of  the  proctor  for  the  claimant.  ]  When  witness  left 
the  island  his  crew  and  men  amounted  to  15,  having  brought  all  his  men  away  except 
3,  who  voluntarily  remained  with  Mr.  Farrington.  When  witness  left  Mr.  Farrington 
had  11  men  on  the  island,  besides  the  3  of  witness's  men  who  voluntarily  remained; 
the  residue  of  Farrington's  men  had  gone  off  with  him  after  witness  had  signed  the 
charter  party  of  18th  July.  Witness  arrived  in  Baltimore  on  the  13th  A  ugust  instant 
and  reported  himself  to  Mr.  Montell,  and  offered  to  deliver  the  carjro  that  day;  but 
he  said  that  Monday,  which  was  the  15th,  would  do.  On  Monday,  the  15th,  witness 
entered  at  the  custom-house  and  again  notified  Mr.  Montell  that  he  was  ready  to 
deliver  the  cargo;  and  on  the  same  day,  at  4  o'clock  in  the  afternoon,  the  sheriff  of 
Baltimore  city  came  with  a  writ  of  replevin  and  replevied  the  guano.  Witness  states 
that  he  had  omitted  to  mention  that  on  the  first  visit  of  the  brig  Ddtn  to  the  island 
while  it  was  being  loaded,  the  English  war  steamer  iS'fi/.i;  came  along  and  stopped  her 
engine,  fired  a  lee  gun,  raised  her  flag,  and  witness  then  raised  the  American  flag  and 
dipped  the  flag  to  the  Styx,  who  did  the  same  and  went  away. 

Cross-examined : 
Witness  saw  the  bill  of  lading  marked  "A"  in  possession  of  Francis  T.  Montell,  the 
libelant,  when  witness  reported  to  him  the  arrival  of  the  cargo.  Did  not  inform  him 
at  that  time  that  there  was  any  dispute  about  the  cargo,  and  did  not  so  inform  him 
when  witness  presented  him  the  draft  for  payment  from  Mr.  Farrington.  Witness 
knew  nothing  of  the  intention  of  Mr.  Kendall  to  replevy  the  cargo  until  the  sheriff 
came  aboard;  he  had  not  seen  Mr.  Kendall  prior  to  the  sheriff's  coming  on  board. 
Mr.  Montell  had  procured  a  permit  for  landing  the  cargo  and  had  left  it  at  Mr.  Ken- 
dall's ofiice  for  witness.  Mr.  Kendall  was  out  of  town  when  witness  arrived  and  did 
not  return  for  four  days.  Witness  began  to  unload  the  cargo  for  the  first  time  on 
Tuesday  last,  the  22d  instant.  At  the  time  the  sheriff  executed  the  replevin  there 
was  no  delivery  of  the  cargo  from  the  vessel.  Witness  does  not  know  to  what  group 
the  island  above  referred  to  belongs;  can't  say  whether  or  not  it  is  one  of  the 
I?ahama  Islands,  because  on  one  side  you  can't  touch  bottom  with  a  hundred-fathom 
line.  Witness  knew  from  the  chart  that  there  was  an  island  or  rock  there,  but  had 
never  before  actually  seen  it. 

RiCHAED   DaULBY. 


Monday,  August  29,  1859. 
Eichard  Daulby  further  examined  on  the  part  and  behalf  of  the  claimant: 
Witness  now  produced  the  charter  party  referred  to  by  him  in  his  preceding 
examination.  (The  said  charter  party  is  hereto  annexed,  marked  "R.  D.,  No.  1.") 
The  body  of  said  charter  party  is  in  the  handwriting  of  Theodore  Farrington,  and 
the  signatures  thereto  were  subscribed  by  the  respective  parties,  as  they  purport  to 
be.  As  far  as  witness  is  able  to  estimate  the  quantity  of  guano  on  the  island  he 
would  estimate  maximum  quantity  to  be  10,000  to  12,000  tons.  At  the  time  witness 
last  left  the  island  there  remained  on  it  personal  property  of  Mr.  Kendall's  amount- 
ing in  value  to  about  $1,000,  consisting  of  boards,  wheelbarrows,  picks,  boats, 
anchors,  sails,  screens,  and  provisions,  all  of  which  were  in  the  use  and  possession  of 
the  men  employed  by  Theodore  Farrington;  and,  in  fact,  they  had  no  other  utensils 
than  such  as  belonged  to  Mr.  Kendall. 
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Cross-examined : 

The  house  of  which  witness  spoke  as  having  been  put  up  on  the  island  by  him  was 
a  square  house,  20  feet  long  and  10  feet  broad  and  10  feet  high;  was  made  out  of 
boards  and  rafters.  The  frame  was  made  of  upright  and  cross  pieces  and  then 
boarded  and  sail  put  over  it.  Mr.  Montell,  on  Tuesday,  16th  instant,  produced  the 
bill  of  lading  to  witness  and  demanded  the  delivery  of  the  cargo,  offering  to  pay  the 
freight  in  gold  or  silver,  and  witness  replied  that  the  law  had  taken  it  out  of  his 
hands  and  he  could  not  give  it  to  him;  the  guano  at  that  time  was  actually  on  board 
the  brig. 

Examined  further  in  chief: 

The  sheriff  of  Baltimore  city  came  on  board  and  replevied  the  guano  before  Mr. 
Montell  demanded  it  of  witness;  witness  was  not  present  when  the  sheriff  came  with 
the  replevin;  the  mate  was  on  board;  witness  never  saw  the  sheriff,  nor  received  an 
order  from  him  to  deliver  the  guano  to  anyone.  When  witness  first  visited  the 
island  it  was  impossible  to  tell  whether  guano  was  on  it  or  not  by  merely  looking^  at 
it,  as  the  place  where  the  guano  was  subsequently  found  was  thickly  covered  with 
prickly  pears.  When  witness  went  ashore  he  removed  the  prickly  pears  in  places, 
looking  for  guano,  and  found  a  good  deposit  of  guano. 

Richard  Dauley. 

William  L.  Price,  a  witness,  aged  24  years,  produced,  sworn,  and  examined  on  the 
part  and  behalf  of  claimant,  W.  T.  Kendall,  deposes  and  says  as  follows:  Witness 
was  born  in  Baltimore  County,  and  resides  there  now.  Witness  left  Baltimore  city 
on  the  31st  last  March  in  the  brig  I/dta,  Captain  Daulby  master,  with  the  intention 
of  stopping  on  the  island  referred  to  in  these  proceedings,  to  collect  all  of  the  guano 
that  might  be  on  it.  Witness  went  in  the  employ  of  Mr.  William  T.  Kendall,  who 
promised  witness  monthly  wages,  to  be  paid  by  him.  Beached  the  island  on  the  13th 
April,  and  proceeded  ashore,  found  the  island  unoccupied,  saw  the  appearance  of 
guano  having  been  taken  from  the  island,  but  could  not  estimate  what  quantity  had 
been  taken;  there  were  no  houses  or  sheds  on  the  island  at  that  time.  On  proceed- 
ing ashore  witness  took  possession  of  the  island  in  the  name  of  William  T.  Kendall 
and  the  United  States,  built  a  house  on  the  island,  and  raised  the  American  flag; 
could  see  no  land  from  the  highest  point  of  the  island  in  any  direction  with  the  naked 
eye;  the  highest  point  of  the  island  is  about  76  feet.  Ragged  Island  is  the  nearest 
land  to  it;  it  is  32  miles  distant  from  it.  Witness  has  seen  Ragged  Island,  which  has 
a  few  houses  like  fishing  huts  on  it;  can  not  say  how  large  Ragged  Island  is.  Wit- 
ness then  proceeded  to  dig  guano  and  load  the  brig.  When  the  brig  was  loaded  she 
left,  and  witness  remained  in  charge  of  the  island  with  5  men,  having  stores  and 
utensils  necessary  to  their  business.  Witness  saw  the  English  war  steamer  St.y.c  come 
to  the  island  while  the  brig  Delta  was  there,  and,  having  stopped  her  machinery,  fired 
a  lee  gun,  and  the  American  flag  was  then  raised  on  the  Delta  and  on  the  islaad,  aad 
the  Styx  then  continued  on  her  way  to  the  southward,  having  exchanged  salutes  with 
the  American  flag  before  she  left.  The  Delta  left  the  island  on  the  19th  of  May,  and 
witness  continued  on  collecting  guano  up  to  the  8th  of  June,  having  got  out  over 
180  tons,  which  was  lying  out  on  the  beach  ready  for  shipping. 

On  the  evening  of  the  8th  June  an  armed  schooner  arrived  at  the  island  having  on 
board  two  large  swivels;  and  2  officers  with  16  men  landed  on  the  shore,  who 
were  all  armed  with  pistols,  and  asked  witness  in  what  way  he  was  on  the  island 
and  how  he  came  there;  and  witness  told  them  that  he  was  there  in  the  employ  of 
William  T.  Kendall;  and  Mr.  Theodore  Farrington  told  witness  that  he  had  better 
get  ready  and  go  with  him  and  his  men,  and  he  then  told  witness  that  he  (witness) 
was  trespassing  on  his  property;  and  witness  replied  that  he  did  not  know  as  he 
was;  and  he  again  said  that  witness  had  better  leave  and  go  with  him,  and  witness 
replied  that  he  would  not  go  with  him,  nor  would  any  of  witness's  men;  and  Far- 
rington then  left  the  island  and  went  aboard  the  schooner. 

On  the  morning  of  the  9th  June  Farrington  again  came  ashore  and  told  witness 
that  witness  should  either  go  to  work  for  him  or  he  would  take  witness  and  imprison 
him  or  leave  him  on  the  island  to  starve,  and  witness  replied  that  it  was  a  hard  case 
that  he  should  be  imprisoned  or  left  on  the  island  to  starve;  and  he  replied  that  he 
could  not  help  it,  and  that  witness  could  do  as  he  pleased,  but  that  if  witness  did 
not  go  to  work  for  him  he  would  give  witness  a  good  deal  of  trouble;  and  witness 
then  consented  to  go  to  work  for  him  on  the  condition  that  he  would  let  witness  go 
when  he  (witness)  should  get  a  chance.  He  then  gave  witness  a  paper,  forewarning 
witness  from  lettmg  any  person  whatever  take  anything  from  the  island.  [The 
paper  here  referred  to  witness  ypill  produce.]  Farrington  then  left  the  island  and 
went  on  board,  with  the  intention  of  going  to  Fortune  Island  and  returning  with 
men  and  provisions  in  eight  or  ten  days.     He  did  not  arrive  until  the  24th  June  on 
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the  Island,  when  his  agent,  Mr.  Gowen,  came  on  shore  and  told  witness  that  he  had 
a  supply  of  water  but  very  few  provisions,  and  that  they  came  with  the  intention  of 
going  to  work.  They  then  built  a  house  and  went  on  to  work  in  collecting  guano 
until  the  28th  June,  at  which  time  witness's  men  quit  work,  and  Gowen  told  them, 
as  before,  that  if  they  did  not  work  for  him  he  would  starve  them.  Witness's  men 
did  not  go  to  work  for  five  days,  but  were  then  compelled  to  do  so  by  hunger,  and 
continued  to  work  until  the  arrival  of  Farrington's  schooner  again,  which  was  on 
the  16th  July,  and  Farrington  came  on  shore  and  said  he  had  a  supply  of  pro- 
visions and  more  men;  and  witness  then  told  him  that  the  brig  Delta  had  now 
arrived,  and  that  he  (witness)  wanted  to  be  sent  home;  and  Farrington  replied  that 
that  depended  upon  his  own  pleasure  whether  he  would  keep  witness  there  or  send 
him  home,  and  witness  then  explained  to  him  the  necessity  of  his  returning  home. 
He  then  consented,  and  witness  accordingly  returned  in  the  Delta.  Farrington  told 
witness  that  he  ought  not  to  let  witness  go  home  until  the  case  was  settled,  as  he 
knew  there  would  be  trouble  as  soon  as  the  vessel  got  home.  The  brig  Delta  was 
loaded  by  Farrington  and  his  agents  with  guano,  including  the  180  tons  that  witness 
had  got  out  before  Farrington  and  his  men  arrived.  Farrington  and  his  men  took 
and  used  witness's  stores  and  provisions  and  working  utensils  and  never  returned 
them,  the  value  of  which  amounted,  as  near  as  witness  can  estimate,  to  $1,000  or 
$1,200.  Witness  was  present  when  Captain  Daulby  requested  Farrington  to  produce 
his  authority,  and  he  refused,  saying  he  would  not  produce  it  unless  in  a  court  of 
law.  After  Farrington  left  in  his  schooner,  witness  saw  Captain  Daulby  take  down 
the  English  flag  and  put  up  the  American,  which  remained  flying  as  long  as  the  Delta 
was  in  sight. 

Cross-examined : 
Witness  was  paid  for  the  time  that  he  worked  for  Farrington,  and  so  were  the  two 
men  that  returned  home  with  witness;  the  other  three  voluntarily  remained  on  the 
island. 

William  L.  Phicb. 

Eichard  Daulby,  reexamined  in  chief: 

Thinks  the  island  is  about  90  miles  from  Cuba.  There  is  a  small  key,  called  Mura- 
poses,  about  20  miles  distant  from  the  island,  but  there  are  no  inhabitants  on  it,  as  it 
is  a  barren  rock  over  which  the  sea  washes.  No  land  is  visible  from  Key  Verd,  and 
Eagged  Island  is  32  miles  distant,  and  Fortune  Island  is  45  miles  distant. 

Cross-examined : 
Witness  has  no  interest  in  the  brig  Delta.  Witness  has  no  interest  in  the  guano 
except  that,  by  agreement  verbally  between  Mr.  Kendall  and  witness,  witness  was  to 
receive  50  cents  on  every  ton  of  guano  that  witness  discovered.  This  contract  would 
extend  to  all  the  guano  on  the  island  as  long  as  witness  worked  it,  and  witness 
would  have  continued  working  it  if  Mr.  Farrington  had  not  taken  possession.  Mr. 
Kendall  was  never  out  to  the  island.  There  is  no  written  contract  between  witness 
and  Mr.  Kendall  for  the  transfer  by  witness  to  him  of  witness's  interest  as  the  dis- 
coverer of  that  island.  No  other  contract  has  been  made  between  Mr.  Kendall  and 
witness  except  the  contract  for  50  cents,  as  aforesaid,  and  that  contract  was  made 
before  witness  went  out  and  before  witness  discovered  the  island. 

EiCHAED  Daulby. 

Mr.  Schley  here  addresses  and  hands  to  the  commissioner  his  assent  in  writing 
(which  is  hereto  annexed),  by  which  he  agrees  that  the  testimony  of  the  witness 
Eichard  Daulby  shall  have  the  same  effect  as  if  taken  after  the  filing  of  a  release  by 
said  witness  to  obviate  the  supposed  objection  to  his  competency,  upon  Mr.  Brent 
having  signified  his  intention  to  file  such  release  and  to  reexamine  said  witness  after 
the  execution  of  said  release.  And  the  counsel  of  the  respective  parties  then  also 
reduced  to  writing  their  agreement  (which  is  hereto  annexed)  for  the  taking  of  the 
foregoing  testimony  before  Francis  D.  Tormey,  as  commissioner. 

Tuesday,  August  SO,  1859. 

The  witness  William  L.  Price  now  produce*  to  and  files  with  the  commissioner 
the  paper  referred  to  in  his  deposition  on  the  29th  instant  (which  is  hereto  annexed), 
marked  "Key  Verd." 

Eichard  Daulby  here  files  with  the  commissioner  a  release  to  W.  T.  Kendall,  which 
is  hereto  annexed. 

^o  other  witnesses  being  named  or  produced  to  me,  the  taking  of  further  testimony 
before  me  was  closed. 
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In  witness  whereof  I  hereto  set  my  hand  and  seal  this  30th  day  of  August,  A.  D. 
1859,  at  the  city  of  Baltimore,  in  the  State  of  Maryland. 

Fbancis  D.  Toemey,     [seal.] 

Commissioner. 

In  testimony  that  the  foregoing  is  a  true  copy  of  the  originals  on  file  among  the 
records  and  proceedings  of  the  district  court  aforesaid,  I  hereunto  subscribe  my  name 
and  affix  tlie  seal  nf  the  said  district  court  this  5th  day  of  September,  in  the  year  of 
our  Lord  1859. 

Thob.  Spicee,     [seal.] 

Clerk  District  Court. 


Dbpaetment  of  State, 

Washington,  March  IS,  1860. 
Sir:  I  transmit  herewith,  for  your  information  and  that  of  Mr.  W.  T.  Kendall, 
whose  claim  as  the  alleged  discoverer  of  guano  on  Key  Verd  you  have  presented  to 
the  Department,  a  copy  of  an  opinion  of  the  Attorney-General,  dated  December  14, 
1859,  to  whom  the  papers  were  referred,  and  which,  as  I  have  just  learned,  was 
inadvertently  omitted  to  be  sent  to  you. 

I  am,  etc.,  Lewis  Cass. 

R.  J.  Bkent,  Esq., 

Baltimore,  Md. 


Attoeney-Geneeal's  Office, 

December  14,  1859. 

Sir:  The  papers  sent  me  by  you  show  that  W.  I.  [T.]  Kendall,  of  Baltimore,  has 
petitioned  to  be  protected  in  the  possession  of  a  guano  island  in  the  Caribbean  Sea 
called  Key  Verd.  It  also  appears  that  Key  Verd  is  regarded  by  the  British  Govern- 
ment as  under  the  dominion  of  that  power  and  belonging  to  the  Bahamas,  Lord  Lyons 
having  given  notice  that  the  removal  of  guano  therefrom  by  an  American  would  be 
considered  not  only  a  trespass  but  a  hostile  aggression. 

Before  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  can  be  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  act  of 
1858  [6]  it  must  appear  that  the  island,  rock,  or  key  upon  which  he  has  discovered 
guano  was  not  at  the  time  of  its  discovery  within  the  lawful  jurisdiction  of  any  other 
government.  In  the  present  case  Key  Verd  is  distinctly  asserted  by  the  British 
Government  to  be  within  its  jurisdiction.  The  President  has  no  right  under  the  law 
to  annex  the  island  to  the  United  States  or  to  put  any  American  citizen  in  possession 
of  it  until  the  diplomatic  question  raised  by  the  British  minister  shall  be  finally  set- 
tled, and  not  then  unless  it  be  settled  in  our  favor. 
I  am,  very  respectfully,  yours,  etc., 

J.  S.  Black. 
Hon.  Lewis  Cass, 

Secretary  of  Stale. 


Department  of  State, 

Washington,  March  19,  1860. 
Sir:  I  have  the  honor  to  inform  you  that  in  the  case  of  the  application  of  Mr. 
W.  T.  Kendall,  of  Baltimore,  to  be  protected  in  the  possession  of  a  guano  island  in 
the  Caribbean  Sea  called  Key  Verd  the  President  does  not  feel  authorized  under 
the  circumstances  to  take  any  measure  by  which  the  said  island  would  be  considered 
as  appertaining  to  the  United  States. 
I  am,  etc., 

Robert  J.  Bebnt,  Esq., 

Baltimore. 


Department  of  State, 

Washington,  February  9,  1860. 
Sir:  You  are  probably  aware  that  in  the  winter  and  spring  of  1858-59  a  quantity 
of  guano  was  taken  from  the  Key  Verd  by  American  vessels,  and  that  a  claim  under 
the  provisions  of  the  act  of  August  18,  1856,  has  been  made  to  the  possession  of  the 
island  by  citizens  of  the  United  States. 
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The  claim  is  resisted  by  the  British  Government  on  the  gromid  that  the  Key  Verd 
belongs  to  the  Bahama  group. 

You  are  requested  to  furnish  this  Department  with  such  information  as  may  be  in 
your  possession,  or  which  you  may  be  able  to  procure,  respecting  any  acts  of  juris- 
diction which  may  have  been  exercised  over  this  island  by  the  British  authoritieg 
previous  to  the  visit  of  Captain  Daulby  to  the  island  in  November,  1858;  also  if  the 
deposit  of  guano  on  the  island  was  known  to  the  inhabitante  of  the  Bahamas  prior 
to  the  above-mentioned  date;  also  any  other  information  tending-to  show  the  validity 
of  the  claim  set  up  by  the  British  authorities. 

I  am,  etc.,  John  Appleton, 


I.  J.  Mereitt,  Esq., 

United  States  Consul,  New  Providence,  Nassau,  Bahamas. 


Assistant  Secretary. 


No.  13.]  United  States  Consulate, 

Nassau,  N.  P. ,  Bahamas,  April  SO,  1860. 

Sir:  On  the  13th  instant,  in  dispatch  No.  9,  I  had  the  honor  to  acknowledge  the 
receipt  of  a  dispatch  from  the  Department  of  State,  dated  February  9,  desiring  infor- 
mation respecting  the  claim  of  the  British  Government  to  Key  Verd,  and  I  now 
take  the  earliest  opportunity  to  furnish  the  little  information  I  can  readily  procure. 

That  the  island  in  question,  for  there  are  two  or  more  islands  or  keys  bearing  the 
name  of  Key  Verd  in  this  neighborhood,  is  one  of  the  Bahama  group  of  islands,  I 
see  no  reason  to  doubt.  Not  only  the  minute  and  elaborate  charts  compiled  from 
careful  surveys  made  by  the  order  of  the  British  Government,  but  two  older  ones 
that  have  been  three  or  four  years  in  my  possession,  place  Key  Verd  nearly  in  the 
latitude  of  22°  north  and  longitude  75°  15'  west,  at  the  western  entrance  of  the 
Crooked  Island  Passage  and  on  the  edge  of  the  Bahama  bank. 

Several  credible  persons  have  stated  to  me  that  the  deposit  of  guano  on  this 
island  was  known  to  inhabitants  of  the  Bahamas  prior  to  Captain  Daulby's  visit, 
in  November,  1858;  but  I  think  that  they  have,  unintentionally,  confounded  Key 
Verd  with  another  small  key  in  that  neighborhood,  from  which  specimens  of  guano 
were  gathered  about  four  years  ago  by  inhabitants  of  Ragged  Island,  and  forwarded 
to  the  United  States  for  examination.  With  no  other  means  of  ascertaining  if  any 
acts  of  jurisdiction  had  been  exercised  over  this  island  by  British  authority  before 
the  visit  of  Captain  Daulby,  I  applied  to  the  colonial  government  for  information; 
but  this  government  refused  to  furnish  it  at  this  time,  for  the  reason  that  the  whole 
subject  is  believed  to  be  at  present  the  subject  of  negotiation  between  the  Govern- 
ments of  Great  Britain  and  the  United  States. 

I  have,  etc. ,  I.  J.  Merrill, 

United  Stales  Consul. 

Hon.  Lewis  Cass, 

Secretary  of  Slate,   Washington. 

S.  Doc.  231,  pt,  1 — -18 
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[See  Claims  against  France,  Gen.  Index.] 
•THIBTY-EIGHTH  CONGIIESS,  FIBST  SESSIOIT. 
April  4,  1864. 

[Senate  Eeport  No.  il.] 

Mr.  Sumner  made  the  following  report: 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  to  whom  were  referred  the 
petition  of  sundry  citizens  of  New  York,  presented  at  the  present  ses- 
sion, and  also  numerous  petitions  and  resolutions  of  State  legislatures, 
taken  from  the  files  of  the  Senate,  asking  just  compensation  for  "indi- 
vidual "  claims  on  France,  appropriated  by  the  United  States  toobtaiu 
a  release  from  important  "national"  obligations,  have  had  the  same 
under  consideration,  and  beg  leave  to  report: 

The  welfare  of  the  Republic  requires  that  there  should  be  an  end  of 
"suits,"  lest,  while  men  are  mortal,  these  should  be  immortal.  Such 
is  the  substance  of  a  venerable  maxim  of  the  law,  which  is  illustrated 
by  the  case  now  before  the  committee.  The  present  claims  have 
already  outlived  all  the  original  sufferers,  and  at  least  two  generations 
of  those  who  have  so  ably  enforced  them  in  the  halls  of  Congress. 
Against  their  unwonted  vitality  death  has  not  been  able  to  prevaiL 

CHARACTER  OF  THESE   CLAIMS. 

Of  all  claims  in  our  history,  these  are  most  associated  with  great 
events  and  great  sacrifices.  First  in  time,  they  are  also  first  in  char- 
acter, for  they  spring  from  the  very  cradle  of  the  Republic  and  the 
trials  of  its  infancy.  To  comprehend  them  you  must  know,  first, 
how  independence  was  won;  and,  secondly, how,  at  a  later  day,  peace 
was  assured.  Other  claims  have  been  merely  personal  or  litigious; 
these  are  historic.  Here  were  "individual"  losses,  felt  at  the  time 
most  keenly,  and  constituting  an  unanswerable  claim  upon  France, 
which,  by  the  action  of  our  Government  at  a  critical  moment,  were 
employed,  like  a  credit  or  cash  in  hand,  to  purchase  a  release  from 
outstanding  "national"  obligations,  so  that  the  whole  country  became 
at  once  the  trustee  of  these  sufferers,  bound,  of  course,  to  gratitude 
for  the  means  thus  contributed,  but  bound  also  to  indemnify  them 
against  all  ' '  individual "  losses.  And  yet  these  sufferers,  thus  unique 
In  situation,  have  been  compelled  to  see  all  other  claims  for  foreign 
spoliations  satisfied,  while  they  alone  have  been  turned  away.     Even 
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as  early  as  1794  our  plundered  citizens  obtained  compensation,  to  the 
amount  of  more  than  $10,000,000,  on  account  of  British  spoliations. 
Similar  indemnities  have  been  obtained  since  from  Spain,  Naples, 
Denmark,  Mexico,  and  the  South  American  States,  while,  by  the 
famous  convention  of  1831,  France  contributed  $5,000,000  to  the  sat- 
isfaction of  spoliations  under  the  continental  system  of  Napoleon. 
Spain  stipulated  to  pay  for  every  ship  or  cargo  taken  within  Spanish 
waters  even  by  the  French,  so  that  the  French  spoliations  on  our  com- 
merce within  Spanish  waters  have  been  paid  for,  but  French  spolia- 
tions on  our  commerce  elsewhere  before  1800  are  still  unredeemed. 
Such  has  been  the  fortune  of  claimants  the  most  meritorious  of  all. 

In  all  other  cases  there  has  been  simply  a  claim  for  foreign  spolia- 
tions, but  without  any  superadded  obligations  on  the  part  of  our  Gov- 
ernment. Here  is  a  claim  for  foreign  spoliations,  the  precise  counter- 
part of  all  other  claims,  but  with  a  superadded  obligation,  on  the  part 
of  our  Government,  in  the  nature  of  a  debt,  constituting  an  assumpsit, 
or  an  implied  promise  to  pay;  so  that  these  sufferers  are  not  merely 
claimants  on  account  of  French  spoliations,  but  they  are  also  credit- 
ors on  account  of  a  plain  assumption  by  the  Government  of  the 
undoubted  liability  of  France.  But  the  appeal  of  these  claimant- 
creditors  is  enhanced  beyond  the  pecuniary  interests  involved,  when 
we  consider  the  nature  of  this  assumption,  and  especially  that,  in  this 
way,  our  country  obtained  a  final  release  from  embarrassing  stipula- 
tions with  France  contracted  in  the  war  for  national  independence. 
Regarding  it,  therefore,  as  a  debt,  it  constitutes  a  part  of  that  sacred 
debt  incurred  for  national  independence — the  only  part  which  remains 
unpaid. 

PRELIMINAEY   OBJECTIONS. 

But  before  proceeding  to  consider  the  nature  of  the  existing  obliga- 
tions on  the  part  of  the  United  States,  the  committee  ask  attention  to 
three  objections  which  they  encounter  on  the  threshold:  The  first, 
founded  on  the  alleged  antiquity  of  the  original  claims;  and  the  sec- 
ond, on  the  alleged  character  of  the  actual  possessors;  and  the  third, 
on  the  present  condition  of  the  country. 

CLAIMS  ANCIENT,  BUT  NOT  STALE. 

(1)  It  is  said  that  the  claims  are  ancient  and  stale,  and,  therefore, 
should  not  be  entertained.  It  is  true  that  the  claims  are  the  most 
ancient  of  any  now  pending,  and  that  they  date  from  the  very  origin 
of  our  existence  as  a  nation.  But,  in  this  respect,  they  do  not  differ 
from  a  Revolutionary  pension  or  a  Revolutionary  claim.  Down  to  this 
day  there  is  a  standing  committee  of  the  Senate  entitled  "Committee 
on  Revolutionary  Claims; "  but  if  a  claim  which  may  be  traced  to  the 
Revolution  must  be  rejected  for  staleness  there  can  be  little  use  for 
this  committee.  If  these  claims,  after  uninterrupted  sleep  through- 
out the  long  intervening  period,  were  now,  for  the  first  time,  revived, 
they  might  be  obnoxious  to  this  imputation.  But  as,  from  the  begin- 
ning of  the  century,  they  have  occupied  the  attention  of  Congress, 
and  have  been  sustained  by  speeches,  reports,  and  votes,  it  is  impos- 
sible to  say  that  they  have  been  allowed  to  sleep. 

The  whole  case  was  stated  with  admirable  succinctness,  as  long  ago 
as  1807,  by  Mr.  Marion,  of  South  Carolina,  in  the  report  of  a  commit- 
tee of  the  House  of  Representatives,  in  the  following  words: 

"From  a  mature  consideration  of  the  subject,  and  from  the  best 
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judgment  your  committee  have  been  able  to  form  on  the  "^^^'Jj^jg 
are  of  opinion  that  this  Government,  by  expunging  the  secondarL 
of  our  convention  with  France,  of  the  30th  of  September,  1800,.Decd^ 
bound  to  indemnify  the  memorialists  for  their  just  claims  wiiicni     y 
would  otherwise  rightfully  have  had  on  the  Government  ot  i  !'*''',_ 
the  spoliations  committed  on  their  commerce  by  the  illegal  V'^l^J    ,„ 
made  by  the  cruisers  and  other  armed  vessels  of  that  power,  i"  :'" 
tion  of  the  law  of  nations  and  in  breach  of  treaties  then  e^'^l;^"! 
between  the  two  nations;  which  claims  they  were  by  the  i-e.]ecY„„  ?„ 
the  said  article  of  the  convention,  forever  barred  from  presenting  to 
the  Government  of  France  for  compensation." 

Claims  thus  authoritatively  stated  at  that  early  day  could  not  be 
overcome  by  any  sleep.  ,      ..,    i 

It  is  true  that  these  claims  were  pressed  with  less  constancy  and 
determination  at  the  beginning  of  the  century  than  at  a  later  day. 
But  there  are  two  sufficient  reasons  for  the  change.  First,  the  evi- 
dence on  which  they  were  founded  was  less  generally  known  at  the 
beginning  than  afterwards.  It  was  only  by  the  communication  to 
Congress  in  1826,  under  the  Administration  of  John  Quincy  Adams, 
of  the  ample  materials  accumulated  in  the  archives  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  State,  that  the  true  strength  of  the  case  was  fully  revealed. 
Here,  in  one  full  volume,  was  the  documentary  history  of  the  whole 
double  transaction,  showing,  at  once,  the  original  obligation  of  France, 
and  the  substituted  obligation  of  the  United  States,  reenforced  by  the 
associations  of  our  own  Revolutionary  history.  But  a  more  sufficient 
reason  for  this  change  may  be  found  in  the  fact  that  for  some  time 
in  tht  early  part  of  the  century  our  countrjr  was  still  laboring  under 
the  pressure  of  the  Revolutionary  debt.  As  this  pressure  was  gradu- 
ally removed  and  the  national  resources  became  more  apparent  these 
claims  were  naturally  urged  with  more  confidence,  until,  on  the  final 
extinction  of  that  debt,  they  occupied  the  attention  of  the  best  minds 
of  both  Houses  of  Congress. 

No  single  question  in  our  history  has  been  the  subject  of  such  a 
succession  of  able  reports.  Whether  counted  or  weighed,  these 
reports  are  equally  exceptional.  They  are  no  less  than  forty-one  in 
number,  twenty-three  in  the  Senate  and  eighteen  in  the  House.  Among 
the  eminent  characters  whose  names  they  bear  are  Edward  Living- 
ston, John  Holmes,  Edward  Everett,  Daniel  "Webster,  Caleb  Gushing, 
Charles  J.  Ingersoll,  John  M.  Clayton,  and  Ruf us  Choate.  Out  of  the 
whole  number  only  three  liave  been  adverse,  one  in  the  Senate  and 
two  in  the  House.  But  the  three  adverse  reports  were  evasive  only, 
being  made  prior  to  the  communication  to  Congress  of  the  decisive 
evidence  on  the  subject.  The  thirty-eight  reports  made  since  that 
communication  have  been  all  in  favor  of  the  claims.  (See  Appen- 
dix A.)  ^ 

Resolutions  of  thirteen  States,  being  the  original  number  which 
declared  independence,  have  been  presented  to  Congress  between  the 
years  1832  and  1858  in  favor  of  these  claims.  Some  Slates  not  con- 
tent with  one  series,  have  repeated  their  resolutions,  and  acc'omnanied 
them  with  elaborate  arguments.  They  all  tend  to  the  point  that  it  is 
the  bounden  duty  of  Congress,  without  further  delay,  to  make  nro" 
vision  for  the  payment  of  these  claims;  and  Senators  and  Renres 
tatives  are  earnestly  requested  to  use  their  best  exertions  to  secu^" 
the  passage  of  a  law  of  Congi'css  to  carry  this  obligation  into  effect  ^^ 

Memorials  and  petitions  to  Congress  have,  from  the  beginnino'  test" 
fled  to  the  sleeplessness  of  these  claims.     On  the  5th  of  February  1802 
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only  forty-six  days  after  the  promulgation  of  the  convention  of  1800, 
they  began  to  be  presented,  and  they  have  continued  to  be  presented 
from  that  early  day  down  to  this  very  session  of  Congress,  making,  in 
all,  three  thousand  two  hundred  and  ninety-three.  Of  these,  fourteen 
hundred  and  eighty-nine  were  in  the  Senate;  eighteen  hundred  and 
four  in  the  House.  They  are  chiefly  from  the  original  sufferers,  their 
executors,  administrators,  assigns,  widows,  and  heirs,  residing  in  the 
large  seaports  from  which  the  despoiled  vessels  originally  sailed ;  but 
there  are  some  from  all  parts  of  the  country  where  the  representatives 
of  the  original  sufferers  have  been  carried  in  the  vicissitudes  of  life ;  all 
of  which  may  be  seen  in  an  annexed  list  of  these  petitioners.  (See 
Appendix  B.) 

Two  several  times — once  under  President  Polk,  and  again  under 
President  Pierce — both  Houses  of  Congress  have  concurred  in  passing 
an  act  for  the  relief  of  these  claimants;  but  this  tardy  justice  was 
arrested  by  Presidential  veto. 

In  the  face  of  this  constant  succession  of  reports,  resolutions  of  State 
legislatures,  and  petitions,  constituting  not  only  a  "continual  claim," 
but  a  continual  recognition  of  the  claim — the  whole  crowned  by  two 
several  acts  of  Congress — it  is  impossible  to  attribute  any  negligence 
to  the  claimants,  or,  indeed,  any  indulgence  of  inordinate  confidence. 
They  have  had  reason  to  believe  that  they  should  be  successful. 
Under  such  circumstances  the  lapse  of  time,  which  is  sometimes  urged 
against  them,  becomes  an  argument  in  their  favor,  for  it  adds  con- 
stantly recurring  testimony  to  their  merits,  besides  a  new  title  from 
the  disappointment  to  which  they  have  been  doomed.  Claims  begin- 
ning thus  early,  and  thus  sustained,  may  be  ancient,  but  they  can 
not  be  stale. 

ACTUAL  POSSESSORS   OF  THE   CLAIMS  ARE  NOT  SPECULATORS. 

(2)  There  is  a  trivial  remark,  which  is  rather  a  slur  than  an  objec- 
tion, which  may  justify  a  moment's  attention.  It  is  sometimes  said 
that  these  claims  are  no  longer  the  property  of  the  original  sufferers 
or  their  representatives,  but  that  they  have  passed,  like  a  fancy  stock, 
into  the  hands  of  speculators.  This  remark,  if  it  had  foundation  in 
fact,  has  not  much  in  equity.  It  would  be  hardly  creditable  for  a 
government  to  take  advantage  of  its  own  procrastination  and  refuse 
just  compensation  because  the  original  sufferer  had  been  compelled 
by  unwelcome  necessity  to  discount  his  claims. 

From  the  nature  of  the  case  such  claims,  being  unliquidated,  do  not 
readily  pass  from  hand  to  hand,  but  remain  in  the  original  custody, 
as  has  become  apparent  in  ample  experience.  Precisely  the  same 
reflection  was  cast  upon  the  claims  against  Spain,  Denmark,  and 
Naples,  and  indeed  it  has  been  cast  upon  long-outstanding  claims 
generally  until  it  is  now  a  commonplace  of  sarcasm.  But  the  records 
of  the  successive  commissions  which  have  liquidated  foreign  claims 
afford  its  best  refutation.  These  commissions  required  in  every  ease 
proof  of  property,  but  the  evidence  disclosed  that  the  original  suf- 
ferers or  their  legal  representatives,  including  heirs,  executors, 
assignees  of  bankrupts,  persons  having  a  lien  for  advances,  or  under- 
writers, possessing  in  law  and  equity  the  same  right  as  the  original 
sufferers,  were  the  actual  possessors  of  the  larger  part  of  these  inter- 
ests. There  is  no  reason  to  suppose  that  it  would  be  otherwise  in  the 
case  of  the  claims  for  French  spoliations.  On  the  contrary,  it  is 
believed  that  they  remain  substantially  where  they  were  when  the 
losses  were  incurred. 
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The  great  speculator  has  been  death,  for  there  are  few  of  these 
claims  that  have  not  passed  through  his  hands.  But  such  a  transfer 
can  not  draw  the  title  into  doubt,  especially  when  we  consider  the 
character  of  the  petitioners,  whose  names  are  spread  on  the  journals 
of  Congress.  It  is  well  known  that  in  many  families  these  claims  still 
exist  as  heir  looms,  transmitted  by  ancestral  care  in  the  full  confi- 
dence that  sooner  or  later  they  would  be  recognized  by  the  Government. 

PRESENT  CONDITION  OF  THE   COUNTRY  NO  REASON  AGAINST  PAYMENT 

OF  JUST  DEBTS. 

(3)  But  it  is  sometimes  suggested  that  even  assuming  the  merito- 
rious oha  iicter  of  these  claims,  yet  in  the  present  condition  of  the 
couiiiiy  they  ought  to  be  postponed.  Looking  at  the  practical  conse- 
quences of  this  suggestion,  it  will  be  found  that,  though  plausible  in 
form,  it  is  fatal  in  substance.  Any  postponement  must  inevitably 
throw  these  claims  into  direct  competition  with  those  which  are  now 
accumulating  on  account  of  losses  during  the  rebellion,  having  in 
their  favor  the  gushing  sympathies  of  our  time.  It  is  not  unjust  to 
human  nature  to  say  that  the  distant  in  time,  like  the  distant  in  space, 
are  too  often  out  of  mind.  If  the  earlier  claims  are  just,  they  ought 
not  to  be  exposed  to  the  hazards  of  any  such  competition,  when  feel- 
ing will  be  stronger  than  reason.  Indeed,  from  the  probability  of 
future  claims,  whose  shadows  already  begin  to  appear,  the  argument 
is  strengthened  for  the  immediate  satisfaction  of  those  which  now 
exist,  especially  when  we  consider  their  character  and  origin. 

The  resources  of  the  people  are  now  tasked  to  put  down  the  rebel- 
lion which  slavery  has  aroused.  Let  nothing  be  stinted.  But  there 
is  another  duty  which  must  not  be  forgotten.  The  just  debts  of  the 
Republic  must  be  paid  to  the  last  dollar.  Here  also  nothing  must  be 
stinted,  and  the  glory  of  the  one  will  be  kindred  to  the  glory  of  the 
other.  The  Republic  will  have  new  title  to  love  at  home  and  to  honor 
abroad  when  with  one  hand  it  overcomes  the  rebellion  now  menacing 
its  existence  and  with  the  other  does  justice  to  ancient  petitioners, 
long  neglected,  constituting  the  only  remaining  creditors  left  to  us  on 
account  of  the  war  of  independence. 

STATEMENT  OF  THE   QUESTION. 

Therefore,  putting  aside  all  preliminary  objections  to  these  claims, 
whether  on  account  of  their  alleged  antiquity,  the  character  of  the 
actual  possessors,  or  the  present  condition  of  the  country,  the  com- 
mittee insist  that  the  existing  obligations  of  the  United  States  must 
be  determined  according  to  principles  of  justice  and  the  facts  of  the 
case.  The  hearing  is  now  as  if  there  had  been  no  lapse  of  time  since 
the  obligations  accrued  and  as  if  no  war  now  existed  to  task  the 
country. 

Is  the  money  justly  due?  To  answer  this  important  question  the 
subject  must  be  considered  in  detail,  under  several  heads: 

Firstly.  The  claims  of  citizens  of  the  United  States  against  France, 
founded  on  spoliations  of  our  commerce,  as  seen  in  their  origin  and 
history. 

Secondly.  The  counterclaims  of  France,  founded  on  treaty  stipula- 
tions and  services  rendered  in  the  war  of  independence,  as  seen  also 
in  their  origin  and  history. 

Thirdly.  The  convention  of  1800  and  the  reciprocal  release  of  the 
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two  Governments,  by  wMchthe  "individual  "claims  of  the  petitioners 
were  treated  as  a  set-off  to  the  "national"  claims  of  France. 

Fourthly.  The  assumption  by  our  Government  of  the  obligations 
of  France,  so  that  the  United  States  were  substituted  for  France,  and 
became  liable  to  these  petitioners  as  France  had  been  liable. 

After  considering  these  heads  in  their  order  it  will  be  proper  to 
review  the  objections  which  have  been  alleged  against  the  liability  of 
the  United  States:  (1)  From  the  semihostile  relations  between  France 
and  the  United  States  anterior  to  the  convention,  (2)  from  payments 
under  the  Louisiana  treaty,  (3)  from  payments  under  the  convention 
with  France  of  1831,  (4)  from  the  act  of  Congress  annulling  the  early 
treaties  with  France,  (5)  from  the  early  efforts  of  our  Government  to 
obtain  from  France  the  satisfaction  of  these  claims,  and  (6)  from  the 
desperate  character  attributed  to  these  claims  at  the  time  of  their 
abandonment. 

The  question  of  ' '  just  compensation  "  will  present  itself  last :  (1)  In 
the  advantages  secured  to  the  United  States  by  the  sacrifice  of  these 
claims,  (2)  in  the  value  of  the  losses  which  the  claimants  suffered,  and 
(3)  in  the  recommendation  of  the  committee. 

The  subject  is  of  such  importance  from  the  magnitude  of  interests 
involved  and  from  its  historic  character  that  the  minuteness  of  this 
inquiry  will  not  be  regarded  as  superfluous. 

THE  CLAIMS  OF  AMERICAN  CITIZENS  IN  THEIR  ORIGIN  AND  HISTORY. 

I.  The  history  of  French  spoliations  on  our  commerce  is  a  gloomy 
chapter,  where  a  friendly  power,  assuming  the  name  of  republic,  shows 
itself  fitful,  passionate,  and  unjust.  This  condiict  seems  more  remark- 
able when  it  is  considered  that  only  a  short  time  before  France,  while 
yet  a  kingdom,  had  contributed  treasure  and  blood  to  sustain  our 
national  independence.  And  yet  an  explanation  may  be  found  in  the 
extraordinary  temper  of  the  times.  By  a  generous  uprising  of  the 
people  the  kingdom  was  overthrown,  and  then,  as  the  alarmed  roj''- 
alties  of  Europe  intervened,  the  head  of  the  monarch  was  flung  to  them 
as  a  gage  of  battle.  The  gage  had  been  accepted  in  advance,  and  all 
those  royalties,  by  successive  treaties,  entered  into  coalition  against 
France.  The  fleets  of  England  came  tardily  into  the  great  contest, 
but  their  presence  gave  to  it  a  new  character,  and  enveloped  the  ocean 
as  well  as  the  land  in  its  flames.  Naturally  the  growing  commerce  of 
the  United  States  suffered  from  both  sides,  but  especially  from  France, 
driven  to  frenzy  by  the  British  attempt,  in  the  exercise  of  belligerent 
rights,  to  starve  a  whole  nation. 

The  feelings  of  France  were  still  further  aroused  against  the  United 
States,  when,  instead  of  friendship  and  alliance,  she  was  encountered 
by  the  proclamation  of  neutrality  launched  by  Washington  on  the 
22d  April,  1793,  where  he  undertook,  in  behalf  of  the  United  States, 
"to  adopt  and  pursue  a  conduct  friendly  and  impartial  toward  the 
belligerent  powers."  Here,  according  to  France,  was  a  failure  not 
only  of  that  proper  sympathy  which  was  due  from  us,  but  even  of 
solemn  duties  pledged  by  those  early  treaties  which  helped  to  secure 
our  national  independence.  This  failure,  which  became  afterwards 
the  occasion  of  counterclaims  on  the  United  States,  contributed  at 
once  to  the  exasperations  of  the  time. 

An  early  apology,  addressed  to  the  American  minister  at  Paris  by 
the  French  Government,  attests  the  spoliations  which  had  begun,  and 
discloses  also  their  indefensible  character,  unless  the  common  Ian- 
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guage  spoken  by  the  English  as  well  as  ourselves  was  a  sufficient 
excuse.     Here  are  the  exact  words: 

We  hope  that  the  Government  of  the  United  States  will  attribute  to  their  true 
cause  the  abuses  of  which  you  complain,  as  well  as  other  violations  of  which  our 
cruisers  may  render  themselves  guilty  in  the  course  of  the  present  war.  It  must 
perceive  how  difficult  it  is  to  contain  within  just  limits  the  indignation  of  our 
marines,  and,  in  general,  of  all  the  French  patriots,  against  a  people  who  speak 
the  same  language  and  having  the  same  habits  as  the  free  Americans.  The  diffi- 
culty of  distinguishing  our  allies  from  our  enemies  has  often  been  the  cause  of 
offenses  committed  on  board  your  vessels;  all  that  the  administration  could  do  is 
to  order  indemnification  to  those  who  have  suffered,  and  to  punish  the  guilty. 
(French  Spoliations,  Ex.  Doc,  1836,  p.  70.) 

Thus  heedlessly  did  these  spoliations  begin.  But  the  national  con- 
vention associated  itself  by  formal  act  with  this  injustice,  when,  on 
the  9th  May,  1793,  only  seventeen  days  after  the  proclamation  of  neu- 
trality, but  before  it  had  arrived  in  France,  a  retaliatory  decree  was 
issued  in  response  to  the  British  attempt  at  starvation — arresting  all 
neutral  vessels  laden  with  provisions  and  destined  to  an  enemy's 
port.  It  was  not  disguised  even  in  the  decree  itself  that  it  was  a  vio- 
lation of  the  rights  of  neutrals;  but  the  necessity  of  the  case  was 
pleaded,  and  indemnity  was  promised  to  the  neutrals  who  might  suf- 
fer by  its  operation.  But,  unwilling  to  await  the  dilatoi-y  performance 
of  this  promise,  our  minister  at  Paris  remonstrated  at  once  against 
the  application  of  the  decree  to  vessels  of  the  United  States.  Amidst 
vacillations  of  the  National  Assembly,  which  at  one  time  seemed  to 
relent  under  the  urgency  of  our  minister,  the  decree  continued  to  be 
enforced  against  the  property  of  American  citizens.  Here  were 
spoliations,  confessed  at  the  time  to  be  in  violation  of  neutral  rights, 
which  still  rise  in  judgment. 

As  the  intelligence  of  these  spoliations  reached  the  United  States 
our  whole  commerce  was  fluttered.  Merchants  hesitated  to  expose 
their  ships  and  cargoes  to  such  cruel  hazards.  It  was  necessary  that 
something  should  be  done  in  order  to  enlist  again  their  activity.  At  this 
stage  the  National  Government  came  forward  voluntarily  with  an  assur- 
ance of  protection  and  redress.  This  was  in  a  circular  letter,  dated  27th 
August,  1793,  when  Mr.  Jefferson,  the  Secretary  of  State,  in  the  name 
of  the  President,  used  the  following  language : 

I  have  it  in  charge  from  the  President  to  assure  the  merchants  of  the  United 
States,  concerned  in  foreign  commerce  or  navigation,  that  our  attention  will  be 
paid  to  any  injuries  they  may  suffer  on  the  high  seas  or  in  foreign  countries  con- 
trary to  the  law  of  nations  and  existing  treaties,  and  that,  on  their  forwarding 
hither  well-authenticated  evidence  of  the  same,  proper  proceedings  will  be  adopted 
for  their  relief.     (French  Spoliations,  Ex.  Doc,  1886,  p.  217.) 

This  circular  was  adopted  by  President  Washington  in  his  message 
of  December  5,  1793,  where  he  speaks  as  follows : 

The  vexations  and  spoliations  understood  to  have  been  committed  on  our  vessels 
and  commerce  by  the  cruisers  and  officers  of  some  of  the  belligerent  powers 
appeared  to  require  attention.  The  proofs  of  these,  however,  not  having  been 
brought  forward,  the  description  of  citizens  supposed  to  have  suffered  were  noti- 
fied that,  on  furnishing  them  to  the  Executive,  due  measures  would  be  taken  to 
obtain  redress  of  the  past,  and  more  effectual  provisions  against  the  future 
(French  Spoliations,  Ex.  Doc,  1836,  p.  853.) 

Here,  then,  was  a  double  promise  from  the  National  Government, 
under  the  influence  of  which  our  merchants  continued  their  commerce 
and  ventured  once  more  upon  the  ocean.  Their  Government  had 
tempted  them,  and,  on  the  occurrence  of  "injuries  on  the  high  seas," 
these  good  citizens,  according  to  instructions,  made  haste  to  forward 
to  the  Department  of  State  the  "well-authenticated  evidence  of  the 
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same."    But  their  grandchildren  and  great-grandchildren  are  waiting 
even  now  the  promised  redress. 

Thus  at  the  very  beginning  of  these  spoliations  they  seem  to  have 
been  recognized  in  their  true  character  by  both  Governments.  The 
national  convention,  even  in  its  arbitrary  edict,  confessed  them.  The 
Administration  of  Washington,  in  its  solemn  assurance  of  protection, 
confessed  them  also.  The  offspring  of  wrongful  violence  in  the  heat 
of  war,  they  were  regarded  on  each  side  as  indefensible.  Ministers, 
in  this  respect,  reflected  the  sentiments  of  the  two  Governments. 
Fauchet,  the  French  minister  at  Philadelphia,  in  a  communication  to 
the  Secretary  of  State,  under  date  of  March  27, 1794,  expressed  him- 
self in  this  manner: 

If  any  of  your  merchants  have  suffered  any  injury  by  the  conduct  of  our  pri- 
vateers (a  thing  which  would  be  contrary  to  the  intention  and  express  order  of  the 
Republic),  they  may,  with  confidence,  address  themselves  to  the  French  Govern- 
ment, which  will  never  refuse  justice  to  those  whose  claims  are  legal.  (French 
Spoliations,  Ex.  Doc,  1836,  p.  263.) 

Mr.  Morris,  our  minister  at  Paris,  under  date  of  March  6, 1794,  thus 
gave  vent  to  his  feelings : 

These  captures  create  great  confusion,  must  produce  much  damage  to  mercan- 
tile men,  and  are  a  source  of  endless  and  well-founded  complaint.  Every  post 
brings  me  piles  of  letters  about  it  from  all  quarters,  and  I  see  no  remedy.  In  tlie 
meantime,  if  I  would  give  way  to  the  clamors  of  the  injured  parties,  I  ought  to 
make  demands  very  like  a  declaration  of  war.     (Ibid.,  p.  77.) 

But  M.  Buehot,  the  French  commissioner  of  foreign  relations, 
addressed  to  Mr.  Morris  the  following  soothing  words,  under  date  of 
July  5,  1794: 

The  sentiments  of  the  convention  and  of  the  Government  toward  your  fellow- 
citizens  are  too  well  known  to  you  to  leave  a  doubt  of  their  disposition  to  make 
good  the  losses  which  circumstances  inseparable  from  a  great  revolution  may  have 
caused  some  American  navigators  to  experience.     (Ibid.,  p.  77.) 

Such  at  that  day  was  the  testimony  of  ministers  on  both  sides. 

Meanwhile,  Genet,  the  French  minister  at  Philadelphia,  had  been 
dismissed  by  President  Washington  on  account  of  a  presumptuous 
interference  in  our  affairs  especially  hostile  to  the  proclamation  of 
neutrality;  and  John  Jay  had  repaired  to  London  to  negotiate  the 
treaty  of  1794,  which  goes  under  his  name.  Both  these  events  added 
to  the  exasjieration  of  France.  But  Mr.  Monroe,  who  had  taken  the 
place  of  Mr.  Morris  at  Paris,  was  full  of  sympathy  for  the  new  Repub- 
lic, even  when  he  frankly  discharged  his  unpleasant  duties.  In  a  com- 
munication to  the  committee  of  public  safety,  under  date  of  October 
18,  1794,  he  exposed  a  "frightful  picture  of  difQculties  and  losses, 
equally  injurious  to  both  countries,  which,  if  suffered  to  continue, 
must  iinavoidably  interrupt  for  the  time  the  commercial  intercourse 
between  them."  (St.  Pap.,  Foreign  Affairs,  Vol.  I,  p.  683.)  But,  not- 
withstanding this  strong  language,  his  influence  was  thought  to  have 
prevailed  so  far  that  President  Washington  ventured  to  announce,  in 
a  confidential  message  of  February  20,  1795,  good  news  for  our  x^lun- 
dered  merchants.  "It affords  me,"  he  said,  "the  highest  pleasure  to 
inform  Congress  that  perfect  harmony  reigns  between  the  two  Repub- 
lics, and  that  these  claims  are  in  a  train  of  being  discussed  with  can- 
dor, and  amicably  adjusted."  (Wait's  Am.  St.  Pap.,  vol.  3,  p.  402.) 
But  this  perfect  harmony  was  short  lived,  and  the  hopes  which  flowed 
from  it  were  nipped  in  the  bud. 

The  knowledge  of  Mr.  J  ay's  negotiations  with  England  had  already 
produced  uneasiness  in  France;  but,  when  the  treaty  was  finally 
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divulged,  on  its  ratification  in  October,  1795,  there  was  an  outburst 
against  us.  The  treaty  was  pronounced  to  be  in  violation  of  existing 
engagements  with  France,  and  our  whole  policy  was  openly  branded 
by  the  president  of  the  Directory,  in  his  reply  to  Mr.  Monroe,  as  a  "  con- 
descension of  the  American  Government  to  the  wishes  of  its  ancient 
tyrant. "  The  Directory  refused  to  receive  Charles  Cotesworth  Pinck- 
ney,  who  had  been  sent  by  our  Government  in  the  place  of  James 
Monroe.  Meanwhile,  by  a  succession  of  cruel  edicts,  it  unleashed  all 
its  cruisers  to  despoil  our  commerce  and  to  cry  havoc  wherever  they 
sailed.  On  the  2d  July  it  was  declared  that  "the  French  Repub- 
lic will  treat  neutral  vessels,  either  as  to  confiscation,  searches,  or 
capture,  in  the  same  manner  as  they  shall  suffer  the  English  to  treat 
them."  The  indefinite  terms  of  this  edict  were  justly  denounced  by 
our  Government  as  giving  scope  for  arbitrary  construction,  and  con- 
sequently for  unlimited  oppression  and  vexation.  (French  Spolia- 
tions, Ex.  Doc,  1826,  p.  434.)  And  these  results  were  soon  manifest. 
With  contagious  injustice  the  French  agents  at  St.  Domingo  reported 
to  the  Government  at  home  "that,  having  found  no  resource  in 
finance,  and  knowing  the  unfriendly  disposition  of  the  Americans, 
and  to  avoid  perishing  in  distress,  they  had  armed  for  cruising,  and 
that  already  87  cruisers  were  at  sea;  and  that  for  three  months  pre- 
ceding the  administration  had  subsisted  and  individuals  been  enriched 
out  of  those  prizes."  (Ibid.,  p.  435.)  So  extensively  did  this  bru- 
tality prevail  that  it  was  announced  that  "American  vessels  no  longer 
entered  the  French  ports  unless  carried  in  by  force."    (Ibid.) 

But  this  spirit  of  retaliation  broke  forth  in  still  another  edict  of  the 
Directory,  which  became  at  once  a  universal  scourge  to  American 
commerce.  This  edict,  which  bears  date  March  2,  1797,  after  enlarg- 
ing the  list  of  contraband  and  ordaining  other  measures  of  rigor,  pro- 
ceeds to  declare  all  American  vessels  lawful  prize  if  found  without  a 
role  d'equipage,  or  circumstantial  list,  of  the  crew,  all  of  which  was  in 
violation  of  existing  treaties  and  also  of  the  usages  of  the  United 
States,  which  notoriously  did  not  require  among  a  ship's  papers  any 
such  list.  No  edict  was  so  comprehensive  in  its  sweep,  for  as  all  our 
vessels  were  unprovided  with  this  safeguard  they  were  all  defense- 
less. Spoliations  without  number  ensued  which  were  so  absolutely 
lawless  and  unjust  that  John  Marshall  did  not  hesitate  to  record  of 
them  in  his  journal,  under  date  of  December  17, 1797,  that  "the  claims 
for  property  captured  and  condemned  for  want  of  a  role  d'equipage 
constituted  as  complete  a  right  as  any  individual  ever  possessed." 
(French  Spoliations,  Ex.  Doc,  1826,  p.  471.)  But  this  right  thus 
complete,  according  to  the  judgment  of  this  great  authority,  is  a  large 
part  of  the  claims  which  are  still  pending  before  Congress. 

As  if  to  complete  this  strange,  eventful  history,  another  edict,  at 
once  inhospitable  and  unjust,  was  launched  by  the  Directory  January 
17,  1798,  which  prohibited  every  vessel  that  had  entered  an  English 
port  from  being  admitted  into  any  port  of  the  French  Republic;  and 
still  further,  handed  over  to  C9ndemnation  "every  vessel  laden  in 
whole  or  part  with  merchandise  coming  out  of  England  or  its  posses- 
sions." (French  Spoliations,  Ex.  Doc,  1826,  p.  483.)  This  edict 
was  promptly  denounced  by  the  American  plenipotentiaries  newly 
arrived  at  Paris.  In  earnest,  vigorous  tones  they  said  that  it  invaded 
at  the  same  time  the  interests  and  the  independence  of  neutral  pow- 
ers; that  it  took  from  them  the  profits  of  an  honest  and  lawful  indus- 
try, as  well  as  the  inestimable  privilege  of  conducting  their  own 
affairs  as  their  own  judgment  might  direct,  and  that  acquiescence  in 
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it  would  establish  a  precedent  for  national  degradation  that  would 
authorize  any  measures  which  power  might  be  disposed  to  practice. 
Thus  did  the  plenipotentiaries  depict  the  spirit  in  which  the  French 
spoliations  had  their  origin  and  the  humiliating  consequences  of  sub- 
mission to  the  outrage.  But  the  personal  suiferers  are  down  to  this 
day  without  redress. 

Perplexed  and  indignant  at  these  proceedings,  the  United  States  had 
meanwhile  constituted  a  special  mission,  composed  of  three  eminent 
citizens,  Mr.  Pinckney,  Mr.  Marshall,  and  Mr.  Gerry,  who  were  charged 
especially  to  secure  indemnity  on  account  of  these  spoliations.  In  his 
elaborate  letter  of  instructions,  dated  July  15,  1797,  the  Secretary  of 
State,  Mr.  Pickering,  lays  down  the  following  rule  of  conduct: 

In  respect  to  the  depredations  on  our.commerce,  the  principal  object  will  be  to 
agree  on  an  equitable  mode  of  examining  and  deciding  the  claims  of  our  citizens, 
and  the  manner  and  periods  of  making  compensation.  The  proposed  mode  of 
adjusting  the  claims,  by  commissioners  appointed  on  each  side,  is  so  perfectly  fair, 
we  can  not  imagine  that  it  will  be  refused.  Although  this  reparation  was  not 
niade  an  "indispensable  condition  of  the  proposed  treaty,"  yet  the  plenipoten- 
tiaries were  enjoined  "not  to  renounce  these  claimsof  our  citizens,  nor  to  stipulate 
that  they  be  assumed  by  the  United  States  Government."  (French  Spoliations, 
Ex.  Doc,  1826,  pp.  454,  455.) 

Thus  fully  were  aU  these  claims  recognized  at  that  time  by  our  Gov- 
ernment, and  most  carefully  placed  under  the  protection  of  our  trium- 
virate of  plenipotentiaries. 

But  the  plenipotentiaries  found  the  French  Republic  in  no  mood  of 
Justice.  Bonaparte  was  then  triumphant  at  the  head  of  the  army  of 
Italy,  and  Talleyrand  was  exhibiting  his  remarkable  powers  at  the 
head  of  the  foreign  relations  of  France.  Victory  had  given  confi- 
dence, and  the  exulting  republic  was  standing  tip-toe,  more  disposed 
to  strike  than  to  negotiate,  unless  it  could  dictate,  and  implacable 
always  toward  England  and  all  who  were  supposed  to  sympathize 
with  this  power.  After  exactions  and  humiliations  hard  to  bear,  the 
plenipotentiaries  were  compelled  to  return  home  without  being  received 
officially  by  the  intoxicated  government  to  which  they  had  been 
addressed,  but  not  before  they  had  encountered  the  masterly  ability  of 
Talleyrand,  who,  in  reply  to  their  statement  of  the  claims  of  the  United 
States,  presented  the  counter  claims  of  France.  Though  remaining 
in  Paris  merely  on  sufferance,  they  had  unofBcial  interviews  with 
various  agents  of  the  Republic,  and  even  with  Talleyrand  himself;  but 
without  dwelling  on  details  which  are  not  pertinent  to  this  occasion, 
it  is  enough  to  say,  that,  while  refusing  to  offer  a  loan  or  a  bribe,  they 
were  able  to  declare  frankly  to  Talleyrand  "that  France  had  taken 
violently  from  America  more  than  fifteen  millions  of  dollars,  and  treated 
us  in  every  respect  as  enemies"  (Wait's  Am.  St.  Pap.,  vol.  3,  p.  497); 
and  also  to  receive  from  Talleyrand  a  concession,  recorded  in  one  of 
their  dispatches,  that  "some  of  these  claims  were  probably  just;" 
with  the  inquiry,  "  whether,  if  they  were  acknowledged  by  France,  we 
could  not  give  a  credit  as  to  the  payment — say  for  two  years?  "  (French 
Spoliations,  Ex.  Doc. ,  1826,  p.  487. )  Here  again  was  an  admission  which 
must  not  be  forgotten. 

The  return  of  our  plenipotentiaries  without  satisfaction  was  aggra- 
vated by  the  unveiled  circumstances  of  an  attempted  negotiation 
which  an  eminent  continental  writer  has  not  hesitated  to  brand  as 
"unique  in  the  annals  of  diplomacy."  (Garden,  Trait^s  de  Paix,  torn. 
6,  p.  120.)  The  American  plenipotentiaries  had  been  invited  to  pay  a 
gratification  of  1,200,000  francs,  and  the  whole  desperate  intrigue,  con- 
ducted by  persons  entitled  in  the  correspondence  X,  Y,  Z,  was  pub- 
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lished  to  the  world.  The  country  was  indignant,  and  war  seemed  to 
be  imminent.  By  various  acts  of  legislation  Congress  made  the  proper 
preparations,  and  Washington  was  summoned  from  his  retirement  to 
gird  on  his  sword  once  more,  as  lieutenant-general.  But  the  claims 
for  French  spoliations  were  never  absent  from  the  mind.  By  act  of 
the  28th  May,  1798,  public  vessels  of  the  United  States  were  authorized 
to  capture  all  "armed  vessels  of  the  Republic  of  France,  which  have 
committed,  or  shall  be  found  hovering  on  the  coast  of  the  United 
States  for  the  purpose  of  committing  depredations  on  vessels  belong- 
ing to  citizens  thereof; "  and  this  statute  was  introduced  by  a  preamble 
asserting  "depredations  on  the  commerce  of  the  United  States  a  viola- 
tion of  the  law  of  nations  and  of  treaties." 

By  act  of  June  13,  1798,  all  commercial  intercourse  was  suspended 
between  the  United  States  and  France  until  the  "  Government  of 
France  shall  clearly  disavow,  and  shall  be  found  to  refrain  from  the 
aggression,  depredations,  and  hostilities  by  them  encouraged  and 
maintained  against  the  vessels  and  other  property  of  the  citizens  of 
the  United  States."  By  act  of  June  25, 1798,  merchant  vessels  of  the 
United  States  were  authorized  to  resist  search  or  seizure  by  any  French 
armed  vessel;  to  repel  assaults  and  to  capture  the  aggressors,  until 
"the  Government  of  France  shall  cause  the  commanders  and  crews  of 
all  armed  French  vessels  to  refrain  from  the  lawless  depredations  and 
outrages  hitherto  encouraged  and  authorized  by  that  Government 
against  the  merchant  vessels  of  the  United  States."  By  act  of  July 
7,  1798,  the  treaties  with  France  were  declared  to  be  no  longer  obliga- 
tory on  the  United  States;  and  this  statute  was  introduced  by  a  pre- 
amlDle  asserting  that  "the  just  claims  of  the  United  States  for  repara- 
tion of  injuries  had  been  refused,  and  their  attempts  to  negotiate  an 
amicable  adjustment  of  all  complaints  between  the  two  nations  had 
been  repelled  with  indignity."  Thus,  by  express  term,  in  repeated 
acts  at  the  time,  did  Congress  recognize  the  validity  of  these  claims. 

By  these  vigorous  measures  the  rights  of  these  claimants  were 
asserted,  and  the  country  was  put  in  an  attitude  of  defense.  The 
French  Directory  became  less  intolerable,  and  negotiations  were 
invited  again,  with  the  assurance  that  the  former  rxideness  should  not 
be  renewed.  John  Adams  was  now  President,  and  for  the  sake  of 
peace  he  seized  the  opportunity  of  this  overture  by  appointing  Chief 
Justice  Ellsworth,  Patrick  Henry,  and  William  Van  Murray  as  a  sec- 
ond triumvirate  of  plenipotentiaries  to  France.  As  Mr.  Henry  declined, 
Mr.  Davie,  of  N^orth  Carolina,  was  substituted  in  his  place.  In  adjust- 
ing the  instructions  President  Adams  himself  took  a  personal  part,  as 
appears  by  a  letter  to  the  Secretary  of  State,  where  he  says: 

The  principal  points,  indeed  all  the  points,  of  the  negotiation  were  so  minutely- 
considered  and  approved  by  me  and  all  the  heads  of  department  that  nothing 
remains  but  to  put  them  into  form  and  dress,  which  service  I  pray  you  to  perform 
as  promptly  as  possible.     (Adams's  Works,  vol.  1,  p.  553.) 

But  "  all  the  points"  were  three  only:  First,  indemnity  for  spolia- 
tions of  American  commerce;  second,  the  unquestionable  wrong  of 
seizing  American  vessels  for  the  want  of  the  papers  known  to  French 
law  as  role  d'equipage;  and  thirds  the  refusal  to  renew  the  treaty 
guarantee  of  the  French  West  Indies.  Such  were  the  ultimata  origi- 
nally settled  by  the  President  and  his  Cabinet  on  the  4th  March,  1799, 
and  afterwards  fully  developed  in  the  elaborate  instructions  of  Mr. 
Pickering,  dated  22d  October,  1799,  which,  after  announcing  that 
' '  the  conduct  of  the  French  Republic  would  well  have  justified  an 
immediate  declaration  of  war  on  the  part  of  the  United  States,"  pro- 
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ceeded  to  declare,  as  the  first  point,  that  the  plenipotentiaries,  "at 
the  opening  of  the  negotiation,  will  inform  the  French  ministers  that 
the  United  States  expect  from  France,  as  an  indispensable  condition 
of  the  treaty,  a  stipulation  to  make  to  the  citizens  of  the  United  States 
full  compensation  for  all  losses  and  damages  which  they  shall  have 
sustained  by  reason  of  irregular  or  illegal  captures  or  condemnation 
of  their  vessels  and  other  property."  And  the  instructions  end  as 
they  began,  by  declaring,  as  first  among  the  ultimata,  "that  an  article 
be  inserted  for  establishing  a  board  with  suitable  powers  to  hear  and 
determine  the  claims  of  our  citizens,  and  binding  France  to  pay  or 
secure  payment  of  the  sums  which  shall  be  awarded."  (French  Spoli- 
ations, Ex.  Doc,  1826,  p.  562,  575.)  Mark  here  the  positiveness  of 
the  assertion. 

These  instructions  to  our  plenipotentiaries  attest  the  interest  of  our 
Government  in  securing  these  indemnities.  Placed  first  among  the 
ultimata  adopted  in  the  councils  of  President  Adams,  they  were  placed 
first  in  the  diplomatic  instructions. 

But  there  is  yet  other  evidence  of  their  character  and  amount.  The 
Secretary  of  State,  in  a  report  to  Congress  dated  January  18,  1799, 
after  attributing  them  to  French  feeling  on  account  of  the  IJritish 
treaty,  proceeds  to  characterize  them  in  remarkable  words: 

Yet  that  treaty  had  been  made  its  chief  pretense  for  these  unjust  and  cruel 
depredations  on  American  commerce,  which  have  brought  distress  on  multitudes 
and  ruin  on  many  of  our  citizens,  and  occasioned  a  total  loss  of  property  to  the 
United  States  of  probably  more  than  $30,000,000.  (French  Spoliations,  Ex. 
Doc,  1826,  p.  480.) 

Such  were  the  outrages  for  which  our  plenipotentiaries  were  to  seek 
redress. 

The  Directory  had  ceased  to  exist,  but  on  reaching  Paris  the  pleni- 
potentiaries were  cordially  received  by  Talleyrand,  the  citizen  minister 
of  foreign  affairs,  who  without  delay  presented  them  to  the  First 
Consul  as  he  was  about  to  mount  for  that  wonderful  campaign  which, 
beginning  in  the  passage  of  the  Alps,  ended  at  Marengo.  Negotia- 
tions commenced  at  once  and  Joseph  Bonaparte,  the  elder  brother  of 
the  First  Consul,  afterwards  King  of  Spain,  was  placed  at  the  head  of 
the  commission  on  the  part  of  France.  Appreciating,  as  they 
announced,  "  the  value  of  time,"  the  American  plenipotentiaries  in  a 
brief  note  on  the  7th  April,  the  very  day  when  the  exchange  of  powers 
had  been  completed,  proposed  "  an  arrangement  to  ascertain  and  dis- 
charge the  equitable  claims  of  citizens  of  either  nation  upon  the  other, 
whether  founded  in  contract,  treaty,  or  the  law  of  nations,"  all  of 
which  was  to  be  done  in  order  "to  satisfy  the  demands  of  justice  and 
render  a  reconciliation  cordial  and  permanent. "  (French  Spoliations, 
Ex.  Doc.  1826,  p.  581.)  Thus  distinctly  were  these  claims  presented 
at  the  very  threshold.  The  French  plenipotentiaries  in  their  prompt 
reply  admitted  that  "  the  first  object  of  the  negotiation  ought  to  be 
the  determination  of  the  regulations  and  the  steps  to  be  followed  for 
the  estimation  and  indemnification  of  injuries  for  which  either  nation 
may  make  claim  for  itself  or  for  any  of  its  citizens."  (Ibid.,  p.  561.) 
Here  was  the  suggestion  of  claims,  not  only  "individual,"  but  also 
"  national,"  under  which  loomed  the  counterclaims  of  France. 

The  American  plenipotentiaries,  while  professing  to  be  free  from 
"  apprehension  of  an  unfavorable  balance,"  protested  against  the  con- 
sideration of  any  "national"  claims  until  some  "convenient  stage  of 
the  negotiation,  after  it  shall  be  seen  what  arrangement  would  be 
acceptable  for  the  claims  of  citizens."     (Ibid.,  p.  582.)    The  French 
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plenipotentiaries  rejoined  by  enforcing  "  national "  as  well  as  "indi- 
vidual" claims.  (Ibid.,  p.  583.)  The  issue  seemed  to  be  made.  On 
the  one  side  were  the  "  individual "  claims  of  American  citizens,  on 
the  other  side  the  "  national "  claims  of  France.  The  American  plen- 
ipotentiaries were  not  authorized  to  recognize  the  "  national "  claims. 
The  French  plenipotentiaries  were  not  authorized  to  recognize  the 
"  individual"  claims  without  a  previous  recognition  on  our  part  of 
the  "  national "  claims.  At  last,  after  various  efforts  at  harmony,  it 
was  ofiacially  announced  that  "  the  negotiation  was  at  a  stand  on  the 
part  of  France,"  as  her  plenipotentiaries  were  constrained  by  the 
instructions  of  the  First  Consul  "  to  make  the  acknowledgment  of 
former  treaties  the  basis  of  negotiation  and  the  condition  of  compen- 
sation." (Ibid.,  p.  609.)  The  First  Consul  was  then  on  the  Italian 
slope  of  the  Alps,  about  to  pounce  upon  the  astonished  Austrians. 
Claims  and  counterclaims  were  at  that  moment  of  little  interest 
to  him. 

Thus  far  the  committee  have  exhibited  the  origin  and  history  of  the 
claims  of  the  United  States.  But  the  time  has  come  to  change  the 
scene  and  to  exhibit  those  counterclaims  which  played  such  a  part  in 
the  successive  negotiations  and  finally  produced  that  deadlock,  when 
the  two  powers  stood  face  to  face  with  antagonist  claims,  unable  to 
go  forward  and  unwilling  to  go  backward. 

COUNTBKCLAIMS  OF  FRANCE,  THEIR  ORIGIN  AND   HISTORY. 

II.  The  counterclaims  of  France  differ  widely  in  character  from 
the  claims  of  American  citizens.  They  were  not  "individual,"  but 
"national,"  and  they  were  founded  on  alleged  violations  of  treaty 
stipulations  assumed  by  the  United  States  in  return  for  the  aid  of 
France  in  the  establishment  of  national  independence.  In  the  course 
of  the  protracted  controversy  between  the  two  Republics  they  were 
detailed  in  numerous  official  notes,  but  they  were  brandished  by 
Talleyrand,  with  offensive  skill  and  effect,  in  the  very  faces  of  our 
insulted  plenipotentiaries,  under  date  of  March  18,  1798,  when,  while 
driving  them  from  Paris,  he  insisted  "that  the  priority  of  grievances 
and  complaints  belonged  to  the  French  Bepublic,  and  that  these  com- 
plaints and  these  grievances  were  as  real  as  numerous  long  before 
the  United  States  had  the  least  ground  of  claim."  (French  Spoliations, 
Ex.  Doc. ,  1826,  p.  490. )  A  careful  inquiry  will  enable  us  to  see  that 
this  allegation,  thus  confidently  uttered,  was  not  without  a  certain 
foundation;  and  here  we  must  repair  to  the  history  of  our  country. 

The  triumph  with  which  our  war  of  independence  happily  ended 
came  tardily,  after  seven  years  of  battle,  suffering,  and  exhaustion, 
but  it  was  hastened,  if  not  assured,  by  the  generous  alliance  of  France. 
From  Bunker  Hill  to  Saratoga  it  was  checkered  with  gloom,  which 
even  the  surrender  of  Burgoyne  did  not  suffice  to  dispel.  Then  came 
the  dreary  winter  of  Valley  Forge,  when  soldiers  of  Washington,  after 
treading  the  snows  barefoot,  were  obliged,  for  want  of  blankets,  to 
huddle  all  night  by  the  fires,  and  even  the  stout  heart  of  the  com- 
mander in  chief  bent  so  far  as  to  announce,  in  a  formal  letter  to  Con- 
gress, that  "unless  some  great  and  capital  change  takes  place  the 

Army  must  be  inevitably  reduced  to  one  or  the  other  of  three  things 

starve,  dissolve,  or  disperse."  But  the  scene  was  clianged  when  the 
glad  tidings  came  that  France,  by  solemn  treaty  signed  by  Franklin, 
February  6,  1778,  had  bound  herself  to  "guarantee  to  the  United 
States  their  liberty,  sovereignty,  and  independence — absolute  and 
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unlimited."  The  camp  broke  forth  with  the  mingled  joy  of  the  soldier 
and  patriot  as  it  turned  gratefully  to  Lafayette,  who  was  already  by. 
the  side  of  Washington,  the  forerunner  of  the  armies  and  navies  now 
promised  to  our  cause.  Congress  took  up  the  strain  of  joy,  and,  by 
a  unanimous  vote,  ratified  the  treaty  which  opened  to  our  country  the 
gates  of  the  future. 

It  would  be  difBLcult  to  estimate  the  value  of  this  treaty  in  money, 
especially  when  we  consider  its  consequences.  According  to  the  report 
of  Calonne,  the  French  minister  of  finance,  the  war  which  ensued  in 
the  support  of  this  guaranty  cost  JVance  fourteen  hundred  and  forty 
millions  of  francs,  or  about  $280,000,000.  But  French  blood — more 
costly  than  money — was  shed  on  land  and  sea  in  the  same  cause,  until 
at  last  the  army  of  Cornwallis  surrendered  at  Yorktown  to  the  allied 
forces  of  Rochambeau  and  Washington,  and  the  war  closed  by  the 
recognition  of  the  independence  of  the  IJnited  States.  If  liberty  be 
priceless— if  life  be  priceless — then  was  the  aid  lavished  by  France 
infinite  beyond  calculation. 

But  the  engagements  were  not  all  on  the  side  of  France.  Beyond 
the  gratitude  due  for  this  powerful  alliance  there  were  express  obli- 
gations solemnly  assumed  by  the  United  States,  not  only  in  the  treaty 
of  alliance,  but  also  in  the  treaty  of  amity  and  commerce  negotiated 
on  the  same  day.  These  obligations,  constituting  the  consideration 
of  the  mighty  contract,  were  of  two  classes :  First,  a  guaranty  by  the 
United  States  of  the  possessions  of  France  in  America,  and,  secondly, 
important  privileges  for  the  armed  ships  of  France,  with  a  promise  of 
American  convoy  to  French  commerce. 

(1)  The  terms  of  the  guai'anty  are  as  follows : 

The  two  parties  guarantee  mutually,  from  the  present  time  and  forever,  against 
all  other  powers,  to  wit:  The  United  States  to  His  Most  Christian  Majesty,  the 
present  possessions  of  the  Crown  of  France  in  America,  as  well  as  those  which  it 
may  acquire  by  the  future  treaty  of  peace.  And  His  Most  Christian  Majesty 
guarantees,  on  his  part,  to  the  United  States  their  liberty,  sovereignty,  and  inde- 
pendence—absolute and  unlimited — as  well  in  matters  of  government  as  com- 
merce; and  also  their  possessions,  and  the  additions  or  conquests  that  their 
confederation  may  obtain  during  the  war  from  any  of  the  domains  now  or  hereto- 
fore possessed  by  Great  Britain  in  North  America.     (Art.  II.) 

And  in  order  to  fix  more  precisely  the  sense  of  this  article,  it  was 
further  stipulated  between  the  two  contracting  parties,  that  "in  case 
of  rupture  between  France  and  England,  the  reciprocal  guarantee 
shall  have  full  force  and  effect  the  moment  such  war  shall  break  out; 
or  if  no  rupture  took  place,  then  the  guaranty  shall  not  take  place 
until  the  moment  of  the  cessation  of  the  present  war  between  the 
United  States  and  England  shall  have  ascertained  their  possessions." 
(Stat.  L.,  vol.  8,  p.  10.)  The  possessions  of  France  in  America  at  this 
date  were  the  islands  of  St.  Domingo,  Martinique,  Guadalupe,  St. 
Lucia,  St.  Vincent,  Tobago,  Deseada,  Mariegalante,  St.  Pierre,  Mique- 
lon,  Granada,  and  Cayenne,  on  the  mainland — each  and  all  of  which 
the  United  States  undertook  to  guaranty  to  France  forever.  Here, 
then,  was  a  continuing  guaranty,  so  far  as  this  term  of  the  law  may 
be  applied  to  an  international  transaction,  which,  beginning  "in  case 
of  rupture  between  France  and  England,"  was  to  be  effective  after 
"the  cessation  of  the  war  between  the  United  States  and  England," 
and  was  to  continue  "forever." 

The  terms  of  the  "guaranty"  are  general,  and  it  was  "forever." 
Even  if  it  be  limited  to  a  defensive  war,  it  would  be  difficult  to  say 
that  France  was  not  engaged  in  such  a  war,  with  the  added  condition 
that  it  was  a  war  waged  by  a  combination  of  kings  to  overcome  a 
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Republic.  Prance  was  alone,  while  the  royalties  of  Europe  gathered 
their  forces  against  her.  It  was  only  after  the  execution  of  the  King 
that  England  joined  this  array,  lending  to  it  invincible  navies.  But, 
according  to  official  avowals,  it  was  what  King  George  called  "the 
atrocious  act  recently  perpetrated  at  Paris,"  that  finally  prompted  the 
part  she  undertook  (Ann.  Reg.,  1793,  St.  Pap.,  229);  and  her  real 
object,  in  the  language  of  Mr.  Pox,  was  "no  other  than  the  destruction 
of  the  internal  government  of  France. "  The  case  was  unprecedented ; 
but  it  is  difacult  to  say  that  it  did  not  come  under  the  "guaranty." 
The  casus  foederis  had  occurred.  If  France  did  not  exact  its  per- 
formance, that  is  no  reason  why  our  obligations  should  be  disowned, 
when,  at  the  present  moment,  we  are  trying  to  arrive  at  some  appre- 
ciation of  their  extent.  But  a  careful  examination  of  the  words  of 
the  treaty  shows  that  the  "guaranty"  originally  became  obligatory, 
on  the  occurrence  of  a  rupture  between  France  and  England.  Noth- 
ing is  said  or  suggested  as  to  the  character  of  the  war,  whether  offen- 
sive or  defensive.  -It  is  enough  that  there  was  a  "rupture."  In  such 
a  case  the  "guaranty,"  according  to  the  illustration  of  Cicero,  was 
tanquam  gladium  in  vagina,  at  the  disposal  of  France.  And  our  Sec- 
retarj^  of  State,  even  while  seeking  to  limit  its  application,  seems  to 
have  seen  it  prospectively  in  this  light,  when  in  his  instructions  of 
July  15,  1797,  to  our  plenipotentiaries,  Messrs.  Pinckney,  Marshall, 
and  Gerry,  he  said: 

Our  guaranty  of  the  possessions  of  France  In  America  will  perpetually  expose 
us  to  the  risk  and  expense  of  war,  or  to  disputes  and  questions  concerning  our 
national  faith.     (French  Spoliations,  Ex.  Doc,  1826,  p.  457.) 

(2)  The  treaty  of  amity  and  commerce  contained  a  succession  of 
mutual  stipulations,  by  which  the  United  States  undertook,  first,  to 
protect  and  defend  by  their  ships  of  war,  or  convoy  any  or  all  vessels 
belonging  to  French  subjects,  so  long  as  they  hold  the  same  course, 
"against  all  attacks,  force,  and  violence,  in  the  same  manner  as  they 
ought  to  protect  and  defend"  the  vessels  of  citizens  of  the  United 
States.  (Arts.  6  and  7.)  Secondly,  to  open  their  ports  to  French 
ships  of  war  and  privateers  with  their  prizes,  and  to  close  them  against 
those  of  any  power  at  war  with  France,  except  when  driven  by  stress 
of  weather;  and  then  "all  proper  means  shall  be  vigorously  used  that 
they  go  out  and  retire  as  soon  as  possible."  (Art.  17.)  Thirdly,  to 
allow  French  privateers  "to  fit  their  ships,  to  sell  what  they  have 
taken,  or  in  any  other  manner  whatsoever  to  exchange  their  ships, 
merchandise,  or  any  other  lading;"  but  privateers  in  enmity  with 
France  were  forbidden  even  to  victual  in  ports  of  the  United  States. 
(Stat.  L.,  vol.  8,  p.  13.) 

As  if  to  round  and  complete  these  engagements,  it  was  still  further 
stipulated  on  the  part  of  the  United  States,  in  a  consular  convention 
which,  after  many  perplexities  of  diplomacy  which  Franklin  could  not 
overcome,  was  finally  signed  by  Mr.  Jefferson  in  1788,  as  a  postscript 
to  the  earlier  treaties,  that  French  consuls  and  vice-consuls  in  the 
United  States  should  have  power  and  jurisdiction  on  board  French 
vessels  in  civil  matters,  with  the  entire  inspection  over  such  vessels, 
their  crews,  and  the  changes  and  substitutions  there  to  be  made. 
(Art.  7.     Ibid.,  p.  112.) 

Such,  briefiy  recited,  were  the  solemn  engagements  of  the  United 
States,  sanctioned  by  treaties,  as  the  price  of  independence.  So  long 
as  France  remained  at  peace  with  all  the  world,  especially  with  Great 
Britain,  these  engagements  slept  unnoticed,  but  ready  to  spring  into 
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life  at  tlie  first  blast  of  war.  At  last  that  blast  was  heard,  perhaps  as 
never  before  in  human  history,  echoing  from  capital  to  capital,  and 
sounding  a  crusade  of  monarchical  Europe  against  Republican  France. 
Out  of  all  the  ministers  of  foreign  powers  at  Paris,  the  minister  of  the 
United  States  alone  remained;  the  rest  had  fled. 

But  the  minister  of  the  United  States  saw  at  once  the  danger  low- 
ering upon  his  own  country  from  the  obligations  of  existing  treaties. 
In  a  letter  to  the  Secretary  of  the  State,  dated  December  21,  1792 
(Am.  St.  Pap.,  Foreign  Affairs,  vol.  1,  p.  347),  after  presenting  a  rapid 
sketch  of  the  rising  of  Europe  against  France,  he  adds:  "The  cir- 
cumstance of  a  war  with  Great  Britain  becomes  important  to  us  in 
more  cases  than  one,"  and  he  then  alludes  to  the  "question  respect- 
ing the  guarantee  of  American  possessions,  especially  if  France  should 
attempt  to  defend  her  islands."  Notoriously  Gouverneur  Morris  did 
not  sympathize  strongly  with  the  French  Republic,  but,  against  all 
arguments  for  noncompliance  with  original  engagement,  because  the 
Government  with  which  they  were  made  had  ceased  to  exist,  his  sen- 
sitive nature  broke  forth  in  the  "wish  that  all  our  treaties,  however 
onerous,  may  be  strictly  fulfilled  according  to  their  true  intent  and 
meaning,"  which  he  followed  in  language  foreign  to  the  phrases  of 
diplomacy,  by  picturing  the  honest  nation  as  that  which,  like  the  honest 
man. 

Hath  to  its  plighted  faith  and  vow  forever  stood; 

And  though  it  promised  to  its  loss,  yet  makes  that  promise  good. 

In  harmouy  with  this  exclamation  of  the  plenipotentiary  are  the  words 
of  Vattel,  an  authority  much  quoted  at  the  time,  when  he  says : 

To  refuse  an  ally  the  succors  due  to  him,  without  a  just  dispensation,  is  doing 
him  an  injury,  and  there  being  a  natural  obligation  to  repair  the  damage  done  by 
our  fault,  and  especially  by  our  injustice,  we  are  bound  to  indemnify  an  ally  for 
all  the  losses  he  may  have  sustained  from  our  unjust  refusal.  (Vattel,  Law  of 
Nations,  book  3,  cap.  6,  sec.  94.) 

Since  the  signature  of  the  treaties  the  times  had  changed,  and  men 
had^  changed  with  them.  There  was  no  bad  faith,  in  the  ordinary 
sense  of  the  term,  on  either  side,  but  each  was  driven  by  intervening 
events  and  the  exigencies  of  self-defense  into  unexpected  inconsisten- 
cies of  conduct.  If  on  one  side  there  was  a  neglect  of  original  engage- 
ments, there  was  on  the  other  side  an  equal  neglect  of  international 
duties.  The  tornado,  in  its  mad  career,  had  uprooted  old  landmarks, 
and  each  was  striving  to  find  new  lines  of  reciprocal  relations.  Frank- 
lin, when  he  signed  the  "guaranty,"  did  not  expect  so  soon  to  call 
down  upon  his  country  the  lightnings  of  an  embattled  world ;  nor  did 
France,  while  formally  conceding  neutral  rights  on  the  ocean  and 
assuring  our  national  independence,  expect  so  soon  to  become  the 
plunderer  of  our  commerce.  But  the  great  tragedy  of  the  time  would 
not  have  been  complete  if  its  domineering  Nemesis  had  suffered  the 
two  Republics  to  dwell  in  harmony  together.  They  were  whirled,  on 
each  side,  into  these  questionable  acts  out  of  which  have  sprung  the 
claims  and  counterclaims  now  under  consideration. 

A  new  French  minister  was  at  hand,  accredited  to  President  Wash- 
ington, with  instructions  from  his  Government.  Already  there  were 
differences  of  opinion  in  the  Cabinet  as  to  the  obligations  of  the  guar- 
anty, some  holding  that  it  had  expired  with  the  French  monarchy,  and 
others  that  the  war  on  which  France  had  entered  was  not  defensive,  so 
that  the  casus  foederis  had  not  arrived.  After  ample  discussion  the 
S.  Doc.  231,  pt.  1 19 
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proclamation  of  neutrality  was  put  forth,  April  22,  1793,  destined  to 
become  one  of  the  turning  points  of  our  history.  Chief  Justice  Mar- 
shall, whose  opportunities  of  information  were  unquestionable,  has 
let  us  know  that  the  proclamation  was ' '  intended  to  prevent  the  French 
minister  from  demanding  the  performance  of  the  guaranty  contained 
in  the  treaty  of  alliance."  But  before  the  proclamation  had  reached 
France,  orders,  in  direct  repugnance  to  the  treaties  with  the  United 
States,  had  been  issued  there  for  the  capture  and  forfeiture  of  enemies' 
goods  on  board  neutral  vessels;  whereas  it  had  been  stipulated  that 
free  ships  should  make  free  goods,  so  that  even  if  the  denial  of  the 
"guaranty  "  was  wrong,  and  the  proclamation,  according  to  French 
accusation,  was  "insidious,"  the  United  States  were  not  the  first  on  the 
list  of  offenders. 

On  the  day  of  the  issue  of  the  proclamation  news  came  by  the  jour- 
nals that  Genet,  the  new  French  minister,  had  landed  at  Charleston, 
where,  amidst  the  darkest  days  of  the  Revolution,  Lafaj^ette  had  first 
landed  also.  Full  of  the  conviction  that  France  had  only  to  speak  in 
the  United  States  and  her  cause  would  be  sustained,  he  exalted  him- 
self at  once  above  the  Government.  By  his  instructions  from  the 
executive  council  of  the  French  Republic,  dated  17th  of  January,  1793, 
he  was  enjoined  "to  penetrate  profoundly  the  sense  of  the  treaties  of 
1778,  and  to  watch  over  the  articles  favorable  to  the  commerce  and 
navigation  of  the  United  States,  and  to  make  the  Americans  consider 
engagements  which  might  appear  onerous  as  the  just  price  of  the  inde- 
pendence which  the  French  nation  had  secured  to  them."  But  not 
content  with  the  existing  safeguards,  the  new  minister  was  to  negotiate 
a  new  treaty,  in  order  to  fix  more  surely  "the  reciprocal  guaranty  of 
the  possessions  of  the  two  powers."  (Gebhardt's  American  and  French 
St.  Pap.,  vol.  1,  pp.  9  and  10.)  In  this  spirit  he  commenced  a  turbu- 
lent career,  charging  ofEensively  that  the  President  was  in  a  hurry, 
before  knowing  what  the  minister  had  to  communicate  from  the  French 
Republic,  "to  proclaim  sentiments  on  which  decency  and  friendship 
should  at  least  have  drawn  a  veil;"  "that  he  took  on  himself  to  give 
to  our  treaties  arbitrary  interpretations  absolutely  contrary  to  their 
true  sense,  and  that  he  left  no  other  indemnification  to  France  for  the 
blood  she  spilt,  for  the  treasure  she  dissipated  in  fighting  for  the  inde- 
pendence of  the  United  States  but  the  illusory  advantage  of  bringing 
prizes  into  their  ports  without  being  able  to  sell  them;"  and  "that 
the  Secretary  of  War,  on  his  communication  of  the  wish  of  the  Wind- 
ward Islands  to  receive  promptly  some  firearms  and  some  cannon, 
which  might  put  into  a  state  of  defense  possessions  guaranteed  by  the 
United  States,  had  the  front  to  answer,  with  an  ironical  carelessness, 
that  the  principles  established  by  the  President  did  not  permit  him  to 
lend  so  much  as  a  pistol."  (Am.  St.  Pap.,  Foreign  Affairs,  vol.  1, 
pp.  173,  174. )  In  another  letter  the  French  minister,  under  date  of 
June  8,  1793,  requires  that  "the  Federal  Government  should  observe 
the  public  engagements  contracted  and  give  to  the  world  the  example 
of  a  true  neutrality,  which  does  not  consist  in  the  cowardly  abandon- 
ment of  friends  at  the  moment  when  danger  menaces. "  (French  Spolia- 
tions, Ex.  Doc,  1826,  p.  193.)  And  instill  another  letter,  dated  June 
22, 1793,  he  declares  that "  it  is  in  the  conventional  compacts,  taken  col- 
lectively, that  we  ought  to  seek  contracts  of  alliance  and  of  commerce, 
simultaneously  made,  if  we  wish  to  take  their  sense  and  interpret 
faithfully  the  intentions  of  the  people  who  cemented  them  and  of  the 
men  of  genius  who  dictated  them."    (Ibid.,  p.  199.)    AU  of  which  was 
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followed  by  another  letter,  dated  November  14,  1793,  in  which  the 
minister  says  categorically: 

I  beg  you  to  lay  open  to  the  President  the  decree  and  the  inclosed  note  and  to 
obtain  from  him  the  earliest  decision,  either  as  to  the  guaranty  I  have  claimed  the 
fulfillment  of  for  our  colonies,  or  upon  the  mode  of  negotiation  of  the  new  treaty 
I  was  charged  to  propose  to  the  United  States,  which  would  make  of  the  two  nations 
but  one  family.     (Ibid.,  p.  381.) 

At  last  Genet  was  dismissed,  but  the  question  of  our  engagements 
with  France  could  not  be  dismissed.  It  was  in  itself  more  menacing 
than  any  minister.  Without  it  all  the  turbulence  of  Genet  would  have 
been  as  the  idle  wind. 

And  yet  for  a  while  each  party  seems  to  have  practiced  a  certain 
reserve  on  this  question.  Genet  stormed,  but  the  Government  at  home 
was  tranquil.  The  "guaranty"  was  suspended,  even  in  discussion. 
France  forbore  for  the  present  to  press  it,  and  the  United  States  were 
happy  to  avoid  the  overshadowing  question.  The  Secretary  of  State, 
in  his  instructions  to  Mr.  Monroe  at  Paris,  dated  June  10,  1794,  while 
insisting  "upon  compensation  for  the  captures  and  spoliations  of  our 
property  and  injuries  to  the  persons  of  our  citizens  by  French  cruisers," 
was  careful  to  add: 

If  the  execution  of  the  guaranty  of  the  French  islands  by  force  of  arms  should 
be  propounded,  you  will  refer  the  Republic  of  Prance  to  this  side  of  the  water. 
(Am.  St.  Pap.,  Foreign  Affairs,  vol.  1,  p.  668.) 

And  Mr.  Monroe,  in  his  correspondence,  under  date  of  September 
15,  1794,  says: 

This  Republic  had  declined  calling  on  us  to  execute  the  guaranty  from  a  spirit 
of  magnanimity  and  a  strong  attachment  to  our  welfare. 

But  he  reveals  his  anxiety — 

lest  an  attempt  to  press  our  case  might  give  birth  to  sentiments  of  a  different  kind 
and  create  a  disposition  to  call  on  us  to  execute  that  of  the  treaty  of  alliance. 
(Ibid.,  p.  675.) 

And  in  another  letter,  dated  November  7, 1794,  describing  an  inter- 
view with  the  very  able  diplomatic  committee,  he  confesses  the  embar- 
rassment he  had  encountered  when  M.  Merlin  twice  over  asked,  "Do 
you  insist  on  our  executing  the  treaty?"  And  he  gives  his  reply, 
"that  he  was  not  instructed  by  the  President  to  insist  upon  it,  nor 
did  he  insist  upon  it ; "  and  he  avows  that,  in  his  opinion,  such  insistence 
would  have  been  impolitic,  as  "exciting  a  disposition  to  press  us  on 
other  points,  upon  which  it  were  better  to  avoid  any  discussion." 
(Ibid.,  p.  87.)  There  is  other  testimony  of  this  nature,  which  it  is 
unnecessary  to  produce.  Suffice  it  to  say  that  for  some  time  during 
the  mission  of  Mr.  Monroe  there  was  a  lull  in  our  discussions  with  the 
French  Kepublic — destined,  however,  to  be  followed  by  a  storm. 

The  forbearance  of  the  French  at  this  moment  appears  more  remark- 
able when  it  is  considered  that  the  occasion  for  the  "guaranty"  had 
begun  to  be  urgent.  The  British  navy,  even  before  Howe's  great  vic- 
tory of  June,  which  annihilated  the  French  fleet,  swept  the  sea,  so  as 
to  render  all  the  French  possessions  insecure.  Tobago,  Martinique, 
Santo  Domingo,  St.  Lucia,  and  Guadeloupe  were  lost  to  the  Republic 
in  the  spring  of  1793,  so  that  the  British  historian  has  written: 

Thus  in  little  more  than  a  month  the  French  were  entirely  dispossessed  of  their 
West  India  possessions,  with  hardly  any  loss  to  the  victorious  nation.  (Alison's 
History,  vol.  3,  p.  396,  qhap.  16.) 

But  the  "guaranty"  was  invoked  by  the  impatient  colonists,  who, 
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without  waiting  the  action  of  the  French  Republic,  appealed  directly 
to  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  for  "divers  necessary  succors — ■ 
of  provision,  ammunition,  and  even  men,"  and  in  impassioned  lan- 
guage pictured  "  England  coming  to  take  possession  of  French  colonies 
in  the  name  of  a  king  without  dominions  and  North  America  unable 
to  lend  a  helping  hand  against  the  perfidy."  (Am.  St.  Pap.,  Foreign 
Affairs,  vol.  1,  p.  326.) 

But  the  French  Government  at  home  did  not  at  this  moment  share 
the  fury  of  the  colonists.  According  to  Mr.  Monroe,  in  his  letter  of 
December  2, 1794,  whatever  may  have  been  their  desires  at  a  previous 
stage,  they  did  not  wish  us  now  "to  embark  with  them  in  the  war, 
but  would  rather  that  we  would  not,  from  an  idea  that  it  might  dimin- 
ish their  supplies  from  America;  and  if  the  point  depended  upon  them 
they  would  leave  us  to  act  according  to  our  own  wishes."  At  the  same- 
time  they  evidently  looked  to  us  "for  aid  in  the  article  of  money." 
(Ibid-,  p.  688.)  But  this  moderation,  although  a  temporary  waiver  of 
rights,  was  in  no  respect  a  renunciation  of  them.  According  to  Mr. 
Jefferson,  in  a  letter  written  some  months  after  his  retirement  from 
the  Cabinet  and  addressed  to  Mr.  Madison,  under  date  of  April  3, 1794, 
the  "guaranty"  was  still  obligatory  upon  us.  "As  to  the  guaranty 
of  the  French  islands,"  he  wrote,  "whatever  doubt  may  be  entertained 
of  the  moment  at  which  we  ought  to  interpose,  yet  I  have  no  doubt 
but  we  ought  to  interpose  at  a  proper  time  and  declare  both  to  Eng- 
land and  France  that  the  islands  are  to  rest  with  France  and  that  we 
will  make  common  cause  with  the  latter  for  that  object."  (Jefferson's 
Works,  vol.  4,  p.  102.)  Such  was  the  testimony  of  one  of  our  own 
statesmen  at  the  time. 

The  West  India  islands  were  lost  without  causing  an  apparent  smart 
in  the  Republic  at  home;  but  it  was  different  when  the  news  came  of 
Mr.  Jay's  negotiation  in  England.  The  Republic  was  then  stung  to 
the  quick,  and  when  the  treaty  became  known  did  not  conceal  its 
indignant  anger.  Its  conduct  toward  the  United  States  was  changed. 
In  a  formal  note,  dated  March  11,  1796,  it  set  forth  its  complaints, 
dwelling  especially  upon  the  "in execution  of  treaties"  and  upon  the 
formation  of  the  recent  treaty  with  Great  Britain,  in  which  the  United 
States  "knowingly  and  evidently  sacrificed  their  connection  with 
the  Republic."  (Am.  St.  Pap.,  Foreign  Affairs,  vol.  1,  p.  658.)  In 
conversation  with  Mr.  Monroe,  the  French  minister  said  "that  Prance 
had  much  cause  of  complaint  against  us  independently  of  our  treaty 
with  England,  but  that  by  this  treatj'  ours  with  them  was  annihilated." 
(Ibid.,  p.  731.)  The  year  closed  with  the  recall  of  Mr.  Monroe  and 
with  a  notice  from  the  French  Government  that  "it  will  no  longer 
recognize  or  receive  a  plenipotentiary  from  the  United  States  until 
after  a  reparation  of  grievances,  which  the  Republic  has  a  right  to 
expect."  And  then,  as  if  to  add  ingratitude  to  the  list  of  our  offenses, 
it  declared  an  equal  expectation  "that  the  successors  of  Columbus, 
Raleigh,  and  Penn,  always  proud  of  their  liberty,  will  never  forget 
that  they  owe  it  to  France."  (Ibid.,  pp.  746,  747.)  Meanwhile,  M. 
Adet,  the  French  plenipotentiary  in  Philadelphia,  was  addressing  our 
Government  in  a  similar  strain,  calling  for  the  discharge  of  our 
engagements,  and  heaping  reproaches: 

The  undersigned,  minister  plenipotentiary  of  the  French  Republic,  now  fulfills 
to  the  Secretary  of  State  of  the  United  States  a  painful  but  sacred  duty.  He 
claims,  in  the  name  of  American  honor,  in  the  name  of  the  faith  of  treaties,  the 
execution  of  that  contract  which  assured  to  the  United  States  their  existence,  and 
which  Prance  regarded  as  the  pledge  of  the  most  sacred  union  between  two  people 
the  freest  upon  earth. 
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And  he  charges  the  United  States  with  "sacrificing  France  to  her 
enemies,  and  forgetting  the  services  that  she  had  rendered,  and  throw- 
ing aside  the  duty  of  gratitude,  as  if  ingratitude  were  a  governmental 
duty."  (Ibid.,  pp.  579,  583.)  From  this  time  forward  the  claims  of 
the  United  States  never  failed  to  encounter  the  counterclaims  of 
France. 

That  mutual  coquetry  which  had  characterized  the  two  Governments 
during  the  mission  of  Mr.  Monroe  gave  way  to  mutual  recrimination 
and  repulsion,  where  France,  however,  took  the  lead.  M.  Adet  was 
recalled  from  Philadelphia;  Mr.  Pinckneywas  sent  away  from  Paris. 
Three  fatal  decrees  were  launched  at  our  commerce,  letting  loose  a 
new  brood  of  spoliations,  destined  to  enlarge  those  claims  which  are 
now  under  consideration:  First,  that  the  Republic  will  treat  all  neu- 
trals in  the  same  manner  as  they  shall  suifer  the  English  to  treat 
them ;  secondly,  that  the  stipulations  of  the  treaty  of  1778  which  con- 
cern the  neutrality  of  the  flags  were  altered  and  suspended,  in  their 
most  essential  points,  by  the  treaty  with  England;  and  thirdly,  still 
another,  enlarging  the  list  of  contraband,  declaring  Americans  in  the 
service  of  England  pirates,  and  authorizing  the  seizure  of  all  Ameri- 
can vessels  without  a  role  d'equipage,  which  notoriously  no  American 
vessel  ever  carried,  so  that  our  flag  was  delivered  over  to  the  depre- 
dation of  every  French  cruiser. 

Then  came  that  triumvirate  of  plenipotentiaries,  Messrs.  Pinckney, 
Marshall,  and  Gerry,  who  were  particularly  instructed  by  our  Gov- 
ernment, while  urging  the  multiplied  claims  of  our  citizens,  already 
valued  at  "more  than  twenty  millions  of  dollars,"  to  propose  "  a  sub- 
stitute for  the  reciprocal  guarantee;"  or,  "if  France  insists  on  the 
mutual  guarantee,  to  aim  at  some  modification  of  it;"  "instead  of 
troops  or  ships-of-war,  to  stipulate  for  a  moderate  sum  of  money  or 
quantity  of  provisions  at  the  option  of  France — the  provisions  to  be 
delivered  at  our  own  ports,  in  any  future  defensive  wars ;  the  sum  of 
money,  or  its  value  in  provisions,  not  to  exceed  $200,000  a  year,  dur- 
ing any  such  war. "  (Am.  St.  Pap.,  vol.  2,  p.  155.)  Here  was  a  recog- 
nition by  the  United  States  of  the  "guaranty,"  and  a  sum  offered  for 
a  I'clease  from  its  requirements.  But  the  French  Republic,  drunk 
with  triumph  and  with  anger,  was  in  no  mood  for  negotiation. 

It  met  our  plenipotentiaries  with  an  intrigue  already  mentioned  as 
unparalleled  in  the  history  of  diplomacy,  and,  after  tolerating  their 
presence  for  a  while  at  Paris  without  granting  them  an  official  recep- 
tion, it  sent  them  away  disappointed  and  dishonoi-ed.  But  even  in 
the  informal  relations  which  had  been  established,  Talleyrand,  in  the 
name  of  the  Republic,  advanced  and  vindicated  the  counterclaims  of 
France.  Without  dwelling  at  length  on  his  argument,  it  is  enough 
for  the  present  purpose  to  quote  his  precise  words  in  a  letter  to  Mr. 
Gerry,  of  June  15,  1789: 

The  French  Republic  desires  to  be  restored  to  the  rights  which  the  treaties  with 
your  Republic  confer  upon  it,  and  through  these  means  it  desires  to  assure  yours. 
You  claim  indemnities;  it  equally  demands  them;  and  this  disposition  being  as 
sincere  on  the  part  of  the  United  States  as  it  is  on  its  part,  will  speedily  remove 
all  the  diflSculties.     (French  Spoliations,  Ex.  Doc,  1836,  p.  539.) 

Thus  plainly  was  the  case  stated.  It  was  not  denied  that  indemni- 
ties were  due  to  the  United  States,  but  it  was  insisted  that  they  were 
also  due  to  France. 

The  relatioQS  of  the  two  countries,  once  allies,  were  now  of  the  most 
painful  character.     Washington  was  no  longer  President;   but  his 
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Farewell  Address,  in  some  of  its  most  important  parts,  was  evidently 
inspired  by  the  counterclaims  of  France — especially  when,  from  the 
depths  of  his  own  experience,  he  warned  his  fellow-countrymen  "to 
steer  clear  of  permanent  alliances  with  any  portion  of  the  world,  so 
far  as  we  are  at  liberty  now  to  do  it; "  "  to  have  with  foreign  nations 
as  little  political  connexion  as  possible;"  "to  be  constantly  awake 
against  the  insidious  wiles  of  foreign  influence;"  and  then  asked  in 
well-known  words,  "  why  quit  our  own  to  stand  on  foreign  ground? 
Why,  by  interweaving  our  destiny  with  that  of  any  part  of  Europe, 
entangle  our  peace  and  prosperity  in  the  toils  of  European  ambition, 
rivalship,  interest,  humor,  or  caprice?"  In  these  remarkable  words, 
where  the  same  tone,  if  not  the  same  lesson,  recurs,  we  may  discern 
the  uudissembled  anxieties  of  the  hour.  By  the  guaranty  and  other 
stipulations  of  1778,  our  peace  and  prosperity  had  been  entangled, 
'  even  if  our  destiny  had  not  been  interwoven,  in  distant  toils.  France 
was  urgent  and  brutal.  War  seemed  impending.  At  last  another 
triumvirate  of  plenipotentiaries,  Messrs.  Ellsworth,  Davie,  and  Mur- 
ray, was  commissioned  to  attempt  again  the  adjustment  of  those  com- 
plications which  had  thus  far  baffled  the  wisdom  of  Washington;  but 
compensation  for  the  "individual"  claims  of  American  citizens  was 
required  as  the  indispensable  condition  of  the  treaty  which  they  were 
to  negotiate. 

Such  is  the  origin  and  history  of  the  counterclaims  of  France.  And 
now  again  in  this  review  we  are  brought  to  the  very  point  where  the 
committee  had  arrived  in  exhibiting  the  claims  of  the  citizens  of  the 
United  States.  The  plenipotentiaries  on  each  side  have  met  to  nego- 
tiate while  the  First  Consul  has  gone  to  Marengo.  On  each  side  they 
are  equally  tenacious.  There  is  a  deadlock.  How  this  was  overcome 
belongs  to  the  next  chapter. 

ADJUSTMENT    BETWEEN    THE    UNITED    STATES    AND    FRANCE    BY    THE 
SET-OPP  AND   MUTUAL  RELEASE   OF   CLAIMS  AND  COUNTERCLAIMS. 

III.  The  rules  of  duty  and  of  conduct  which  prevail  between  indi- 
viduals are  applicable  also  to  nations,  and  the  proceedings  on  this 
occasion  illustrate  this  principle.  The  two  parties  could  not  agree. 
Clearly,  then,  for  the  sake  of  harmony,  it  was  essential  to  postpone 
both  claims  and  counterclaims  to  some  future  day,  with  a  view  to  a 
further  negotiation,  or,  if  this  were  not  done,  to  treat  them  as  a  set- 
off to  each  other.  Such,  unquestionably,  would  have  been  the  action 
in  a  matter  between  individuals.  But  the  history  of  this  negotiation 
shows  the  successive  adoption  of  each  of  these  modes.  Postpone- 
ment was  first  tried,  but  it  gave  way  at  last  to  set-ofE,  by  virtue  of 
which  the  international  controversy  was  closed.  This  conclusion  was 
reached  slowly  and  by  stages,  as  will  be  seen  in  a  simple  narrative  of 
the  negotiation. 

The  plenipotentiaries  on  each  side  evinced  at  the  outset  a  disposi- 
tion in  general  terms  to  provide  for  reciprocal  claims;  but  the  claims 
specified  by  the  American  plenipotentaries  were  those  of  "  citizens  of 
either  nation,"  while  those  specified  by  the  French  plenipotentaries 
were  those  which  "either  nation  may  make  for  itself  or  any  of  its 
citizens."  In  this  difference  of  specification  was  the  germ  of  the 
antagonism  which  was  soon  developed,  especially  when  the  American 
plenipotentaries  proposed  to  recognize  the  treaties  and  consular  con- 
vention as  existing  between  France  and  the  United  States  only  to  July 
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7,  1798,  the  date  of  the  statute  by  which  Congress  undertook  to  annul 
them.  This  distinction  seems  to  have  been  unnecessary,  for  the 
French  spoliations  were  clearly  as  much  in  contravention  of  the  law  of 
nations  as  of  the  treaties.  But  it  furnished  to  the  French  plenipoten- 
tiaries the  opportunity  of  declaring,  under  date  of  May  6,  1800,  that 
"  the  instructions  of  the  ministers  of  the  French  republic  have  pointed 
eut  to  them  the  treaties  of  alliance,  friendship,  and  commerce,  and 
the  consular  convention  as  the  only  foundations  of  their  negotiations; 
that  upon  these  acts  has  arisen  the  misunderstanding,  and  that  upon 
these  acts  union  and  friendship  should  be  established.  (French 
Spoliations,  1826,  p.  591.)  Thus  were  the  treaties  put  forward  by 
France ;  and  our  plenipotentiaries,  in  their  communication  with  their 
own  Government,  dated  May  17,  1800,  testify  to  the  persistency  of 
their  efforts  when  they  wrote,  "Our  success  is  yet  doubtful.  The 
French  think  it  hard  to  indemnify  for  violating  engagements,  unless 
they  can  thereby  be  assured  to  the  benefits  of  them."  (Ibid.,  p.  607.) 
But  on  this  point  our  Government  was  inexorable. 

The  return  of  the  First  Consul  from  Italy  was  signalized  by  fresh 
instructions  to  the  French  plenipotentiaries,  who  proceeded  to  declare, 
under  date  of  August  11,  1800  (Ibid.,  p.  616),  that  "the  treaties 
which  united  France  and  the  United  States  are  not  broken,  and  that 
their  first  proposition  is  to  stipulate  a  full  and  entire  recognition  of 
the  treaties,  and  the  reciprocal  engagements  of  compensation  for 
damages  resulting  on  both  sides  from  their  infractions. "  Here,  again, 
the  "  individual"  claims  of  citizens  of  the  United  States  were  doomed 
to  encounter  the  ' '  national "  claims  of  France.  And  this  communica- 
tion concluded  with  a  formal  proposition  in  these  words:  "Either  the 
ancient  treaties,  with  the  privileges  resulting  from  priority  and  the 
stipulation  of  reciprocal  indemnities,  or  a  new  treaty  without  indem- 
nity."   Thus  it  stood — claims  and  counterclaims. 

The  American  plenipotentiaries  were  driven  to  choose  between  an 
abandonment  of  the  negotiations  and  an  abandonment  of  their  instruc- 
tions. It  was  clear,  from  the  French  persistency,  that  the  treaties, 
with  all  the  counterclaims,  must  be  recognized,  or  the  indemnities, 
with  all  the  claims,  must  be  sacrificed.  The  American  plenipoten- 
tiaries then  took  the  extraordinary  responsibility  of  a  proposition 
which  not  only  testifies  to  their  earnest  desire  for  a  settlement,  but 
also  to  their  sense  of  the  pressure  from  France.  It  was  nothing  less 
then  a  price,  in  money,  for  a  release  from  certain  stipulations;  but 
this  was  to  be  accomplished  by  "a  reciprocal  stipulation  for  indem- 
nities limited  to  the  claims  of  individuals." 

The  French  plenipotentiaries,  in  reply,  insisted  upon  the  recogni- 
tion of  the  treaties  in  general  terms,  and  also  the  rights  of  their  pri- 
vateers in  our  ports;  but  they  offered  to  commute  the  guaranty  for  a 
sum  of  money.  The  American  plenipotentiaries,  hampered  by  the 
recent  treaty  with  Great  Britain,  were  obliged  to  reject  this  proposi- 
tion ;  but,  after  requiring  the  satisfaction  of  ' '  individual "  claims,  they 
offered,  in  general  terms,  that  "the  former  treaties  should  be  renewed 
and  confirmed,  and  have  the  same  effect  as  if  no  misunderstanding 
between  the  two  powers  had  occurred;"  and  further,  that,  in  consid- 
eration of  8,000,000  francs,  the  United  States  shall  be  released  from 
the  guaranty,  and  also  from  those  other  articles  relating  to  prizes 
which  had  caused  so  much  embarrassment.  (French  Spoliations,  Ex. 
Doc,  1826,  pp.  615-629.)  But  the  French  plenipotentiaries  assumed 
a  new  position  in  the  following  reply,  under  date  of  September  4, 1800 
(Ibid.,  630): 
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To  the  Ministers  Plenipotentiary  of  the  United  States  at  Paris: 
We  shall  have  the  right  to  take  our  prizes  Into  the  ports  of  America. 
A  commission  shall  regulate  the  indemnities  which  either  of  the  two  nations 
may  owe  to  the  citizens  of  the  other. 

The  indemnities  which  shall  be  due  by  France  to  the  citizens  of  the  United  States' 
shall  be  paid  for  by  the  United  States.  And,  in  return  for  which,  France  yields 
the  exclusive  privilege  resulting  from  the  seventeenth  and  twenty-second  articles 
of  the  treaty  of  commerce,  and  from  the  rights  of  guarantee  of  the  eleventh  article 
of  the  treaty  of  alliance. 

Bonaparte. 

C.  P.  CLAEET  PliEUEIEU. 
ROEDKREE. 

Here  was  the  first  proposition  of  set-off  between  the  two  powers. 
On  the  one  side  were  the  "indemnities  due  by  Prance  to  citizens  of 
the  United  States,"  and  on  the  other  side  were  the  "privileges  and 
rights"  under  the  treaties;  but  it  will  not  fail  to  be  remarked  that  the 
indemnities  due  by  Prance  were  to  be  paid  by  the  United  States. 
This  proposition  proceeded  obviously  on  the  idea  that  the  counter- 
claims of  France  were  at  least  equal  in  value  to  the  claims  of  the 
United  States,  and  that  the  release  of  the  former  was  a  sufScient  con- 
sideration for  the  assumption  of  the  latter;  but  it  was  entirely  beyond 
the  powers  of  the  American  plenipotentiaries,  who,  in  their  reply, 
pronounced  it  "inadmissible."  It  revealed,  however,  the  desire  of 
Prance  to  escape  any  payment  of  money,  as  only  a  few  days  later  was 
openly  avowed  by  the  French  plenipotentiaries,  "giving  as  one  reason 
the  utter  inability  of  France  to  pay  in  the  situation  in  which  she  would 
be  left  by  the  present  war."  (Ibid.,  p.  633.)  This  declared  inability 
served  to  explain  the  difficulties  which  the  American  plenipotentiaries 
had  encountered.  Evidently  there  was  a  "foregone  conclusion"  that 
no  money  was  to  be  paid  by  Prance.  The  counterclaims  furnished  the 
obvious  substitute.  But  as  these  were  "national,"  while  the  claims  of 
the  United  States  were  "individual,"  there  could  be  no  just  set-off 
between  them,  unless  the  American  Government  assured  to  its  citi- 
zens the  payment  of  what  was  due  from  Prance,  according  to  the 
proposition  of  the  French  plenipotentiaries. 

The  American  plenipotentiaries  were  disheartened.  There  was  noth- 
ing in  their  instructions  to  enable  them  to  meet  the  new  and  unex- 
pected turn  of  affairs.  The  treaty,  which  they  had  striven  to  negoti- 
ate, seemed  to  elude  their  grasp.  They  have  recorded  in  their  journal, 
under  the  date  of  September  13,  1800,  that,  "being  now  convinced 
that  the  door  was  perfectly  closed  against  all  hope  of  obtaining  indem- 
nities with  any  modification  of  the  treaties,  it  only  remained  to  be 
determined  whether,  under  aU  circumstances,  it  would  not  be  expedi- 
ent to  attempt  a  temporary  arrangement."  (Ibid.,  p.  634.)  But  the 
French  plenipotentiaries  did  not  proceed  to  the  consideration  of  this 
proposition  without  insisting,  "first,  that  a  stipulation  of  indemnities 
carries  with  it  the  full  and  entire  admission  of  the  treaties ;  and,  sec- 
ondly, that  the  relinquishment  of  the  advantages  and  privileges  stip- 
ulated by  the  treaties,  by  means  of  the  reciprocal  relinquishment  of 
indemnities,  would  prove  to  be  the  most  advantageous  arrangement, 
and  also  the  most  honorable  to  the  two  nations."  (Ibid.,  p.  636.) 
Here,  again,  was  a  proposition  of  set-off,  which  was  repeated  in  other 
different  forms. 

But  the  deadlock  which  had  clogged  the  negotiation,  even  at  the 
beginning,  was  now  complete.  The  American  plenipotentiaries 
announced  to  their  Government  that  they  "were  driven  to  quit 
France,"  or  to  find  some  other  terms  of  adjustment.     The  latter 
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alternative  was  adopted,  and  the  negotiation  was  renewed,  with  the 
understanding  "that  the  parties  put  off  to  another  time  the  discus- 
sion of  the  indemnities  and  the  treaties."  (Ibid.,  p.  687.)  The  other 
questions  of  a  general  character  furnished  no  ground  of  serious  con- 
troversy, and  the  conferences  proceeded  tranquilly  from  day  to  day 
till  September  30,  1800,  when  the  negotiation  resulted  in  what  was 
entitled  a  "provisional  treaty."  The  title,  which  revealed  its  tempo- 
rary character,  was  subsequently  changed,  at  the  request  of  the 
French  plenipotentiaries,  to  that  of  convention,  which  it  now  bears  in 
the  statute  book. 

The  convention,  after  declaring  in  its  first  article  that  "there  shall 
be  a  firm,  inviolable,  universal  peace  and  a  true  and  sincere  friend- 
ship between  the  French  Republic  and  the  United  States  of  America," 
proceeded  in  the  next  article  to  stipulate  as  follows  (Stat.  L.,  vol  8, 
p.  178): 

Article  II.  The  ministers  plenipotentiary  of  the  two  parties,  not 
being  able  to  agree  at  present  respecting  the  treaty  of  alliance  of 
February  6,  1778,  the  treaty  of  amity  and  commerce  of  the  same  date, 
and  the  convention  of  14th  of  November,  1788,  nor  upon  the  indemni- 
ties mutually  due  or  claimed,  the  parties  will  negotiate  further  on 
these  subjects  at  a  convenient  time,  and  until  they  may  have  agreed 
upon  these  points  the  said  treaties  and  convention  shall  have  no  opera- 
tion, and  the  relations  of  the  two  countries  shall  be  regulated  as 
follows : 

By  the  language  of  this  article  the  disagreement  of  the  plenipoten- 
tiaries of  the  two  parties  with  regard  to  the  early  treaties  and  the 
indemnities  mutually  due  or  claimed  is  specifically  declared,  and  it  is 
then  provided  that  "the  parties  will  negotiate  further  on  this  subject 
at  a  convenient  time,"  which  means,  of  course,  that  hereafter,  at  a 
more  auspicious  moment  and  with  other  plenipotentiaries,  "the  par- 
ties "  will  attempt  to  reconcile  this  disagreement.  The  whole  subject, 
with  its  eight  years  of  controversy  and  heartburnings,  was  postponed. 
Claims  and  counterclaims  were  left  to  sleep,  while  the  spirit  of  peace 
seemed  to  descend  upon  the  two  countries. 

The  convention  was  signed  at  Morfortaine,  the  elegant  country 
home  of  Joseph  Bonaparte,  and  the  occasion  was  turned  into  a  festi- 
val, illustrated  afterwards  by  the  engraving  of  Piranesi,  where  noth- 
ing was  wanting  that  hospitality  could  supply.  The  First  Consul  was 
there  with  his  associates  in  power;  also  Lafayette,  the  friend  of  our 
country,  rescued  from  his  Austrian  dungeon  and  restored  to  France ; 
and  there  also  were  the  plenipotentiaries  of  both  sides  and  the  Amer- 
ican citizens  then  in  France — all  gathered  in  brilliant  company  to 
celebrate  the  establishment  of  concord  between  the  two  Republics. 
(Memoires  du  Roi  Joseph,  tom.  1,  p.  94.)  The  First  Consul  proposed 
as  a  toast,  "The  manes  of  the  French  and  the  Americans  who  died 
on  the  field  of  battle  for  the  independence  of  the  New  World, "  so  that 
even  at  this  generous  festival,  to  grace  a  reconciliation  founded  on  a 
postponement  of  claims  and  counterclaims,  the  youthful  chief,  whose 
star  was  beginning  to  fill  the  heavens,  proclaimed  the  undying  obliga- 
tions of  the  United  States  to  France.  This  strain  has  been  adopted 
also  by  M.  Thiers,  who,  after  referring  to  this  convention  as  the  first 
that  was  concluded  by  the  consular  Government,  says,  "It  was  nat- 
ural that  the  reconciliation  of  France  with  the  different  powers  of  the 
globe  should  begin  with  that  Republic  to  which  she  had  in  a  measure 
given  birth."  But  the  great  historian,  while  thus  recording  our 
obligations  to  France,  shows  how  claims  and  counterclaims  had  been 
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postponed.  "The  First  Consul,"  he  says,  "had  allowed  the  diffi- 
culties relative  to  the  treaty  of  alliance  of  1778  to  be  adjourned;  but, 
on  the  other  hand,  he  had  required  the  adjournment  of  the  claims  of 
the  Americans  relative  to  captured  vessels."  (Histoire  du  Consulat, 
torn.  2,  liv.  7.)  In  this  summary  the  stipulations  of  the  convention 
at  the  time  of  its  signatuiffi  are  accurately  stated.  But,  however  imper- 
fect, it  was  the  first  in  that  procession  of  peace,  embracing  Lune- 
ville,  Amiens,  and  the  Concordat,  which  for  a  moment  closed  the 
temple  of  Janus  opened  by  the  Revolution  in  Prance. 

The  ratification  of  the  First  Consul  followed  the  celebration  at 
Morfortaine,  so  that  the  convention,  with  its  postponement  of  mutual 
claims,  was  definitely  accepted  by  France.  It  was  otherwise  in  the 
United  States,  where  the  result  was  not  regarded  with  favor.  The 
postponement  of  a  controversy  is  not  a  settlement,  and  here  was 
nothing  but  a  postponement,  leaving  the  old  cloud  still  hanging  over 
the  country,  ready  to  burst  at  the  demand  of  England  or  of  France.  It 
was  important  that  the  early  treaties,  with  their  entangling  engage- 
ments, should  cease  to  be  recognized,  even  as  a  subject  of  future 
negotiation.  In  this  spirit  the  Senate  of  the  United  States,  when  the 
convention  was  submitted  for  ratification,  expunged  the  second  arti- 
cle, providing  that  ' '  the  parties  will  negotiate  further  on  these  sub- 
jects," and  limited  the  convention  to  eight  years.  On  the  18th  of 
February,  1801,  President  Adams,  by  a  proclamation,  countersigned 
by  John  Marshall,  as  Secretary  of  State,  published  the  convention  as 
duly  ratified,  "saving  and  excepting  the  second  article,  which  was 
declared  to  be  expunged,  and  of  no  force  or  validity."  (Stat.  L.,  vol. 
8,  p.  192.)  The  precise  effect  of  this  proceeding  was  not  explained, 
and  it  remained  also  to  see  how  it  would  be  regarded  in  France. 

Were  the  claims  on  France  abandoned?  This  was  the  question 
which  occupied  the  attention  of  our  minister,  Mr.  Murray,  who  had 
been  charged  to  exchange  with  France  the  ratifications  of  the  con- 
vention as  amended  by  the  Senate.  Reporting  to  the  Government  at 
home  his  conference  with  the  French  plenipotentiaries,  he  said: 

I  fear  that  they  will  press  an  article  of  formal  abandonment  on  our  part,  which 
I  shall  evade.     (French  Spoliation,  1826,  p.  666.) 

He  hoped  to  keep  still  another  chance  for  indemnities.  On  the 
other  hand;  the  French  plenipotentiaries  feared  that  an  unconditional 
suppression  of  the  second  article  would  leave  them  exposed  to  the 
claims  of  the  United  States  without  any  chance  for  their  counter- 
claims; but  they  did  not  object  to  a  mutual  abandonment  of  indem- 
nities, which  Mr.  Murray  admitted  would  "always  be  set  off  against 
each  other."  (Ibid.,  675.)  At  last  the  conclusion  was  reached,  and 
on  the  31st  of  July,  1801,  the  convention  was  ratified  by  the  First 
Consul,  with  the  addition  limiting  it  to  eight  years,  and  with  the 
retrenchment  of  the  second  article : 

Provided,  That  by  this  retrenchment  the  two  States  renonnce  their  respective 
intentions  which  are  the  object  of  the  said  article. 

Such  were  the  important  words  of  final  settlement.  What  had  been 
left  to  inference  in  the  amendment  of  the  American  Senate  was  placed 
beyond  question  by  this  French  proviso.  Claims  and  counterclaims 
were  not  merely  suspended,  but  they  were  formally  abandoned.  The 
convention,  with  this  decisive  modification,  was  submitted  to  the  Sen- 
ate by  President  Jefferson,  and  again  ratified  by  a  vote  of  22  yeas  to 
4  nays.  On  the  21st  of  December,  1801,  it  was  promulgated  by  the 
President  in  the  usual  form,  with  the  supplementary  proviso,  and  all 
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persons  were  enjoined  to  observe  and  fulfill  the  same,  "and  every 
clause  and  article  thereof." 

There  is  one  aspect  of  this  result  which  can  not  fail  to  arrest  atten- 
tion. Here  was  a  release  of  all  the  outstanding  obligations  of  the 
United  States  under  those  famous  treaties  with  France  which  assured 
national  independence.  The  joy  with  which  those  treaties,  ancient 
heralds  of  triumph,  were  originally  welcomed  in  camp  and  Congress 
has  been  already  portrayed,  and  now  a  kindred  joy  prevailed  when  the 
country,  anxious  and  sorely  tried,  was  at  last  set  free  from  their  obliga- 
tions, and  American  commerce,  venturing  forth  again  from  its  banish- 
ment, brought  back  its  treasures  to  pour  them  into  the  lap  of  the  peo- 
ple. Strange  fate!  There  was  joy  at  the  birth  of  these  treaties,  and 
joy  also  at  their  death.  But  it  was  because  their  death  had  become 
to  us,  like  their  birth,  a  source  of  national  strength  and  security. 

Thus  closed  a  protracted  controversy,  where  each  power  was  per- 
sistent to  the  last.  Nothing  could  be  more  simple  than  the  mode  of 
adjustment,  and  nothing  more  equitable,  if  we  regard  the  two  Govern- 
ments only.  The  claims  of  each  were  treated  as  a  set-oflf  to  the  claims 
of  the  other,  and  mutual  releases  were  interchanged,  so  that  each, 
while  losing  what  it  claimed,  triumphed  over  its  adversary.  But  the 
triumph  of  the  United  States  was  at  the  expense  of  American  citizens. 
Nothing  is  without  its  price,  and  new  duties  originating  in  this  triumph 
at  once  sprang  into  being. 

ASSUMPTION  OF   CLAIMS   BY  THE   UNITED   STATES,   AND   SUBSTITUTION 
OF  UNITED   STATES  FOR  FRANCE. 

IV.  The  natiiral  consequence  of  this  set-off  and  mutual  release  was 
the  assumption  by  our  Government  of  the  original  obligations  of  France 
to  American  citizens,  and  its  complete  substitution  for  France  as  the 
responsible  debtor.  This  liability  was  completely  foreseen  by  the 
American  plenipotentiaries,  Messrs.  Pinckney,  Marshall,  and  Gerry, 
who  admitted  that  in  case  of  a  surrender  of  a  certain  class  of  these 
claims,  the  Government  at  home  would  become  responsible.  These 
were  their  words,  under  date  of  November  8,  1797: 

We  observed  to  Mr.  Bellamy  that  none  of  our  vessels  had  what  the  French  call 
a  r61e  d'6quipage;  and  that,  if  we  were  to  surrender  all  the  property  which  had  been 
taken  from  our  citizens  in  cases  where  their  vessels  were  not  furnished  with  such 
a  role,  the  Government  would  be  responsible  to  the  citizens  for  the  property  so  sur- 
rendered, since  It  would  be  impossible  to  undertake  to  assert  that  there  was  any 
plausibility  in  the  allegation  that  our  treaty  required  a  role  d'6quipage.  (French 
Spoliations,  Ex.  Doc,  1826,  p.  467.) 

This  admission,  which  is  so  important  in  this  discussion,  was  so 
clearly  in  conformity  with  correct  principles  that  it  was  naturally  made, 
even  without  special  instructions  from  the  Government. 

Had  the  claims  on  each  side  been  "national,"  no  subsequent  ques- 
tion could  have  occurred,  but  each  would  have  extinguished  the  other 
in  all  respects  forever.  It  was  the  peculiarity  of  this  case  that  on  one 
side  the  claims  were  "national"  and  on  the  other  side  "individual." 
But  a  set-off  of  "individual"  claims  against  "  national"  claims  must, 
of  course,  leave  that  government  responsible  which  has  appropriated 
the  "individual"  claims  to  this  purpose.  The  set-off  and  mutual 
release  is  between  nation  and  nation;  but  if  the  claims  on  one  side  are 
only  "individual,"  and  not  "national,"  the  nation,  which,  by  virtue 
of  this  consideration,  has  been  released  from  "national"  obligations, 
must  be  substituted  for  the  other  nation  as  debtor,  so  that  every  "indi- 
vidual" whose  claims  have  been  thus  appropriated  can  confidently 
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turn  to  it  for  satisfaction.  On  this  point  there  can  be  no  doubt,  whether 
we  regard  it  in  the  light  of  common  sense,  reason,  duty,  Constitution, 
or  authority. 

(1)  It  is  according  to  common  sense  that  any  "individual"  interest 
appropriated  to  a  "national"  purpose  must  create  a  debt  on  the  part 
of  the  nation,  which,  of  course,  is  still  further  enhanced  if,  through 
this  appropriation,  the  nation  has  been  relieved  from  outstanding 
engagements  already  the  occasion  of  infinite  embarrassment,  but  hang- 
ing like  a  drawn  sword  over  the  future. 

(2)  It  is  according  to  reason  that  any  person  intrusted  with  the 
guardianship  of  particular  interests  becomes  personally  responsible 
for  his  conduct  with  regard  to  them ,  especially  if  he  und  ertakes  to  bar- 
ter them  against  other  interests  for  which  he  is  personally  responsible. 
Thus  an  attorney  who  sacrifices  the  claims  of  his  clients  to  obtain  the 
release  of  his  own  personal  obligations  becomes  personally  liable,  and 
so  also  the  trustee  who  appropriates  the  trust  fund  for  any  personal 
interest  becomes  personally  liable.  All  this  is  too  plain  for  argument, 
but  it  is  as  applicable  to  a  nation  as  to  an  individual.  In  the  case  now 
before  your  committee  our  Government  was  attorney  to  prosecute  the 
"individual"  claims  of  citizens,  and  also  trustee  for  their  benefit,  to 
watch  and  protect  their  interests,  so  that  it  was  bound  to  all  the  respon- 
sibilities of  attorney  and  trustee,  absolutely  incapacitated  from  any 
act  of  persona]  advantage,  and  compelled  to  regard  all  that  it  obtained, 
whatever  form  of  value  it  might  assume,  whether  money  or  release, 
as  a  trust  fund  for  the  original  claimants. 

(3)  Duty,  also,  in  harmony  with  reason,  enjoins  upon  government 
the  protection  of  its  citizens  against  foreign  spoliations  and  the  prose- 
cution of  their  claims  to  judgment.  Claimants  are  powerless  as 
' '  individuals. "  Their  claims  can  be  made  effective  only  when  adopted 
by  the  nation.  But  this  duty,  so  obvious  on  general  principles,  was 
reinforced  in  the  present  ease  by  the  special  undertaking  of  Mr.  Jef- 
ferson, which  has  been  already  adduced,  when  he  announced  that  he 
' '  had  it  in  charge  from  the  President  to  assure  the  merchants  of  the 
United  States  concerned  in  foreign  commerce  and  navigation  that  due 
attention  will  be  paid  to  any  injuries  they  maj^  suffer  on  the  high  seas 
or  in  foreign  countries."  Clearly  such  a  duty  thus  founded  and  thus 
openly  assumed  could  not  be  abandoned  on  any  inducement  proceed- 
ing from  France  without  a  corresponding  responsibility  toward  those 
citizens  whose  interests  were  allowed  to  suffer.  A  waiver  of  national 
duty,  especially  where  made  for  the  national  benefit,  must  entail 
national  obligation. 

(4)  The  Constitution  also  plainly  requires  what  has  seemed  so  obvi- 
ous to  common  sense,  reason,  and  duty  when  it  declares  that  "  private 
property  shall  not  be  taken  for  public  use  without  just  compensation." 
But  here  "private  property"  to  a  vast  amount  was  taken  for  a  "pub- 
lic use"  of  the  highest  character,  involving  the  peace  and  welfare  of 
the  whole  country,  and  down  to  this  daj"^  the  s\ifferers  are  petitioning 
Congress  for  that  ' '  just  compensation  "  which  is  solemnly  promised  by 
the  Constitution. 

(5)  Public  law  is  also  in  harmony  with  the  Constitution  in  this 
requirement.  According  to  Vattel  the  sovereign  may,  in  the  exercise 
of  his  right  of  eminent  domain,  dispose  of  the  property  and  even  the 
person  of  a  subject  by  a  treaty  with  a  foreign  power;  "but,"  says  this 
eminent  authority,  "  as  it  is  for  the  public  advantage  that  he  thus  dis- 
poses of  them,  the  state  is  bound  to  indemnify  the  citizens  who  are 
sufferers  by  the  transaction."    (Vattel,  Law  of  Nations,  book  4, 
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ch.  2,  §  12. )     Words  more  applicable  to  the  present  case  could  not  be 
employed. 

(6)  The  authority  of  great  names  confirms  this  liability  of  the  United 
States  on  the  present  occasion.  Among  those  who  took  part  in  the 
negotiations  with  France  there  were  none  but  Mr.  Pickering  and  Chief 
Justice  Marshall  who  still  lingered  on  the  stage  when  the  subject  was 
finally  pressed  upon  Congress.  Mr.  Pickering  had  been  Secretary  of 
State  under  Washington  and  Adams  and  drew  the  instructions  to  our 
plenipotentiaries.  His  testimony  is  explicit.  Without  giving  his 
statement  at  length,  it  will  be  enough  to  quote  these  words,  in  a  letter 
dated  November  19,  1824  (appendix  to  Mr.  Clayton's  speech,  Senate, 
1846) : 

Thus  the  Government  bartered  the  just  claim  of  our  merchants  on  France  to 
obtain  a  relinquishment  of  the  French  claim  lor  a  restoration  of  the  old  treaties, 
especially  the  burdensome  treaty  of  alliance,  by  which  we  were  bound  to  guarantee 
the  French  territories  in  America.  On  this  view  of  the  case  it  would  seem  that 
the  merchants  have  an  equitable  claim  for  Indemnity  from  the  United  States. 
*  *  *  It  follows,  then,  that  if  the  relinquishment  had  not  been  made,  the  pres- 
ent French  Government  would  be  responsible;  consequently  the  relinquishment 
by  our  own  Government  having  been  made  in  consideration  that  the  French  Gov- 
ernment relinquish  its  demand  for  a  renewal  of  the  old  treaties,  then  it  seems  clear 
that  as  our  Government  applied  the  merchants'  property  to  buy  off  those  old 
treaties  the  sums  so  applied  should  be  reimbursed. 

But  Chief  Justice  Marshall,  who  was  one  of  the  plenipotentiaries 
that  attempted  to  secure  payment  of  these  claims  from  France,  and 
afterwards,  as  Secretary  of  State,  countersigned  the  proclamation  of 
President  Adams  first  promulgating  the  convention  of  1800,  has  borne 
a  testimony  similar  to  that  of  Mr.  Pickering.  In  conversation  with 
Mr.  Preston,  of  South  Cai-olina,  he  said  that  "having  been  connected 
with  the  events  of  the  period,  and  conversant  with  the  circumstances 
under  which  the  claims  arose,  he  was,  from  his  own  knowledge,  satis- 
fied that  there  was  the  strongest  obligation  on  the  Government  to 
compensate  the  sufferers  by  the  French  spoliations."    (Ibid.) 

And  Mr.  B.  Watkins  Leigh,  of  Virginia,  testifies  that  the  same  emi- 
nent authority  said  in  his  presence,  "  distinctively  and  positively,  that 
the  United  States  ought  to  make  payment  of  these  claims."  This 
testimony  made  a  particular  impression  upon  Mr.  Leigh  because  he 
had  been  unfavorable  to  the  claims. 

But  the  obligation  of  the  United  States  may  be  inferred  properly 
from  the  declared  justice  of  the  claims  which  had  been  renounced. 
On  this  point  the  authority  is  equally  explicit. 

Of  course,  in  urging  them  upon  France  earnestly  and  most  assidu- 
ously by  successive  plenipotentiaries,  there  was  a  plain  adoption  of 
them  as  just.  But  even  after  their  abandonment  they  continued  to 
be  recognized  as  just. 

Robert  R.  Livingston,  plenipotentiary  at  Paris,  in  his  correspond- 
ence with  our  Government  shortly  after  the  abandonment  of  the 
claims,  shows  his  discontent.  In  one  of  his  dispatches  he  speaks  com- 
pendiously of  "the  payment  for  illegal  captures,  with  damages  and 
indemnities  on  the  one  side  and  the  renewal  of  the  treaties  of  1778  on  the 
other  as  of  equivalent  value. "  And  in  another  dispatch,  under  date 
of  January  13,  1802,  he  says  "  he  has  always  considered  the  sacrifices 
we  have  made  of  immense  claims  as  a  dead  loss."  (French  Spolia- 
tions, 1826,  p.  704.)  But  this  "dead  loss"  fell  upon  "individuals," 
and  not  upon  the  "  nation." 

Mr.  Madison,  as  Secretary  of  State,  in  his  instructions  to  Mr.  Charles 
Pinckney,  our  minister  at  the  Court  of  Spain,  under  date  of  February 
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6,  1804,  upholds  the  justice  of  the  claims  in  pregnant  words,  as  fol- 
lows (Ibid.,  p.  795): 

The  claims  from  -which  France  was  released  were  admitted  by  France,  and  the 
release  was  for  a  valuable  consideration  in  a  correspondent  release  of  the  United 
States  from  certain  claims  on  them. 

Thus,  according  to  this  oiHcial  declaration,  the  claims  of  American 
citizens  were  "admitted  by  France,"  but  they  were  released  for  a 
valuable  consideration  which  first  inured  to  the  benefit  of  the  Gov- 
ernment of  the  United  States.  Equitably  that  valuable  considera- 
tion must  belong  to  the  claimants. 

Mr.  Clay,  as  Secretary  of  State  under  John  Quiney  Adams,  made  a 
report,  which  had  the  sanction  of  the  latter,  in  which  he  testifies  to 
the  .justice  of  the  claims  in  the  following  words  (Ibid.,  p.  7): 

The  pretensions  of  the  United  States  arose  out  of  the  spoliations  under  color  of 
French  authority  in  contravention  to  law  and  existing  treaties.  Those  of  France 
sprang  from  the  treaty  of  alliance  of  the  6th  of  February,  1778,  the  treaty  of 
amity  and  commerce  of  the  same  date,  and  the  convention  of  the  16th  November, 
1788.  Whatever  obUgations  or  indemnities  from  those  sources  either  party  had  a 
right  to  demand  were  respectively  waived  and  abandoned,  and  the  conr-ideration 
which  induced  one  party  to  renounce  his  pretensions  was  that  of  the  renunciation 
by  the  other  party  of  his  pretensions.  What  was  the  value  of  the  obligations  and 
indemnities  so  reciprocally  renounced  can  only  be  matter  of  speculation. 

And  Mr.  Clay  concludes  his  report  by  saying  that  the  Senate,  to 
which  it  is  addressed,  was  most  competent  to  determine  how  far  the 
appropriation  of  the  indemnities  due  to  American  citizens  was  "a 
public  use  of  private  property,  within  the  spirit  of  the  Constitution, 
and  whether  equitable  considerations  do  not  require  some  compensa- 
tion to  be  made  to  the  claimants." 

There  is  one  other  authority  of  commanding  character  in  support 
of  these  claims  that  ought  not  to  be  forgotten.  It  is  Edward  Living- 
ston, the  jurist,  statesman,  and  diplomatist,  who,  though  not  engaged 
in  the  negotiations  on  the  subject,  knew  them  as  a  contemporary,  and 
afterwards,  as  Senator,  made  a  report,  which  has  been  accepted  ever 
since  as  an  authentic  statement  of  the  whole  case,  in  which  he  says : 

The  committee  think  it  sufficiently  shown  that  the  claim  for  indemnities  was 
surrendered  as  an  equivalent  for  the  discharge  of  the  United  States  from  its  heavy 
national  obligations,  and  for  the  damages  that  were  due  for  their  preceding  non- 
performance of  them.  If  so,  can  there  be  a  doubt,  independent  of  the  constitu- 
tional provision,  that  the  sufferers  are  entitled  to  indemnity?  Under  that  provision 
is  not  this  right  converted  into  one  that  we  are  under  the  most  solemn  obligations 
to  satisfy?  To  lessen  the  public  expenditure  is  a  great  legislative  duty:  to  lessen 
it  at  the  expense  of  justice,  public  faith,  and  constitutional  right  would  be  a  crime. 
Conceiving  that  all  these  require  that  relief  should  be  granted  to  the  petitioners, 
they  beg  leave  to  bring  in  a  bill  for  that  pui-pose. 

This  list  of  authorities  testifying  to  the  character  of  these  claims  may 
be  closed  with  that  of  the  Emperor  Napoleon,  who,  at  St.  Helena,  dic- 
tated to  Grourgaud  the  following  summary  with  regard  to  the  conven- 
tion of  1800: 

The  suppression  of  this  article  (second  of  the  convention)  at  once  put  an  end  to 
the  privileges  which  France  had  possessed  by  the  treaty  of  1778,  and  annulled  the 
just  claims  which  America  might  have  made  for  injuries  done  in  time  of  peace. 
This  was  exactly  what  the  First  Consul  had  proposed  to  himself  in  fixing  these 
two  points  as  equiponderating  each  other.     (Gourgaud's  Memoirs,  vol.  2,  p.  129.) 

Thus  the  head  of  the  French  Government  at  the  time  of  the  conven- 
tion unites  with  the  statesmen  of  our  own  country  in  conceding  the 
justice  of  these  claims. 

To  all  this  array  of  argument  and  authoritj^  the  committee  can  see 
no  answer.     They  follow  its  teaching  when  they  adopt  the  conclusion, 
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in  which  so  many  previous  committees  have  already  united,  that  these 
individual  claims  were  originally  just,  and  that  the  Government  of 
the  United  States,  having  appropriated  them  for  a  ' '  national "  purpose, 
has  been  substittited  for  France  as  the  debtor. 

OBJECTIONS. 

Assuming,  then,  the  obligation  of  the  United  States,  the  question 
now  occurs,  What  sum  ought  to  be  applied  by  Congress  to  its  liquida- 
tion? But  before  proceeding  to  this  point  the  committee  will  glance 
at  what  has  been  urged  sometimes  against  this  obligation,  so  far,  at 
least,  as  they  are  aware  of  the  objections. 

Certain  objections  of  a  preliminary  character  have  been  already 
considered,  but  there  are  others  which  belong  properly  to  this  stage 
of  the  inquiry. 

Curiously,  the  two  main  objections  most  often  adduced  answer  each 
other  flatly.  It  is  sometimes  insisted  that  the  claims  were  invalid  by 
reason  of  the  abnormal  relations  between  France  and  the  United 
States  anterior  to  the  convention  of  1800,  pronounced  to  be  a  state 
of  war;  and  then,  again,  it  is  sometimes  insisted  that  these  claims 
were  provided  for  in  the  subsequent  convention  of  1803  for  the  pur- 
chase of  Louisiana.  But  if  the  claims  were  really  invalid,  as  has  been 
argued,  it  is  absurd  to  suppose  that  France  would  have  provided  for 
them;  and  if  they  were  reallj^  provided  for,  it  is  equally  absurd  to 
suppose  that  they  were  invalid.  The  two  objections  might  be  dis- 
missed as  equally  unreasonable;  but  since  they  have  been  made  to 
play  a  conspicuous  part,  especially  in  Presidential  vetoes,  the  com- 
mittee will  occupy  a  brief  moment  in  considering  them. 

Other  objections,  founded  on  the  later  convention  of  1831,  on  the 
act  of  Congress  annulling  the  French  treaties,  on  the  early  efforts  of 
the  United  States  to  procure  satisfaction  from  France,  and  on  the 
alleged  desperate  character  of  the  claims,  will  be  considered  in  their 
order. 

WAR  DID   NOT  EXIST  BETWEEN  THE   UNITED   STATES  AND   FRANCE. 

The  assertion  that  the  anomalous  relations  between  France  and  the 
United  States  anterior  to  the  convention  of  1800  constituted  a  state  of 
war,  so  as  to  annul  all  pending  claims,  is  inconsistent  with  ^1)  the 
facts  of  the  case,  (2)  the  declarations  of  the  two  parties,  and  (3)  the 
nature  of  the  convention. 

Before  considering  these  several  topics  it  may  be  remarked  that, 
even  if  there  had  been  a  state  of  war,  it  would  not  follow  that  all  prior 
rights  otherwise  valid  were  annulled  so  at  least  as  not  to  be  revived 
at  the  close  of  the  war.  Indeed,  on  at  least  one  important  occasion 
the  contrary  has  been  held  by  our  Government  in  its  negotiations  with 
Great  Britain.  The  provision  relative  to  the  fisheries,  which  appears 
in  the  treaty  of  1783,  was  not  noticed  in  the  treaty  of  Ghent,  and  yet 
the  United  States  did  not  hesitate  to  insist  afterwards  that,  though 
interrupted  by  the  war  of  1812,  it  remained  in  full  force  after  the  ter- 
mination of  the  war.  It  may  be  admitted,  however,  that  claims  which, 
after  being  made  the  open  cause  of  war,  have  failed  to  be  recognized 
in  the  treaty  of  peace,  are  obviously  annulled,  for  the  treaty  is  the 
settlement  of  pending  controversies  between  the  two  powers.  But  the 
claims  now  in  question  were  not  made  the  open  cause  even  of  the 
anomalous  relations  between  the  United  States  and  France,  and  they 
did  not  fail  to  have  such  recognition  in  the  convention  which  termi- 
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nated  those  relations  as  to  exclude  all  idea  that  they  had  been  annulled 
by  war  or  any  other  antecedent  facts.  It  is  not  necessary,  however, 
to  consider  the  eifect  of  war,  for  it  will  be  easy  to  establish  that  war 
did  not  exist. 

(1)  The  facts  of  the  case  are  all  inconsistent  with  war.  There  was 
no  declaration  of  war  on  either  side,  and,  still  further,  throughout  the 
whole  duration  of  the  troubles  the  tribunals  of  each  country  were  open 
to  citizens  of  the  other,  as  in  times  of  peace,  so  that  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States  was  not  an  ' '  alien  enemy  "  in  the  courts  of  France  nor 
a  Frenchman  an  "alien  enemy"  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States. 
This .  fact,  which  has  been  stated  by  Mr.  Clayton  in  his  masterly 
discussion  of  the  question,  is  of  itself  most  suggestive,  if  not  conclusive. 

It  is  true  that  diplomatic  and  commercial  intercourse  was  suspended 
between  the  two  powers,  that  each  of  them  armed,  and  that  force  was 
employed  on  both  sides.  But  this  painful  condition  of  things,  though 
naturally  causing  great  anxiety,  did  not  constitute  war.  One  power 
may,  in  its  own  discretion,  suspend  diplomatic  and  commercial  inter- 
course with  another;  it  may  assume  all  the  harness  of  war,  and  it  may 
even  use  force  in  the  way  of  retaliation,  retortion,  or  reprisals,  but  all 
this  falls  short  of  war,  especially  when  public  acts  and  declarations 
show  that  war  was  not  intended.  Such  a  system  of  conduct  tends  to 
war,  and,  if  continued,  naturally  ends  in  war,  but  it  is  not  of  itself 
that  mighty  transformation  by  which  one  nation,  with  all  its  people, 
is  converted  into  the  enemy  of  another  nation,  with  all  its  people,  so 
that  every  citizen  of  the  one  becomes  the  enemy  of  every  citizen  of  the 
other,  and  all  pending  rights  and  contracts  between  them  disappear, 
at  least  for  a  time. 

If  war  be  an  extinguisher  of  claims,  it  is  because,  in  theory,  the 
claimant  is  supposed  to  have  an  opportunity  to  indemnify  himself  by 
seizing  the  property  of  the  enemy,  wherever  he  can  find  it  on  the  high 
seas,  and  thus  to  redress  his  losses.  But  no  reprisals  against  France 
were  authorized  by  the  United  States,  no  war  on  private  property  was 
permitted,  so  that  the  only  principle  on  which  war  is  an  extinguisher 
of  claims  fails  to  apply. 

But  it  is  not  even  every  act  of  war  that  constitutes  war.  The  two 
parties  will  determine  if  war  exists.  To  their  public  acts  and  mutual 
declarations  we  may  repair  for  an  interpretation  of  their  conduct. 

(2)  On  the  part  of  the  United  States  the  declarations  are  explicit 
that  war  did  not  exist,  although  it  seemed  imminent.  Congress  was 
convened  in  May,  1797,  to  deliberate  on  the  threatening  aspect  of 
affairs,  and  adopted  various  measures  of  public  defense,  which  were 
continued  in  1798  and  1799;  but  in  all  this  series  of  acts  there  is  a 
constant  and  sedulous  negation  of  the  state  of  war.  The  act  of  May 
28, 1798,  after  reciting  that  "  armed  vessels  of  France  have  committed 
depredations  on  the  commerce  of  the  United  States,  and  have  recently 
captured  the  vessels  and  property  of  citizens  thereof  on  and  near  the 
coast,"  proceeds  to  authorize  the  seizure  of  any  such  armed  vessel; 
but  nothing  is  said  of  war.  Another  act,  bearing  date  the  same  day, 
authorizes  a  provisional  army,  "in  the  event  of  a  declaration  of  war, 
or  of  actual  invasion  of  their  territory  by  a  foreign  power,  or  of 
imminent  danger  of  such  invasion  discovered  before  the  next  session 
of  Congress."  The  act  of  June  13,  1798,  to  continue  in  force  only 
till  the  next  session,  and  renewed  July  16,  1799,  for  a  limited  term, 
suspended  commercial  relations  between  the  two  countries,  under 
penalties  of  forfeiture;  but  such  acts,  however  menacing,  are  abso- 
lutely inconsistent  with  an  existing  state  of  war,  which  of  itself, 
without  any  additional  act,  suspends  all  commercial  relations  between 


FRENCH    SPOLIATION'    CLAIMS.  305 

the  belligerent  parties.  The  act  of  June  25,  1798,  authorizes  our 
merchant  vessels  "to  subdue  and  capture  any  French  armed  vessel 
from  which  an  assault  or  other  hostility  shall  be  first  made. "  The 
act  of  July  6,  1798,  respecting  alien  enemies,  begins  with  the  words 
of  limitation,  "  Whenever  there  shall  be  a  declared  war  between  the 
United  States  and  any  foreign  nation."  The  act  of  July  7,  17iJ8, 
declares  the  treaties  as  no  longer  "legally  obligatory;"  but  if  war 
existed,  such  an  act  at  the  time  would  have  been  superfluous.  The 
act  of  July  16,  1798,  authorizes  an  augmentation  of  the  Army  "for 
and  during  the  continuance  of  the  existing  differences  between  the 
United  States  and  the  French  Republic."  The  act  of  March  2,  1799, 
also  authorizes  an  augmentation  of  the  Army,  "in  case  war  shall 
break  out."  Another  act,  passed  the  next  day,  provides  that  certain 
troops  already  authorized  shall  not  be  raised,  "  unless  war  shall  break 
out  between  the  United  States  and  some  European  prince,  people,  or 
State."  And  as  late  as  February  10, 1800,  while  the  negotiations  were 
proceeding,  another  act  was  passed,  providing  that  further  enlist- 
ments should  be  suspended,  ' '  unless,  in  the  recess  of  Congress,  and 
during  the  continuance  of  the  existing  differences  between  the  United 
States  and  the  French  Republic,  war  shall  break  out  between  the 
United  States  and  the  French  Republic."  All  these  cumulative  meas- 
ures refer  to  war,  not  as  actually  existing,  but  only  as  a  possible 
future  contingency.  Meanwhile  there  were  "existing  differences" 
only.  And,  finally,  on  the  14:th  of  May,  1800,  four  months  before  the 
signature  of  the  convention,  and  when  the  plenipotentiaries  on  each 
side  were  at  a  deadlock,  as  has  been  already  amply  shown,  another 
act  was  passed,  authorizing  the  abandonment  of  the  military  prepa- 
rations set  on  foot  in  contemplation  of  the  contingency  of  war.  Such 
is  a  synopsis  of  the  testimony  from  Congressional  legislation  on  this 
point.  And  now,  when  it  is  considered  that  Congress  alone,  under 
the  Constitution,  has  the  power  to  declare  war;  that  it  never  made 
any  declaration  of  war  against  France,  and  that  throughout  this 
whole  period  of  trouble — in  its  whole  series  of  acts — it  expressly  neg- 
atived the  fact  of  war,  it  is  impossible  to  assert  that,  according  to 
the  understanding  of  our  Government,  war  actually  existed.  What 
Congress  did,  and  what  it  failed  to  do,  testify  alike. 

But  the  declarations  of  the  Executive  are  as  explicit  as  the  declara- 
tions of  Congress.  In  the  instructions  to  our  plenipotentiaries  at 
Paris,  under  date  of  October  22,  1799,  the  Secretary  of  State,  after 
reciting  the  spoliations  of  France,  says : 

This  conduct  of  the  French  Republic  would  well  have  justified  an  immediate 
declaration  of  war  on  the  part  of  the  United  States;  but  desirous  of  maintaining 
peace,  and  still  willing  to  leave  open  the  door  of  reconciliation  with  France,  the 
United  States  contented  themselves  with  preparations  for  defense  and  measures 
calculated  to  protect  their  commerce.     (French  Spoliations,  1826,  p.  561.) 

And  these  plenipotentiaries  declared  to  the  French  plenipoten- 
tiaries, under  date  of  April  16,  1800,  that  "the  act  of  Congress,  far 
from  contemplating  a  cooperation  with  the  enemies  of  the  Republic, 
did  not  even  authorize  reprisals  upon  merchantmen,  but  were  restricted 
solely  to  giving  safety  to  our  own,  till  a  moment  should  arrive  when 
their  sufferings  could  be  heard  and  redressed. "  (Ibid. ,  p.  583. )  Again, 
in  the  instructions  to  our  minister  in  England,  under  date  of  Septem- 
ber 20,  1800,  the  Secretary  of  State,  who  was  none  other  than  John 
Marshall,  says: 

The  aggressions  of  one  and  sometimes  of  another  belligerent  power  have  forced 
ns  to  contemplate  and  to  prepare  for  war  as  a  probable  event.     (Ibid.,  p.  452.) 
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In  the  face  of  such  declarations,  who  can  say  that  war  existed? 

On  the  part  of  France  the  declarations  are  equally  explicit.  It  is 
true  that,  on  the  12th  September,  1800,  in  conversation,  the  French 
plenipotentiaries  let  drop  some  fitful  words  to  the  effect  that  "if  the 
question  could  be  determined  by  an  indifferent  nation  such  a  tribtinal 
would  say  that  the  present  state  of  things  was  war  on  the  side  of 
America,  and  that  no  indemnities  could  be  claimed."  (Ibid.,  p.  633.) 
But  the  context  shows  that  at  that  moment  the  plenipotentiaries  were 
driven  to  every  possible  siibterfuge  in  order  to  avoid  the  payment  of 
these  indemnities,  and  the  whole  suggestion  is  contrary  to  all  the 
ofBLcial  admissions  of  the  French  Government,  both  in  the  executive 
and  legislative  branches.  Indeed,  these  very  plenipotentiaries  of 
France,  in  a  formal  communication  to  the  American  plenipotentiaries, 
under  date  of  August  20,  1800,  declared  that  "the  state  of  misunder- 
standing which  has  existed  for  some  time  between  France  and  the 
United  States,  by  the  acts  of  some  agents  rather  than  the  will  of  the 
respective  Governments,  has  not  been  a  state  of  war,  at  least  on 
the  side  of  France."  (Ibid.,  p.  616.)  But  we  have  already  seen  that 
it  was  not  on  the  side  of  the  United  States.  And  these  same  plenipo- 
tentiaries, under  date  of  December  12,  1801,  contented  themselves 
with  characterizing  the  relations  of  the  two  powers  at  this  period  as 
' '  almost  hostile. "  (Ibid. ,  p.  559. )  Already,  at  an  earlier  day,  Talley- 
rand, as  minister  of  foreign  relations,  had  written,  under  date  of 
August  28,  1798: 

Prance  has  a  double  motive,  as  a  nation  and  as  a  Repnblic,  not  to  expose  to  any 
hazard  the  present  existence  of  the  United  States.  Therefore  it  never  thought  of 
making  war  against  them;  and  every  contrary  supposition  is  an  insult  to  common 
sense.     (Ibid.,  p.  649.) 

When  the  convention  in  its  final  form  was  laid  before  the  legislative 
assembly  of  France,  one  of  the  French  plenipotentiaries  charged  with 
its  vindication  announced  in  a  speech,  November  26,  1801,  that  "it 
had  terminated  the  misunderstanding  between  France  and  America," 
which,  he  said,  had  become  such  "that  the  reconciliation  should  be 
hastened  if  it  was  desired  that  it  should  not  become  very  difficult." 
A  report  was  also  made  to  the  legislative  assembly  by  M.  Adet,  for- 
merly French  minister  to  the  United  States,  in  which  it  is  declared: 

"  There  had  not  been  any  declaration  of  war.  Commissions  granted  by  the 
President  to  attack  the  armed  vessels  of  Prance  are  not  to  be  regarded  as  a  decla- 
ration of  war.  The  will  of  the  President  does  not  sufBce  to  put  America  in  a  state 
of  war.  It  requires  a  positive  declaration  of  Congress  to  this  eflEeot.  None  has 
ever  existed."    (Code  Diplomatique,  par  Portiez,  tom.  1,  p.  39-57.) 

And  these  legislative  doeujnents,  so  positive  in  character,  are  intro- 
duced by  the  learned  editor  in  words  which  fitly  characterize  the 
international  relations  to  which  they  refer  when  he  says  that  "  they 
exhibit  the  causes  which  ruffled  the  harmony  of  the  two  States. "  True 
enough.  The  harmony  of  the  two  States  was  ruffled,  but  war  did  not 
exist. 

3.  The  terms  of  the  convention,  and  the  final  conditions  of  ratifica- 
tion also,  exclude  the  idea  of  war.  Although  beginning  with  the 
declaration  that  "there  shall  be  a  firm,  inviolable,  and  universal 
peace,"  borrowed,  in  its  precise  words,  from  Mr.  Jay's  treaty  with 
Great  Britain,  the  convention  of  1800  did  not  purport  to  be  a  treaty 
of  peace;  nor,  indeed,  as  first  executed,  did  it  pretend  to  settle  the 
questions  between  the  two  powers,  except  by  postponing  them  to  "  a 
convenient  time."  A  war  annulling  claims  could  not  be  treated  in 
this  way.     But  the  American  Senate  testified  likewise  when  it  limited 
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the  duration  of  the  convention  to  eight  years,  which,  had  war  pre- 
viously existed,  would  have  turned  the  convention  into  a  truce.  And 
the  First  Consul  testified  likewise  when  he  added  his  far-reaching 
proviso,  for  which,  of  course,  there  would  have  been  no  occasion  if 
the  claims  of  American  citizens  had  been  annulled  b}'  war;  and  again 
he  testified,  in  his  words  at  St.  Helena,  where  he  speaks  of  this  con- 
vention as  having  "annulled  the  jast  claims  which  America  might 
have  made  for  injuries  done  in  time  of  peace." 

Th\is  falls  to  the  ground  that  objection  so  often  urged,  founded  on 
the  alleged  existence  of  war.  Strange  that  an  objection  so  utterly 
untenable  sho^ald  have  gained  a  single  supporter!  But  there  is  one 
remark  which  belongs  to  the  close  of  this  head.  Even  if  France  had 
insisted  that  war  existed,  yet  the  United  States  constantly  denied  it 
at  the  time,  both  by  legislative  and  executive  acts,  so  that  our  Gov- 
ernment is  obviously  estopped  against  its  recognition,  even  if  it  fails 
to  feel  the  indecency  of  adopting  such  an  excuse  for  a  further  denial 
of  justice. 

THESE   CLAIMS  NOT  EMBRACED  IN  THE   LOUISIANA  CONVENTION. 

The  objection  that  these  claims  were  provided  for  in  the  convention 
of  1803,  for  the  purchase  of  Louisiana,  is  equally  untenable.  It  is 
difBeult  to  understand  how  such  an  objection  was  ever  made;  but  the 
history  of  this  question  shows  the  strange  shifts  of  opposition,  espe- 
cially when  without  any  restraint  from  a  knowledge  of  the  subject. 
The  most  superficial  glance  at  the  two  conventions  shows  that  they 
related  to  two  different  classes  of  claims.  Those  abandoned  in  1800 
were  on  account  of  spoliations  and  were  in  the  nature  of  "torts." 
Those  protected  in  1803  were  "debts."  When  it  is  considered  how 
steadfastly  the  French  plenipotentiaries  opposed  the  recognition  of 
the  claim  for  "  torts"  in  1800,  and  how  the  First  Consul,  by  his  posi- 
tive proviso,  required  their  renunciation,  it  is  obviously  unreasonable 
to  assume  that  in  1803  they  were  formally  recognized.  And  this 
assumption  becomes  still  more  unreasonable  when  it  is  understood 
that  it  was  only  at  a  comparatively  recent  period  that  the  idea  was 
fiist  broached ;  that  it  was  without  siipport  in  the  documentary  his- 
tory of  the  convention,  or  in  any  contemporary  opinion;  that  it 
escaped  the  attention  of  the  board  of  commissioners  appointed  under 
the  convention,  as  it  escaped  the  attention  of  successive  Secretaries 
of  State,  and  also  of  committees  of  Congress  reporting  on  the  sub- 
ject, until  thus  tardily  it  was  brought  forward  as  a  last  resort  of 
opposition. 

The  convention  of  1800,  which  sacrificed  the  claim  for  "torts," 
kept  alive  certain  pending  claims  for  "debts,"  in  the  following  words : 

Art.  V.  The  debts  contracted  by  one  of  the  two  nations  with  individuals  of 
the  other,  or  by  the  individuals  of  one  with  the  individuals  of  the  other,  shall  be 
paid,  or  the  payment  may  be  prosecuted  in  the  same  manner  as  if  there  had  been 
no  misunderstanding  between  the  two  States.  But  this  clause  shall  not  extend 
to  indemnities  claimed  on  account  of  captures  or  confiscation."  (Stat.  L.,  vol.  8, 
p.  180.) 

It  will  be  observed  how  carefully  the  claims  for  spoliation  were 
excluded  from  the  benefit  of  this  provision,  which  is  limited  positively 
to  "  debts."  Though  apparently  plain,  the  French  Government  found 
difficulties  in  the  way  of  its  execution.  Vexatious  delays  were  inter- 
posed, and  "  debts  "  were  treated  little  better  than  "  claims,"  so  that 
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our  minister  at  Paris,  Robert  R.  Livingston,  felt  obliged  to  write  to 
the  French  Government,  under  date  of  March  25,  1802: 

The  fifth  article  of  the  treaty  says,  expressly,  they  shall  be  paid;  but  justice  and 
good  faith  say  it,  independent  of  the  treaty.  Yet  they  remain  unsatisfied;  nor  is 
the  most  distant  hope  as  yet  afforded  them  of  when  or  how  they  will  be  paid. 
(French  Spoliations,  Ex.  Doc,  1826,  p.  714.) 

Such  was  the  spirit  of  other  correspondence.  At  last,  by  one  and  the 
same  transaction,  Louisiana  was  purchased,  and  these  "debts"  were 
provided  for.  The  plenipotentiaries  of  the  United  States,  Mr.  Liv- 
ingston and  Mr.  Monroe — the  latter  sent  to  France  a  second  time — 
undertook  to  pay  eighty  millions  of  francs  for  the  purchase,  of  which 
sixty  millions  were  for  France  and  the  remaining  twenty  millions  to 
be  applied  to  the  payment  of  the  "  debts"  secured  by  the  convention 
of  1800;  and  these  terms  were  embodied  in  a  treaty  and  two  associate 
conventions  of  the  same  date. 

The  treaty  contained  the  terms  of  cession.  One  of  the  conventions 
regulated  the  terms  of  purchase,  and  the  other  provided  that  "the 
debts  due  by  France  to  citizens  of  the  United  States,  contracted  before 
30th  September,  1800,  shall  be  paid  "  according  to  certain  regulations. 
It  will  be  observed  that  these  words  descriptive  of  the  "debts"  are 
not  unlike  those  employed  in  the  fifth  article  of  the  convention  of  30th 
September,  1800. 

The  new  convention  regulating  the  payment  of  the  "  debts  "  begins 
with  a,  preamble,  setting  forth  the  desires  of  the  President  of  the 
United  States  and  the  First  Consul,  in  compliance  with  the  second  and 
fifth  articles  of  the  convention  of  30th  September,  1800,  to  secure  the 
payment  of  the  sum  due  by  France  to  the  citizens  of  the  United 
States.  From  the  association  of  these  two  articles  some  have  hastily 
inferred  that  the  purpose  was  to  revive  the  "claims"  abandoned  in 
the  famous  second  article.  But  such  a  revival,  instead  of  being  "  in 
compliance"  with  that  article,  or,  according  to  the  corresponding 
French  words  of  the  convention,  on  execution  of  that  article,  would 
be  in  direct  contradiction  of  it.  The  allusion  to  the  second  article  of 
the  convention  of  1800  is  obviously  in  order  to  carry  into  the  Louisiana 
convention  the  original  exclusion  of  the  spoliation  "claims."  If  any 
doubt  could  arise  on  the  allusion  to  the  second  article,  taken  by  itself, 
it  would  disappear  when  we  consider  that  the  fifth  article  is  both 
inclusive  and  exclusive.  It  includes  "debts  contracted,"  which  are 
to  be  paid,  and  it  excludes  "  indemnities  claimed  on  account  of  cap- 
tures or  confiscations,"  which  are  not  to  be  paid.  Thus  the  language 
of  the  preamble  is  justified,  and  the  convention  is  in  compliance  with 
both  the  second  and  the  fifth  articles  of  the  original  convention. 

But  if  we  examine  the  Louisiana  convention  carefully,  we  shall  find 
that  "debts  "alone  are  provided  for.  The  first  article,  as  we  have 
already  seen,  declares  "  the  debts  due  by  France  to  the  citizens  of  the 
United  States,  contracted  before  the  30th  September,  shall  be  paid 
according  to  the  following  regulations."  The  second  article  describes 
"  the  debts  provided  for  in  the  preceding  article  "  as  comprised  in  a 
conjectural  note.  The  third  article  declares  how  "the  said  debts 
shall  be  discharged  by  the  United  States."  The  fourth  article  more 
specifically  defines  the  debts  as  follows :  "  It  is  hereby  expressly  agreed 
that  the  preceding  articles  shall  comprehend  no  debts  but  such  as  are 
due  to  citizens  of  the  United  States  who  have  been  and  are  yet  cred- 
itors of  France  for  supplies,  for  embargoes  and  prizes  made  at  sea,  in 
which  the  appeal  has  been  properly  lodged  within  the  time  mentioned 
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iu  the  convention  of  30th  September,  1800."    The  fifth  article  explains 
further  the  prizes  intended  in  the  last  article,  as  follows : 

The  preceding  shall  apply  only,  first,  to  captures  of  which  the  council  of  prizes 
shall  have  ordered  restitution,  it  being  well  understood  that  the  claimant  can  not 
have  recourse  to  the  Government  of  the  United  States  otherwise  than  he  might 
have  had  to  the  Government  of  the  French  Republic,  and  only  in  case  of  rhe 
insufficiency  of  captors;  second,  the  debts  mentioned  in  the  said  fifth  article  of  the 
convention  of  1800,  the  payment  of  which  has  been  heretofore  claimed  of  the 
actual  Government  of  France,  and  for  which  creditors  have  a  right  to  the  protec- 
tion of  the  United  States.  The  said  fifth  article  does  not  comprehend  prizes  whose 
condemnation  has  been  or  shall  be  confirmed. 

Under  the  first  head,  the  class  of  captures  is  here  defined.  It  was 
those  only  where  the  council  of  prizes  had  ordered  restitution,  being- 
captures  not  warranted  by  the  laws  of  France.  Such  cases  were 
included  among  "debts"  because  the  decree  of  the  council  of  prizes 
ordering  restitution  instantly  created,  on  the  part  of  the  owner,  a 
claim  on  the  captor  for  the  property  or  its  value ;  and  where  the  cap- 
tor "was  "insufficient,"  the  Government  assumed  the  debt.  And  this 
is  the  only  class  of  captures  provided  for  in  the  Louisiana  convention. 
Under  the  second  head  is  specified  "the  debts  mentioned  in  the  fifth 
article,"  with  an  express  declaration  that  it  "does  not  comprehend 
prizes  whose  condemnation  has  been  or  shall  be  confirmed."  Thus  in 
every  article  and  at  every  stage  the  spoliation  claims  were  excluded 
from  the  benefit  of  the  Louisiana  convention. 

And  such  was  the  contemporary  conclusion  of  our  minister  at  Paris, 
Mr.  Livingston,  who  in  his  letter  to  the  French  Government  of  April 
7,  1802,  said: 

The  fifth  article  expressly  stipulates  that  all  debts  due  by  either  Government 
to  the  individuals  of  the  other  shall  be  paid.  But  as  this  would  also  Lave  included 
the  indemnities  for  captures  and  condemnations  previously  made,  and  it  was  the 
intention  of  the  contracting  parties,  by  the  second  article,  to  preclude  this  pay- 
ment as  depending  on  a  future  negotiation,  it  was  necessary  to  except  from 
this  promise  of  payment  all  that  made  the  subject  of  the  second  article;  and 
that  as  to  the  payment  of  indemnities  for  embargoes  in  consequence  of  the  car- 
goes being  put  in  requisition,  or  with  a  view  to  any  other  political  measure  which 
carried  with  it  nothing  hostile  to  the  United  States,  no  controversy  ever  arose 
between  the  plenipotentiaries  of  the  two  nations.  (French  Spoliations,  Ex.  Doc, 
1826,  p.  717.) 

Surely  this  objection  may  be  dismissed. 

THESE   CLAIMS    NOT    EMBRACED    IN    THE    CONVENTION  OF   1831   WITH 

FRANCE. 

(3)  Another  objection  kindred  to  the  last  has  been  started,  also  in 
kindred  ignorance.  It  is  said  that  these  claims  were  embraced  in  the 
later  convention  of  1831  with  France,  under  Louis  Philippe.  No 
mistake  can  be  greater. 

That  convention  opens  with  these  words: 

The  French  Government,  in  order  to  liberate  itself  completely  from  all  the 
reclamations  preferred  against  it  by  citizens  of  the  United  States  for  unlawful 
seizures,  captures,  sequestrations,  confiscations,  or  destructions  of  their  vessels, 
cargoes,  or  other  property,  engages  to  pay  a  sum  of  twenty-five  millions  of  francs 
to  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  who  shall  distribute  It  among  those  enti- 
tled, in  the  manner  and  according  to  the  rules  which  it  shall  determine.  (Stat.  L. , 
vol.  8,  p.  430.) 

This  provision  must  be  interpreted  in  the  light  of  preceding  treaties, 
especially  of  that  which  had  occupied  so  much  attention.  They  are 
all  in  pari  materia,  and,  therefore,  according  to  a  familiar  rule  of 
jurisprudence,  must  be  taken  together.     But  the  convention  of  1800, 
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by  the  proviso  of  the  First  Consul,  added  at  its  ratification,  liberated 
France  completely  from  all  liability  for  the  claims  now  in  question, 
so  that  they  ceased  to  be  valid  against  her.  Therefore,  these  claimants 
could  not  be  "among  those  entitled "  under  the  later  convention. 
And  this  interpretation  is  confirmed  by  the  judgment  of  the  French 
Government,  and  also  by  the  judgment  of  our  own  commissioners 
under  the  convention.  Mr.  Rives,  our  minister  at  Paris,  writing  to 
Mr.  Van  Buren,  the  Secretary  of  State  at  the  time,  under  date  of 
February  18,  1831,  says: 

From  what  I  have  been  able  to  learn  of 's  report,  it  is  favorable  throughout 

to  the  principle  of  our  claims.  It  excludes,  however,  the  claims  of  American  citi- 
zens in  the  nature  of  debt,  or  of  supplies,  as  being  alien  to  the  general  scope  of  the 
controversy  between  the  two  Governments;  and  also  American  claims  of  every 
description  originating  previous  to  the  date  of  the  Louisiana  arrangement,  in  1803, 
which  has  been  invariably  alleged  by  this  Government  to  be  in  full  satisfaction 
of  all  claims  then  existing.  (Ex.  Doc.  147,  Twenty-second  Congress,  second  ses- 
sion, p.  165.) 

Our  own  commissioners,  sitting  at  Washington,  reported  to '  the 
Secretary  of  State,  under  date  of  December  30,  1835,  that  they  had 
reqiiired  every  person  seeking  to  entitle  himself  under  the  conven 
tiou  to  show  that  his  ."  claim  remained  unimpaired  and  in  full  force 
against  France  at  the  date  of  the  convention  of  1831."  (H.  Ex.  Doc. 
117,  Twenty-fourth  Congress,  first  session,  p.  4.)  But  the  claims 
now  in  question  did  not  come  within  this  category.  Clearly,  they 
were  not  "unimpaired  and  in  full  force  against  Prance." 

All  this  is  apparent  on  the  face ;  but  it  was  demonstrated  by  the 
action  of  the  commissioners.  The  experiment  was  made  with  regard 
to  captures  prior  to  the  convention  of  1800,  and  no  less  than  105  eases 
were  submitted  to  the  board.  But  they  were  all  rejected.  The  first 
rejections,  in  point  of  time,  were  July  11,  1833,  in  two  different  cases, 
when  we  have  the  following  entry:  "  Caroline,  captured  February 
10,  1798,  rejected;  the  vessel  having  been  captured  before  the  .30th 
of  September,  ISOO."  A  similar  entry  was  made  on  the  same  day  in 
the  case  of  the  Orlando,  captured  March  1,  1800.  In  the  larger  part 
of  the  cases  that  followed  the  entry  was  simply  "rejected,"  witLhout 
any  addition.  But  it  is  obvious  that  the  principle  was  decided  in 
those  two  earliest  cases.  The  indemnities  allowed  by  the  commis- 
sioners were  mainly  for  captures  under  the  decrees  of  Berlin,  Milan, 
Rambouillet,  and  Trianon — that  succession  of  sweeping  edicts  by 
which  Napoleon  at  the  height  of  his  power  enforced  his  continental 
system.  There  were  also  four  awards  for  captures  after  the  signature 
of  the  convention  of  1800,  and  before  its  ratification.  As  such  cases 
occurring  during  this  intermediate  period  were  plainly  saved  from 
the  renunciation  of  the  convention  of  1800  (art.  4),  and  yet  were  not 
deemed  to  be  included  in  the  convention  of  1803,  they  came  naturally 
within  the  scope  of  the  convention  of  1831.  But  the  claims  now  in 
question  had  no  such  advantage.  Renounced  in  1800,  they  were  not 
adopted  in  1831.  But  ceasing  to  be  claims  upon  France,  thej'  have 
become  claims  upon  the  United  States. 

THESE  CLAIMS  NOT  AFFECTED   BY  THE  ACT  OF   CONGRESS  ANNULLING 
THE   FRENCH   TREATIES. 

(4)  Then  it  is  said  that  the  French  treaties  were  annulled  by  act 
of  Congress  so  as  to  render  the  set-off  and  mutual  release  a  mere  form 
and  nothing  else.  But  this  objection  proceeds  on  an  ignorance  of  the 
question. 
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It  is  true  that  the  United  States,  by  an  act  of  Congress  of  July  7, 
1798,  declared  "the  treaties  heretofore  concluded  with  France  no 
longer  obligatory."  (Stat.  L.  vol.  1,  p.  578.)  But  the  question  still 
remained,  What  was  the  effect  of  this  act?  It  did  not  purport  to  be 
retrospective,  so  that  all  the  obligations  under  the  treaties  that  had 
accrued  at  that  date  were  fixed,  whether  on  the  part  of  the  United 
States  or  on  the  part  of  Prance.  Therefore,  France,  besides  her  con- 
stant liability  under  the  laws  of  nations,  was  liable  also  under  the 
treaties  for  all  depredations  anterior  to  this  dale,  and  the  United 
States  were  liable  for  all  nonperformance  of  obligations  anterior  to 
this  date.  And  assuming  that  the  treaties  were  annulled,  it  is  evi- 
dent that  the  claims  of  each  under  them  anterior  to  this  date  were 
not  in  any  way  affected,  so  that  there  was  still,  even  under  the 
treaties,  an  occasion  for  set-off  and  mutual  release. 

The  depredations  upon  the  commerce  of  the  United  States  were  not 
merely  in  violation  of  ancient  treaties,  but  also  of  the  law  of  nations, 
so  that  even  if  the  treaties  were  annulled,  yet  the  obligations  under 
the  law  of  nations  would  remain.  Our  plenipotentiaries  were  instructed 
to  obtain  compensation  for  illegal  captures  and  condemnations  con- 
trary to  the  law  of  nations  generally  received  in  Europe,  or  to  stipu- 
lations of  treaty,  so  long  as  the  latter  "remained  in  force."  On  the 
other  hand,  as  the  treaties  "remained  in  force"  until  July  7,  1798, 
our  country  was  unquestionably  liable  to  France  for  indemnities  to 
that  day.  Before  that  day  the  West  Indies  Islands  had  been  lost. 
Before  that  day  we  had  excluded  French  privateers  and  their  prizes 
from  our  ports.  All  proper  damages  for  these  things  must  have  entered 
into  the  account  of  France  against  us. .  Therefore  the  annulling  act 
of  Congress  could  only  affect  the  quantum  of  consideration  on  both 
sides  at  the  occasion  of  set-off  and  mutual  release,  and  not  the  fact  of 
consideration. 

But  it  is  more  than  doubtful  if  the  annulling  act  could  have  the 
effect  attributed  to  it.  Can  it  be  in  the  power  of  one  of  two  parties 
to  render  a  contract  void  by  a  mere  declaration  to  that  effect?  In  a 
case  between  two  individuals  this  could  not  be  done.  Could  it  be 
done  in  a  case  between  two  nations?  Mr.  Jefferson  thought  not.  At 
least  there  is  a  report  from  him  on  another  occasion  which  completely 
covers  this  case.  These  are  his  words:  "It  is  desirable  in  many 
instances  to  exchange  mutual  advantages  by  legislative  acts  rather  than 
by  treaty;  because  the  powers  though  understood  to  be  in  consider- 
ation of  each  other,  and  therefore  greatly  respected,  yet,  when  they 
become  too  inconvenient,  can  be  dropped  at  the  will  of  either  party; 
whereas  stipulations  by  treaty  are  forever  irrevocable  but  by  joint 
consent,  let  a  change  of  circumstances  render  them  ever  so  burden- 
some." (Wait's  St.  Pap.,  vol.  10,  p.  73.)  Chief  Justice  Marshall  has 
also  quoted  another  opinion  where  a  treaty  was  declared  to  be  not 
only  the  law  of  the  land,  but  a  law  of  a  superior  order,  "because it 
not  only  repeals  past  laws,  but  can  not  itself  be  repealed  by  future 
ones."  (Marshall's  Life  of  Washington,  vol.  5,  p.  274,  note  2,  Appen- 
dix.) Such  authority  would  seem  to  be  sufficient  to  settle  this  ques- 
tion, especially  reenforced  as  it  doubtless  is  by  the  law  of  nations; 
for  it  must  not  be  forgotten  that  the  obligation  of  treaties  is  deter- 
mined by  international  law  rather  than  by  municipal  law. 

But  even  supposing  that  the  act  of  Congress  succeeded  in  annul- 
ling the  treaties,  its  effect,  as  regards  France,  was  not  so  much  to  dis- 
charge her  claims  as  to  make  them  perfect.  In  plain  terms,  it  was  a 
final  determination  on  our  part  not  to  fulfill  the  treaties.    Perhaps  the 
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circumstances  of  the  time  rendered  it  necessary;  but  your  committee 
can  not  fail  to  observe,  that,  according  to  all  principles  of  Justice 
and  the  established  usage  of  nations,  this  very  determination  con- 
summated the  right  of  France  to  the  indemnities  which  she  had 
claimed  for  nonobservance  of  the  treaties.  There  was  no  longer  any 
pretense  on  our  part  of  any  fulfillment  of  the  treaties,  so  that  this 
very  act  of  Congress,  which  is  cited  to  excuse  us,  may  more  properly 
be  cited  to  condemn  us. 

"Whatever  may  be  the  law  of  this  case,  even  assuming  that,  accord- 
ing to  good  opinions,  the  treaties  were  annulled  on  the  7th  July,  1798, 
it  is  perfectly  clear  that  at  the  negotiation  of  1800  they  were  treated 
by  Prance  as  obligatory.  It  was  on  these  that  she  founded  her  coun- 
terclaims. The  narrative  which  has  been  already  presented  shows 
her  persistency  in  this  behalf.  As  often  as  our  claims  were  urged 
her  counterclaims  were  presented  in  reply.  But  why  did  our  pleni- 
potentiaries press  the  renunciation  of  the  treaties  on  the  part  of  France 
if  the  act  of  Congress  had  already  annulled  them?  Why,  further,  did 
they  offer  a  large  sum  of  money  for  a  release  from  their  obligations? 
Whatever  may  have  been  the  effect  of  the  annulling  act  in  the  judg- 
ment of  the  American  plenipotentiaries,  it  is  clear  that  they  regarded 
the  treaties  as  a  cloud  which  they  wished  to  remove.  And  it  is  equally 
clear  that  the  French  plenipotentiaries  maintained  the  obligations  of 
the  treaties  to  the  last.  Indeed,  the  instructions  of  the  First  Consul, 
before  he  entered  upon  his  Italian  campaign,  were  to  make  "the 
acknowledgment  of  former  treaties  the  basis  of  negotiation  and  the 
condition  of  compensation."  (French  Spoliations,  Ex.  Doc,  1826,  p. 
609.)  And  it  was  the  finality,  of  these  instructions  which  at  the  time 
caused  the  deadlock  which  has  been  already  described.  Thus,  on 
the  part  of  the  United  States  the  obligation  of  the  treaties  was  denied 
subsequent  to  July  7, 1798,  while  on  the  part  of  France  it  was  affirmed 
as  an  indispensable  condition  down  to  the  negotiation. 

Therefore,  on  the  part  of  the  United  States  there  were  claims  under 
the  treaties  anterior  to  July  7, 1798,  and  also  under  the  law  of  nations 
generally.  On  the  part  of  France  there  were  counterclaims  under  the 
treaties  down  to  the  negotiation.  Each  side  was  persistent.  Neither 
would  yield.  The  time  for  compromise  had  arrived.  Then  came  the 
set-off  and  mutual  release.  The  transaction  was  between  two  nations, 
but  it  was  identical  in  character  with  transactions  which  often  occur 
between  two  individuals. 

EAKLY    PERSISTENCY    TO     SECURE     INDEMNITIES     FROM     FRANCE     NO 
GROUND   OF  EXEMPTION  FROM  PRESENT  LIABILITY. 

(5)  But  the  persistent  efforts  of  our  Government,  anterior  to  the 
convention  of  1800,  are  sometimes  set  up  as  a  sufficient  reason  for 
present  indifference.     This,  also,  is  a  mistake. 

.  It  is  true  that  our  Government  exerted  itself  much.  Considering 
its  comparative  immaturity  at  the  time,  it  deserves  credit  for  the 
courage  and  determination  with  which  it  labored.  But  it  must  not 
be  forgotten,  that  in  aU  that  it  did,  even  for  the  recovery  of  indem- 
nities, it  acted  under  the  duties  and  instincts  of  national  defense. 
Our  commerce  had  been  despoiled  to  the  detriment  of  American  citi- 
zens. But  this  grievance,  which  went  on  assuming  larger  proportions, 
proceeded  directly  from  the  hostile  spirit  of  France,  on  account  of  an 
alleged  infraction  of  national  obligations  on  our  part,  so  that  behind 
the  question  of  indemnities  rose  always  the  question  of  self-defense. 
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France  made  reprisals  because  the  United  States  had  refused  compli- 
ance with  solemn  treaties,  and,  as  is  usual  in  such  cases,  individual 
citizens  were  the  sufferers.  In  defending  the  interests  of  these  indi- 
vidual citizens  at  the  time  the  country  itself  was  defended.  To  have 
abandoned  these  interests — especially  without  securing  an  abandon- 
ment of  French  pretensions — would  have  been  an  abandonment  of  the 
country,  leaving  it  the  dishonored  victim  of  untold  exactionis  without 
end.  If  this  be  correct — and  your  committee  do  not  see  how  it  can  be 
controverted — there  can  be  no  boast  of  extraordinary  efforts  in  the 
original  support  of  these  indemnities.  All  these  efforts,  whatever 
form  they  assumed,  in  successive  remonstrances  ajid  negotiations, 
were  in  the  performance  of  a  patriotic  duty,  as  simple  as  the  filial 
devotion  of  Cordelia,  which  was  "according  to  her  bond — nor  more, 
nor  less." 

And  now  the  fidelity  of  that  early  day,  when  duty  was  done,  is  the 
apology  for  infidelity  to-day,  when  duty  is  left  undone;  and  those 
patriotic  efforts  are  vouched  as  a  title  to  present  exemption.  Because 
the  Government  was  zealous  for  indemnities,  when  France  was  respon- 
sible, argal  it  may  be  indifferent  now,  when  the  United  States  are 
substituted  for  France.  Or  has  it  come  to  this — that  it  is  right  to  be 
zealous  in  pressing  a  foreign  Government,  but  not  right  to  be  zealous 
against  ourselves,  when  substituted  for  that  foreign  Government,  as 
in  the  present  case?  But,  beyond  this  misconception  of  public  duty 
which  is  apparent  in  this  whole  pretense,  it  proceeds  on  a  forgetful- 
ness  of  the  true  state  of  the  question.  And  here  we  are  brought  again 
to  the  precise  character  of  the  convention  of  1800,  when  both  claims  and 
counterclaims  were  ad j  usted.  If  the  claims  on  our  side  had  been  delib- 
erately rejected,  or  if  our  Government  had  been  compelled  to  with- 
draw, as  in  a  case  of  nonsuit,  the  case  might  have  been  otherwise.  But 
there  was  no  rejection  of  the  claims  and  no  nonsuit  of  our  Govern- 
ment; but,  as  has  been  so  fully  shown,  a  set-off  and  mutual  release 
by  which  each  party  accorded  to  its  adversary  just  as  much  as  it 
claimed  for  itself.  So  far  as  the  two  Governments  were  concerned, 
claims  and  counterclaims  were  extinguished,  and  neither  could  look 
to  the  other;  but  it  did  not  follow  that  the  American  citizens,  whose 
"individual"  claims  on  France  had  been  appropriated  to  extinguish 
"national"  obligations,  were  cut  off  from  appeal  to  their  own  Gov- 
ernment. On  the  contrary,  the  very  zeal  which  had  been  expressed 
for  these  claimants  while  they  looked  to  France  is  still  due  in  their 
behalf,  now  they  have  been  compelled,  by  the  action  of  their  own 
Government,  to  look  to  their  country. 

It  is  sometimes  said  in  sarcasm  that  it  is  easy  to  be  generous  at  the 
expense  of  another;  but  in  this  case,  now  that  this  responsibility  has 
been  transferred  to  our  own  country,  it  is  not  a  question  of  generosity, 
but  of  debt.  The  property  of  these  claimants  is  actually  in  the  hands 
of  our  Government,  like  assets  paid  over  and  deposited  "for  whomso- 
ever it  may  concern;"  or,  to  use  a  more  pungent  illustration,  it  is 
like  certain  property  to  which  there  can  be  no  valid  title  against  the 
original  owner.  Stolen  goods,  for  instance,  may  be  followed  wherever 
they  can  be  found.  But  the  vessels  of  these  claimants  were  stolen 
by  France,  and  at  last  they  are  found  in  the  hands  of  our  own 
Government.  Will  the  Government  undertake  to  hold  them  against 
the  real  owners?  For  nearly  ten  years  it  denounced  the  conduct  of 
France  as  an  unpardonable  outrage.  How,  then,  can  it  profit  by 
this  conduct,  especially  at  the  expense  of  its  own  citizens?  If  the 
receiver  is  as  bad  as  the  original  offender,  how,  then,  can  the  Gov- 
ernment  expect  to  escape  that  indignant  condemnation  which  it 
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bestowed  upon  France?  Least  of  all,  how  can  any  early  persistency 
to  recover  this  property  from  France  excuse  the  Government  for 
detaining  it  now? 

THESE   CLAIMS  NEVER  DESPERATE   SO  AS  TO   BE   Off  NO   VALUE. 

(6)  Kindred  to  the  last  objection  is  the  assertion  that  the  claims 
were  intrinsically  desperate  so  as  to  be  of  no  value;  an  objection 
which  is  as  humiliating  as  false. 

It  is  humiliating,  because  it  assumes  that  claims  which  had  been 
solemnly  declared  to  be  just,  both  by  the  Executive  and  legislative 
branches  of  Government — the  former  by  successive  acts  of  diplomacy, 
and  the  latter  by  successive  acts  of  Congress — were  of  "no  value." 
If  this  were  true,  then  was  our  Government,  when  it  sued  these  claims, 
guilty  of  a  shameful  act  of  national  barratry,  for  which  it  would 
deserve  to  be  thrown  over  the  bar  of  nations.  It  was  a  stirrer  of 
false  suits.  Such  an  imputation  is  an  impeachment  of  the  national 
character  which  must  be  scorned. 

But  it  is  false  also.  The  claims  were  never  "desperate,"  except  so 
far  as  they  were  doomed  to  meet  the  counterclaims  of  France.  On 
the  contrary,  they  were  intrinsically  just,  and  their  justice  was  often 
admitted  even  by  France,  who  advanced  against  them  her  own  pre- 
tensions, under  the  treaties.  And  when  the  set-off  and  mutual  release 
occurred,  the  validity  of  these  claims  was  solemnly  recognized;  nay, 
more,  they  were  paid  to  the  United  States.  But  such  is  the  incon- 
sistency of  objectors,  that  they  insist  that  claims  thus  recognized  and 
paid  were  so  far  'desperate"  as  to  be  of  "no  value,"  when  it  is  clear 
that  they  were  of  sufficient  value  to  form  the  vast  consideration  of  a 
release  from  immeasurable  national  obligations.  If  you  would  find 
a  measure  of  value  for  the  American  claims  at  that  time,  you  must 
look  to  the  counterclaims  of  France,  not  forgetting  that  all  the  vehe- 
mence with  which  these  were  sustained  testifies  unmistakably  to  the 
claims  now  in  question. 

If  we  may  judge  from  our  national  history,  there  is  no  reason  to 
doubt  that  these  claims,  if  they  had  not  been  released  by  our  Govern- 
ment, would  have  been  fully  satisfied  by  France  afterwards.  It  is  in 
the  nature  of  claims  on  foreign  powers  to  seem  desperate.  Such  was 
the  case,  as  is  well  remembered,  with  the  claims  on  Denmark,  Spain, 
and  Naples;  but  all  these  have  been  paid.  No  just  claim  made  by 
the  American  Government  can  be  desperate.  What  claims  could 
seem  more  desperate  than  those  accruing  under  the  arbitrary,  wide- 
spreading  edicts  of  Napoleon  Bonaparte  in  his  pride  of  place?  But 
President  Jackson,  when  Louis  Philippe  had  become  King,  made  an 
appeal,  as  he  expresses  it  in  his  message,  "to  the  justice  and  magna- 
nimity of  regenerated  France"  (Message,  Dee.  7,  1830);  and  even 
these  claims,  accruing  under  a  government  which  had  ceased  to  exist, 
were  satisfied.  But  the  claims  now  in  question  had  as  much  intrinsic 
equity,  and  they  were  more  intimately  associated  with  the  national 
sentiments.  In  asserting  that  they  would  have  been  paid,  the  com- 
mittee are  sustained  not  only  by  the  reason  of  the  case,  but  by  the 
judginent  of  the  disinterested  historian  of  our  country,  who  concludes 
his  account  of  the  convention  of  1800,  and  its  final  ratification  with 
the  proviso  of  the  First  Consul,  in  these  words : 

Had  the  treaty  been  ratified  in  its  original  shape,  the  sufferers  by  the  spoliations 
of  the  French  might,  perhaps,  before  now,  have  obtained  that  indemnity  from  the 
French  Government  which  they  have  ever  since  been  asking  from  their  own,  but 
which  has  hitherto  been  unjustly  withheld.  (Hildreth's  History  of  the  United 
States,  second  aeries,  vol.  2,  p.  400.) 
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There  is  no  statute  of  limitations  between  nations,  so  that  these 
claims  would  have  been  as  valid  against  France  in  1831  as  thej'  un- 
questionably were  in  1800.  A  nation  like  the  United  States  has  only 
"  to  bide  its  time,"  and  the  day  of  justice  will  surely  come.  Indeed, 
President  Jackson,  when  dwelling  on  the  negotiation  with  France  in 
1831,  bore  his  testimony  to  the  vitality  of  American  claims  on  foreign 
powers  when  he  said  that  the  new  convention  would  be  "an  encour- 
agement for  perseverance  in  the  demands  of  justice  by  a  new  proof 
that,  if  steadily  piirsued,  they  will  be  listened  to,  and  an  admonition 
will  be  offered  to  those  powers,  if  any,  which  may  be  inclined  to  evade 
them,  that  they  will  never  be  abandoned."  (Message,  Dec.  6,  1831.) 
But  these  words  of  Andrew  Jackson  are  a  sufficient  answer  to  the 
present  objection. 

ALL   OBJECTIONS  ANSWERED. 

Such  are  the  objections  to  the  assumption  of  these  claims  by  the 
United  States.  The  committee  believe  that  they  have  all  been  an- 
swered, so  that  the  claims  stand  above  impeachment  or  question  as  a 
debt  to  be  liquidated  and  paid.  It  only  remains  to  consider  what  sum 
should  be  appropriated  for  this  purpose. 

JUST  COMPENSATION. 

The  "just  compensation"  to  be  paid  by  the  United  States  may  be 
regarded  according  to  Mr.  Edward  Livingston,  in  his  classical  report 
on  this  subject,  in  two  lights :  First,  the  value  of  the  advantages  accru- 
ing to  the  United  States  at  the  expense  of  these  claimants;  and,  sec- 
ondly, the  actual  loss  sustained  by  these  claimants.  Neither,  however, 
will  be  proposed  as  an  absolute  measure  on  the  present  occasion.  But 
a  glance  at  each  will  enable  us  to  arrive,  by  approximation,  at  a 
proper  result. 

VALUE   OF  ADVANTAGES   SECURED   TO   THE  UNITED   STATES. 

1.  It  is  impossible  to  estimate  in  money  the  advantages  accruing  to 
the  United  States.  Beyond  the  great  boon  of  assured  peace,  under 
which  our  commerce,  no  longer  exposed  to  spoliation,  at  once  put 
forth  more  than  its  original  life,  two  specific  objects  were  gained : 
First,  an  exemption  from  all  outstanding  engagements  and  liabilities 
of  every  nature  under  the  early  treaties  with  France;  and,  secondly, 
the  establishment  of  a  new  convention,  which,  while  rejecting  much- 
debated  claims  and  counterclaims,  provided  positive  advantages  to 
the  United  States,  among  which  was  that  payment  of  "debts"  subse- 
quently assured  by  the  Louisiana  convention. 

If  the  United  States  could  be  held  responsible  to  France  for  the 
treasure  lavished  for  our  national  independence,  in  pursuance  of  these 
original  treaties,  there  would  be  an  item  of  1,440,000,000  francs,  or 
about  $280,000,000.  Of  course,  the  brave  lives  sacrificed  in  our  cause 
can  not  be  estimated  in  any  account,  but  France  did  not  forget  them. 
Even  amidst  the  congratulations  at  Morfortaine,  in  honor  of  the  con- 
vention, the  First  Consul  reminded  the  joyous  company  of  the  sacri- 
fice. Beyond  the  toast  which  he  proposed  in  honor  of  those  who  fell 
in  battle  for  the  independence  of  the  New  World  there  is  no  record 
of  what  the  successful  general  of  Prance  said  on  that  occasion,  but 
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old  Homer,  in  one  of  his  most  touching  passages,  had  already  spoken 
for  him: 

Life  is  not  to  be  bought  with  heaps  of  gold; 

Nor  all  Apollo's  Pythian  treasures  hold 

Or  Troy  once  held  in  peace  and  pride  of  sway, 

Can  bribe  the  poor  possession  of  a  day. 

Lost  herds  and  treasures  we  by  arms  regain, 

And  steeds  unrivalled  on  the  dusty  plain; 

But  from  our  lips  the  vital  spirit  fled. 

Returns  no  more  to  wake  the  silent  dead. 

Under  the  sod  in  America  and  under  the  waves  of  the  Atlantic,  French- 
men were  sleeping  whose  lives  had  been  given  to  the  support  of  our 
cause.  If  France  did  not  forget  them  at  the  celebration  of  that  con- 
vention, let  it  be  spoken  in  her  honor;  but  we  can  not  forget  them  as 
we  try  to  state  the  great  account  between  our  two  countries.  Their 
swords,  if  flung  into  the  scales,  would  symbolize  the  counterclaims  of 
France. 

But  how  shall  we  estimate  the  value  of  a  release  from  the  "guaran- 
tee," retrospectively  and  prospective! j"^,  as  well  on  account  of  past 
failures  as  future  liabilities?  It  is  true  that  it  was  often  urged  that 
the  "guarantee"  bound  the  United  States  to  the  support  of  France 
only  in  the  event  of  a  defensive  war,  and  that  the  war  in  which  she 
had  been  engaged  was  not  of  this  character.  But  it  is  more  than 
doubtful  if  either  of  these  propositions  can  be  maintained.  The 
"guarantee"  on  its  face  has  no  limitation  to  defensive  war.  And 
even  if  it  had  such  a  limitation,  who  will  venture  to  say  that  the  war 
in  which  France  drove  back  her  multitudinous  assailants,  reenforced 
by  the  navies  of  England,  was  not  defensive  ?  If  France  did  not  at 
once  require  the  execution  of  the  "guarantee,"  it  was  none  the  less  a 
vital  obligation. 

That  our  Government  appreciated  the  embarrassments,  if  not  the 
obligations,  which  the  "guarantee"  entailed  has  already  been  plainly 
shown  by  the  committee.  But  there  are  certain  wOrds  which  may  be 
fitly  quoted  again.  In  the  instructions  of  our  Secretary  of  State  to 
the  first  triumvirate  of  plenipotentiaries  at  Paris,  under  date  of  Julj' 
15,  1797,  it  is  admitted  that  "our  guarantee  of  the  possessions  of 
France  in  America  will  perpetually  expose  us  to  the  risk  and  expense 
of  war  or  to  disputes  and  questions  concerning  our  national  faith." 
(French  Spoliations,  Ex.  Doc,  1826,  p.  45.)  On  this  account  our 
plenipotentiaries  were  instructed  to  obtain  a  release  from  it,  and  they 
were  authorized  "on  the  part  of  the  United  States,  instead  of  troops 
or  ships  of  war,  to  stipulate  for  a  moderate  sum  of  money  or  quantity 
of  provisions,  at  the  option  of  France,  not  to  exceed  $200,000  a  year." 
This  was  moderate,  but  it  was  a  recognition  of  the  value  of  the  guar- 
anty. But  the  next  triumvirate  of  plenipotentiaries  at  the  negotia- 
tion of  1800  offered  more.  They  proposed  to  buy  out  the  guaranty 
by  a  payment  of  6,000,000  francs,  or  $1,000,000.  It  is  needless  to  say 
that  both  these  offers  were  rejected. 

It  would  be  as  difBcult  to  measure  in  money  the  value  of  that  guar- 
anty, retrospectively  and  prospectively,  as  to  measure  in  money  the 
amout  of  our  obligations  to  France  in  the  assurance  of  national  inde- 
pendence. The  liabilities  for  failure  of  performance  prior  to  1800,  if 
pressed,  would  not  have  been  inconsiderable.  ■  But  had  the  guaranty 
been  allowed  to  continue  so  as  to  constrain  the  United  States  through- 
out the  long  war  that  followed,  ending  at  Waterloo,  what  arithmetic 
can  calculate  the  damages  that  would  have  ensued  to  us?    Nay,  more; 
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if,  at  the  present  moment,  any  such  guaranty  bound  us  to  France, 
who  would  not  feel  that  it  was  an  obligation  from  which  we  must  be 
released  at  any  price  short  of  national  honor? 

But,  besides  the  obligations  of  ' '  guarantee, "  there  were  other  engage- 
ments which  had  already  proved  most  onerous,  with  regard  to  French 
armed  ships  in  our  ports.  Here,  also,  there  was  an  alleged  failure  of 
performance  on  our  part;  and  there  was  also  the  prospect  of  infinite 
embarrassment,  if  not  of  open  war,  unless  these  obligations  were 
promptly  cancelled.  To  keep  them  would  cause  collision  with  Eng- 
land; not  to  keep  them  would  cause  collision  with  France.  Our 
plenipotentiaries  offered,  in  the  negotiation  of  1800,  3,000,000  of  francs 
for  the  release  from  these  obligations.  But  this  moderate  ofEer  was 
rejected  also. 

France  continued  stubborn;  insisting  upon  the  recognition  of  the 
ancient  treaties,  with  all  consequent  indemnities.  At  last,  by  the 
propositions  of  the  5th  September,  1800,  already  exhibited  by  your 
committee,  a  measure  of  value  was  affixed  to  our  engagements  and 
liabilities.  France  undertook  to  release  us  from  all  these  on  condition 
that  we  would  pay  the  indemnities  due  to  our  citizens,  thus  treating 
claims  and  counterclaims  as  equivalent  in  value.  It  was  required 
positively  that  "the  indemnities  which  shall  be  due  by  France  to  the 
citizens  of  the  United  States  shall  be  paid  for  by  the  United  States." 
(French  Spoliations,  Ex.  Doc,  1825,  p.  630.)  In  other  words,  in  con- 
sideration of  a  release  from  the  treaties,  the  United  States  were  to 
assume  the  obligations  of  France  to  American  claimants.  How  this 
proposition,  rejected  at  first,  eventually  prevailed  in  the  convention, 
and  its  successive  amendments,  has  been  already  explained.  But  it  is 
now  mentioned  only  as  evidence  of  the  value  of  these  engagements 
and  liabilities  from  which  we  were  released. 

THE  ACTUAL  LOSSES   OF  THE   CLAIMANTS. 

2.  But  the  practical  question  remains.  What  were  the  actual  losses 
of  the  claimants?    Here  the  evidence  is  precise  and  full. 

Our  own  Government  has  already,  when  pressing  these  claims  upon 
France,  given  an  official  estimate  of  their  value.  On  one  occasion  it 
put  them  at  $16,000,000.  (Wait's  Am.  St.  Pap.,  vol.  3,  p.  497.)  On 
another  occasion  it  put  them  at  $20,000,000.  The  latter  estimate  will 
be  found  in  a  report  from  the  Secretary  of  State  to  Congress,  under 
date  of  January  18,  1799,  where  it  speaks  of  "unjust  and  cruel  depre- 
dations on  American  commerce,  which  have  brought  distress  on  mul- 
titudes and  ruin  on  many  of  out  citizens,  and  occasioned  a  total  loss 
of  property  to  the  United  States  of  probably  more  than  twenty  mil- 
lions of  dollars."  (French  Spoliations,  Ex.  Doc,  1826,  p.  480.) 
Inquiry  into  the  losses  confirms  this  statement.  From  the  evidence 
which  has  been  presented  to  committees  in  former  years,  and  which 
now  belongs  to  history,  it  appears  that  there  were  898  vessels  included 
in  the  claims  which  were  released  to  France.  This  will  be  apparent 
from  an  examination  of  certain  details. 

The  American  vessels  despoiled  by  France  between  1792,  the  out- 
break of  the  European  war,  and  July  81,  1801,  when  the  convention 
of  1800,  with  its  proviso,  was  ratified  by  Napoleon  Bonaparte,  amount 
to  2,090,  embracing  as  follows:  First,  vessels  captured  by  the  French; 
secondly,  vessels  captured  by  the  French  and  Spaniards  conjointly; 
thirdly,  vessels  detained  by  embargo  at  Bordeaux.  The  following 
list  shows  how  the  account  now  stands: 
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Last  of  vessels  in  different  classes  despoiled  hy  France, 

Whole  number 3,390 

From  which  deduct  as  follows: 

1 .  Vessels  paid  for  by  special  decrees  of  France 14 

8.  Vessels  paid  for  under  the  convention  of  1803,  viz: 

For  embargoes _- 103 

For  contracts 370 

For  prizes,  under  restoration 6 

379 

3.  Vessels  rejected  under  convention  of  1803  for  contracts  on 

supplies,-- - - 103 

Vessels  under  restitution,  and  rejected  - — 36 

128 

4.  Vessels  paid  for  by  Spain  under  the  Florida  treaty  of  1819 173 

5.  Vessels  rejected  under  Florida  treaty 191 

6.  Vessels  paid  for  under  convention  vyith  France  of  July  4,  1831, 

being  for  captures  between  the  signing  and  ratification  of  the 
convention  of  1800  .-- 4 

7.  Vessels  rejected  for  want  of  merit,  neglect  of  claimants,  loss  of 

proof ,  and  other  contingencies,  say 503 

1,392 


Thus  we  are  brought  again  to  the  898  vessels  which  were  bartered 
to  France. 

In  order  to  arrive  at  the  value  of  these  vessels,  the  committee  have 
been  driven  to  look  at  the  value  affixed  to  vessels  under  the  conven- 
tions with  other  powers  for  the  payment  of  similar  claims.  Here  is  a 
list  allowed  by  different  powers,  with  the  average  of  each  vessel: 


Vessels. 


Averages. 


Vessels. 


Averages. 


Great  Britain 

Spain 

France 

Spain 

Denmark 

France 


40 
357 
330 
U2 
361 


$47,672.81 
8,136.i9 
10,504.30 
15,625.00 
5,981.17 
12,984.71 


Nai>Iea  -. 

Spain 

Mexico  -. 
Colombia. 


61 


$37,745.00 
30,000.00 
31,658.43 
11,474.53 


1,547 


221,788.34 


It  appears  from  this  list  that  Mexico  has  paid  as  high  an  average  as 
$31,000  for  each  vessel;  Naples,  $37,000;  and  Great  Britain,  $47,000. 
But  the  general  average  is  $14,336. 

If  the  vessels  despoiled  by  France  were  estimated  according  to  the 
highest  averages,  especially  according  to  the  average  of  the  vessels 
despoiled  contemporaneously  by  Great  Britain,  the  sum  total  of  value 
would  swell  to  a  large  amount.  But,  adopting  the  general  average  of 
the  whole  list,  the  898  vessels  amounted  in  value  to  $12,672,000. 

This  estimate,  which  at  Jfirst  view  may  seem  inconsistent  with  the 
statement  of  our  Government  in  1799,  fixing  the  losses  at  twenty  mil- 
lions, is  substantially  sustained  by  this  statement,  even  putting  the 
value  of  the  vessels  at  an  average  of  $14,000;  for  the  list  of  vessels 
despoiled  by  France  shows  that  there  were  certain  classes  which  may 
properly  be  deducted.     Here  is  the  estimate,  with  the  deductions : 

Original  estimate  of  1799 $20,000,000 

Deduct  therefrom^ 

1.  Vessels  paid  for  by  France,  52  cases,  at  $14,000 $738, 000 

2.  Debts  paid  under  convention  of  1863 3,750,000 

8.  French  spoliations  paid  for  under  treaty  with  Spain 

ofl81& ..-  2,845,619 

■      7,383,619 

Sum  total,  after  deductions 12,676,380 
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If  to  this  estimate  interest  be  added,  even  at  the  smallest  rate,  the 
losses  of  these  sufferers  will  assume  much  larger  proportions.  More 
than  sixty  years  have  run  their  course  since  the  United  States,  by  a 
public  act  and  for  a  valuable  consideration,  became  the  debtor  of  these 
claimants.  From  the  beginning  the  country  has  enjoyed  without  price 
all  the  "national"  benefits  originally  secured  at  their  expense,  as  a 
part  of  the  national  capital  with  its  bountiful  income,  while  these 
claimants  have  been  shut  out  from  all  use  of  their  property,  and  all 
profit  therefrom.  If  interest  be  due  on  any  national  debt,  it  is  diffi- 
cult to  see  why  it  is  not  due  here.  But  the  committee  refer  to  this 
consideration  only  as  a  way  of  exhibiting  more  clearly  the  real  losses 
of  these  claimants. 

BECOMMENDATIONS   OP  THE   COMMITTEE. 

3,.  The  committee,  impressed  by  the  original  justice  of  these  claims 
and  the  present  obligation  of  the  United  States,  do  not  hesitate  to 
recommend  their  liquidation  and  payment  at  an  early  day,  as  they 
would  recommend  the  discharge  of  a  national  debt.  But,  while  setting 
forth  the  unanswerable  evidence  of  their  value,  they  content  them- 
selves with  adopting  the  recommendation  made  many  years  ago,  and 
repeated  by  successive  committees  of  both  Houses  of  Congress,  limit- 
ing the  appropriation  to  a  sum  not  exceeding  $5,000,000,  to  be  distrib- 
uted by  a  board  of  commissioners  pro  rata  among  the  claimants, 
according  to  the  provisions  of  the  bill  which  is  reported  herewith. 
The  proposed  limitation  is  a  departure  from  strict  justice,  but  it  is  a 
part  of  the  additional  sacrifice  which  seems  to  have  been  expected  by 
Congress  from  these  long-suffering  claimants. 

In  deference  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  who,  when  consulted 
on  the  subject,  objected  to  the  creation  of  a  stock  for  this  special  pur- 
pose, as  has  been  provided  in  former  bills,  it  is  now  simply  proposed 
that  the  money  shall  be  paid  whenever  Congress  shall  make  an  appro- 
priation therefor. 

By  positive  description  the  bill  is  made  to  cover  claims  for  illegal 
captures  and  condemnations  prior  to  July  31,  1801,  the  date  of  the 
final  ratification  of  the  convention.  But,  by  positive  words  of  exclusion, 
it  is  provided  that  the  bill  shall  not  cover  claims  originally  embraced 
in  the  Louisiana  convention  of  1803 ;  in  the  treaty  with  Spain  of  22d 
February,  1819,  or  in  the  convention  with  France  of  July  4,  1831;  so 
that,  in  point  of  fact,  the  bill  is  carefully  limited  to  those  original 
claims  which,  after  being  postponed  by  the  second  article  of  the  con- 
vention of  1800,  were,  at  its  final  ratification,  definitively  renounced 
by  the  United  States,  in  considertion  of  equivalent  renunciations  from 
France. 

CONCLUSION. 

The  committee  have  now  finished  the  review  which,  in  the  discharge 
of  public  service,  they  have  been  called  to  make.  Approaching  a 
much- vexed  question  without  prejudice,  they  have  striven  to  consider 
it  with  candor,  in  the  hope  of  ascertaining  and  exhibiting  the  require- 
ments of  duty.  The  conclusion  which  they  have  been  led  to  adopt,  in 
harmony  with  so  many  previous  committees  of  both  Houses  of  Con- 
gress, and  also  with  Congress  itself,  which  has  twice  enacted  a  law  for 
the  satisfaction  of  these  claims,  is  now  submitted  to  the  judgment  of 
the  Senate. 

How  the  committee  have  reached  this  conclusion  will  be  seen  by  a 
final  glance  at  the  field  which  has  been  traversed.     Putting  aside  the 
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three  preliminary  objections  to  these  claims,  (1)  that  they  are  ancient 
and  stale;  (2)  that  they  have  passed  into  the  hands  of  speculators; 
and  (3)  that  they  should  be  postponed  on  account  of  the  present  con- 
dition of  public  affairs,  the  committee  have  next  considered  in  order 
four  principal  topics :  First,  the  claims  of  citizens  of  the  United  States 
on  France,  as  they  appear  in  the  history  of  the  times;  secondly,  the 
coTinterclaims  of  France,  as  they,  too,  appear  in  the  history  of  the 
times;  thirdly,  how  the  "individual"  claims  of  citizens  of  the  United 
States  were  sacrificed  to  procure  a  release  of  the  "  national"  claims  of 
France  by  a  proceeding  in  the  nature  of  a  set-ofE  and  mutual  release, 
and,  fourthly,  how  the  United  States,  for  a  valuable  consideration, 
assumed  the  obligations  of  France,  so  as  to  become  completely  respon- 
sible therefor.  But,  not  content  with  showing  affirmatively  the  merits 
of  the  claimants,  the  committee  next  examined  carefully  all  the  known 
objections  to  the  asserted  responsibility  of  the  United  States,  estab- 
lishing negatively:  (1)  that  the  relations  between  France  and  the 
United  States  were  at  no  time  such  as  to  constitute  a  state  of  war, 
invalidating  the  claims;  (2)  that  these  claims  were  not  embraced  in 
the  convention  for  the  purchase  of  Louisiana;  (3)  that  they  were  not 
embraced  in  the  later  convention  of  1831 ;  (4)  that  the  alleged  annul- 
ling of  the  French  treaties  by  act  of  Congress  did  not  affect  the  claims; 
(5)  that  the  early  efforts  of  our  Government  with  France  for  the  satisfac- 
tion of  these  claims  can  furnish  no  ground  of  exemption  from  present 
liability,  and  (6)  that  the  claims  at  the  time  of  their  abandonment 
were  not  desperate,  so  as  to  be  of  no  value. 

With  the  removal  of  all  known  objections,  the  way  was  open  to  con- 
sider the  extent  of  "just  compensation"  under  three  different  heads* 
(1)  the  advantages  secured  to  the  United  States  by  the  sacrifice  of  the 
interests  of  these  claimants;  (2)  the  actual  losses  of  these  claimants, 
and  (3)  the  final  recommendations  of  the  committee. 

Such  is  the  whole  case  in  its  divisions  and  subdivisions.  But  there 
is  one  reflection  which  naturally  belongs  to  the  close.  These  claims 
have  survived  several  generations,  entwining  themselves  each  year 
with  the  national  history.  Meanwhile  the  Republic,  for  whose  advan- 
tage they  were  sacrificed,  has  outgrown  the  puny  condition  of  that 
early  day,  when  its  commerce  was  the  prey  of  France,  and  when  even 
the  sacred  debt  for  independence  was  left  unpaid.  These  claimants 
have  been  called  to  remark  the  glorious  transformation  by  which  the 
weak  has  become  strong  and  the  poor  has  become  rich;  with  glisten- 
ing eye  they  have  followed  the  flag  of  the  country  as  it  was  carried 
successfully  in  every  sea;  with  sympathetic  heart  they  have  heard  the 
name  of  the  country  sounded  with  honor  in  every  land,  and  now  they 
joyfully  witness  the  unexampled  resources  with  which  it  upholds  the 
national  cause  against  an  unexampled  rebellion;  but  these  claimants 
have  been  called  to  observe  especially  how  for  many  years,  unchecked 
by  hindrances,  the  National  Government  has  labored  successfully 
with  foreign  powers  to  secure  justice  to  its  despoiled  citizens,  until  all 
nations — Great  Britain,  Spain,,  Denmark,  Naples,  Holland,  Mexico, 
Colombia,  Peru,  and  Chile — have  yielded  to  its  persistent  negotiation, 
and  even  France  has  paid  indemnities  to  our  citizens  for  all  spolia- 
tions subsequent  to  these  very  claims.  All  this  history  these  claim  ants 
have  observed  with  pride.  But  how  can  they  forbear  to  exclaim  at 
the  sacrifice  that  has  been  required  of  them — that  they  alone,  the 
pioneers  of  our  commercial  flag,  have  been  compelled  "in  suing  lono- 
to  bide,"  while  a  part  of  the  debt  for  national  independence  has  been 
cast  upon  their  shoulders  and  the  whole  country  has  enjoyed  priceless 
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benefits  at  their  expense.  Well  may  these  disappointed  suitors,  hurt 
by  unfeeling  indifference  to  their  extensive  losses  and  worn  with  infi- 
nite delay,  cry  out  in  bitterness  of  heart,  "Give  us  back  our  vessels." 
But  this  can  not  be  done.  It  only  remains  that  Congress  should  pay 
for  them. 
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do 

do 


Mr.  Archer  ... 
Mr.  C.  J.  IngersoU 
Mr.Ghoate 


Mr.  Ghoate' 

Mr.  Clayton* 

Mr.  Tru.  Smith ' 
Mr.  Morehead  .. 
Mr.  Tru.  Smith  . 

do , 

Mr.Buel 

Mr.  Tru.  Smith ' 
Mr.  Bradbury. .. 

Mr.  Hamlin 

Mr.Bayly" , 

Mr.  Pennington 
Mr.  Crittenden  '» 
Mr.  Clingman.._ 
Mr.Royce  

Mr.  Crittenden . 
Mr.  Sumner 


.do. 


Foreign  Affairs 

do 

do 

Foreign   Rela- 
tions. 

do 

Foreign  Affairs 
Foreign   Rela- 
tions. 

do 

Select 

Foreign  Affairs 

Select 

Foreign  Affairs 

Select 

Foreign  Affairs 

Select 

do 

do 

Foreign  Affairs 

do 

Select 

Foreign  Affairs 

do.. 

Select 

Foreign  Rela- 
tions 
do 


Apr.  23,1803 
Feb.  18, 1807 
Mar.  3, 1818. 
Jan.  31, 1823. 
Mar.  25, 1834: 
Feb.  8, 1837  . 
May  31,1828 
May  24, 1838 
Feb.  11, 1829 
Feb.  IS,  1839 
Feb.  23, 1830 
Dec.  31, 1830 
Jan.  14,1831 
Dec.  10, 1834 
Dec.  20, 1831 
Feb.  31, 183.5 
Minority  Hdver 
Jan. 20, 1838  ..-- 
Mar.31,1838-..- 

Apr.4,1840 

Minority  adver 

Dec.  9, 1841 

Jan. 28, 1863  .... 


Jan.  5, 1843  .. 

Apr.  17, 1841  . 
May  29, 1844. 


Adverse,  No.  I'-il- ..- 

Adverse,  No.  33 

Adverse,  No.  94-...'. 

Favorable,  No.  -IS 

Favorable,  No.  2112- 

Favorable,  bill  31)6 

Favorable,  bill  76 

Favorable,  bill  s:J 

Favorable,  bill  11)3 

Favorable,  bill  ->1 

Favorable,  bill  33-. 

Favorable, bill  5--. 

Favorable,  bill  9 

Favorable. X-tni 

se  .statement J 

I  Favorable,  bill  4I-) 

Favorable  statement .  - . 

I  Favorable 1-^ 

se  statement J 

Favorable,  bill  57 

Favorable,  bill  148-.. 
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Deo.  33, 1844  .- 
Feb. 2, 1846  --- 
July  16,1841)-. 
Feb.  10,1847  -. 
Jan. 4, 1848  .-. 
P6b..5,185ll--. 
Junel4,lfti0.. 
Jan.  24,  mi  -. 
Jan.  14, 1853  .. 
Feb.  15, 18.54  .. 
Jan.  4,1855  .. 
Mar.  3, 18.57.  . 
Feb.  4, 1858  .  . 
May  5, 1858--. 
Mar.  29, 1860-. 
June  11, 1860- 
Jan.13,186,'.'.. 


Jan.30, 181*3 do 


Favorable,  bill  64  - . 
Favorable,  bill  339. 
Favorable,  bill  180. 


Favorable, 
Favorable, 
do 


bill  47. 
bill  68. 


Favorable, 
Favorable, 
Favorable, 
Favorable, 
Favorable, 
Favorable, 
Favorable, 
Favorable, 
Favorable, 
Favorable. 
Favorable, 
Favorable, 
Favorable, 
Favorable, 


bill  LW. 
bill  21... 
bill  101- 
bill  318- 
billlOl- 
bill64.. 
bill  36-. 
bill  117- 
bill865- 
bin45-- 
bill  .5-53. 
bill  2.)9 
bill  43,S- 
bill  114. 


R. 
R. 

R. 

R. 


1  Favorable  statement  of  facts,  without  coming  to  any  conclusion. 

=  Favorable,  including  and  adopting  Mr.  Giles's  report  of  April  33,  1803. 

*  This  bill  was  voted  by  the  Senate  February  3, 1835;  yeas  35,  nays  30. 

*  Individual,  by  consent  of  the  House. 

'  This  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed  and  read  a  third  time  February  10, 1845,  by  yeas  36, 
nays  15,  but  not  reached. 

8' This  bill  was  voted  by  the  Senate  on  the  9th  June,  1846;  yeas  37,  nays  33. 

'  This  bill  (being  Mr.  Clayton's  bill  as  voted  by  the  Senate)  was  voted  by  the  House  by  yeas  94, 
nays  87.  It  thus  passed  both  Houses  and  was  vetoed  by  President  Polk  as  a  Senate  bill,  and  on 
the  veto  the  Senate  voted  yeas  37,  nay  15— not  two-thirds. 

'  This  bill  was  voted  by  the  Senate,  yeas  30,  nays  36. 

*  This  bill  was  voted  by  the  House,  yeas  111,  nays  77,  and  was  voted  by  the  Senate  February  6, 
1855,  yeas  38,  nays  17,  and  was  vetoed  by  President  Pierce  as  a  House  bill;  and  the  House  vote  on 
the  veto  was  yeas  113,  nays  86— not  two- thirds— so  the  bill  was  lost. 

'I  This  bill  (Mr.  Crittenden's,  No.  45)  was  voted  by  the  Senate  on  the  10th  January,  1859;  yea.3 
26,  nays  20. 
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FRENCH  SPOLIATION  CLAIMS. 


LIST  OF  MEMORIALS  TO  THE  SENATE  AND  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  CLAIMING 
INDEMNITY  FOR  FRENCH  SPOLIATIONS,  UNDER  THE  CONVENTION  OF  JULY  31, 
1801. 

The  convention  was  promulgated  by  the  President's  proclamation  of  Decem- 
ber 31,  1801;  and  at  the  first  session  of  Congress  then  succeeding,  being  the  first 
session  of  the  Seventh  Congress,  the  following  memorials  were  laid  before  the 
Senate  and  House  of  Representatives,  viz: 

[First  session,  Seventh  Congress.) 
1802. 
Feb.    5.  Sundry  merchants  of  Baltimore. 

8.  Sundry  merchants  of  Philadelphia. 
15.  Sundry  merchants  of  Alexandria. 
15.  Sundry  merchants  of  Massachusetts. 

24.  Sundry  merchants  of  the  city  and  State  of  New  York. 
36.  William  Dunlop,  of  Port  Royal,  Va. 
Mar.    3.  Sundry  merchants  of  Hartford,  Conn. 
•    2.  Sundry  merchants  of  Washington,  N.  C. 

9.  Sundry  merchants  of  Charleston,  S.  C. 

9.  Sundry  merchants  of  New  London,  Conn. 
12.  Sundry  merchants  of  Middlesex  County,  Conn. 
15.  Sundry  merchants  of  New  London,  Conn. 

22.  Sundry  merchants  of  Boston. 

33.  Sundry  merchants  of  Norwich,  Conn. 
33.  Sundry  merchants  of  New  Haven,  Conn. 
27.  Sundry  merchants  of  Portsmouth,  N.  H. 
30.  Sundry  merchants  of  Norfolk,  Va. 
Apr.    1.  Sundry  merchants  of  Nantucket. 

2.  Sundry  merchants  of  Portland,  Me. 

3.  Sundry  merchants  of  .Newburyport. 

23.  Robert  Beverly,  of  Essex  County,  Va. 

Nearly  all  of  the  above-mentioned  memorials  were  destroyed  by  fire,  with  the 
Capitol,  by  the  British  army  in  1814,  and  no  record  having  been  kept  of  the  signers, 
the  following  list  is  so  far  imperfect.  It  is  further  imperfect  by  reason  of  many 
memorials  of  subsequent  date  being  misplaced  or  otherwise  lost.  The  list  is,  how- 
ever, entitled  to  confidence,  except  as  before  mentioned,  being  carefully  compiled 
from  the  best  data  extant. 

List  of  memorials  to  the  Senate  on  French  spoliations. 


Ses- 

Con- 

sion. 

gress. 

1st 

7tli 

l.st 

11th 

1st, 

1.5th 

1st 

18th 

1st, 

21st 

1st 

21st 

1st 

31st 

•M 

20th 

M 

19th 

1st 

aist 

art 

21st 

1st 

22a 

1st 

23a 

1st 

28th 

an 

29th 

1st 

31st 

1st 

31st 

1st 

31st 

1st 

31st 

1st 

31st 

1st 

7th 

1st 

20th 

1st 

21st 

1st 

22a 

1st 

16th 

1st 

18th 

Isr, 

18th 

1st 

18th 

lat 

26th 

1st 

26th 

2d 

29th 

Names  of  memorialists. 


Alexander,  David, and  others -. ..- 

do - 

do.... 

do 

do 

Adams,  Seth,  of  Adams  &  Loving 

do 

do - 

Auchancloss,  Hugh,  by  executor 

Andrews,  John  H., and  others 

Adams,  Jacob 

Amory,  Francis 

Ashley ,  Warren, by  executor.. 

Allen, Philip, and  others... 

Anderson, .John, and  others.. 

Arnold.Thomas,  by  heirs 

Allyn, Robert, by  heirs i 

Atkins,  Ambrose,  by  heirs 

Adams,  W.  A., and  others.. 

Atwater&Dagget  (for  brig  Hannah ) 

Arnold,  Thomas  and  Samuel 

Alert,  brig,  owners  Jf ,  Dudley  &  Pickinan 

do 

do 

Alexander,  Ashton — 

Aspinwall,  Gilbert  ana  John, by  survivor 

Amory,  Charles 

Aston,  Jacob,  for  Salem  Marine  Insurance  Co 

Aula,  John 

Atkinson,  Amos, by  executor.. 

Atwater,  Ellnathan,and  others 


State  or  city. 


Charleston. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Boston. 

Do. 

Do. 
New  York. 
Salem,  Mass. 
Baltimore,  Md. 
Boston. 
Norfolk. 
Providence. 
Baltimore. 
New  Bedford. 
New  London. 
Penobscot,  Ms. 
Cincinnati. 
New  Haven. 
Baltimore. 
Salem. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 
New  York. 
Boston. 
Salem. 
Portland. 
Newburyport. 
New  Haven. 
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List  of  memorials  to  the  Senate  on  French  spoZiaiiows— Continued. 


Ses- 
sion. 


Con- 
gress. 


Names  of  memorialists. 


State  or  city. 


1st 
"ist" 


26th 
26th 


2d 


29th 


2a 
1st 

1st 

2d 

2d 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

2d 

2d 

1st 

1st 

1st 

2d 

2d 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

2a 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

2d 

2d 

1st 

2d 

2d 

2d 

1st 

2d 

1st 

1st 

2d 

1st 

1st 

2d 

2a 

1st 

2a 
2a 

1st 
2d 
1st 
2d 
2d 
2d 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 


29th 

26th 

31st 

29th 

29th 

7th 

18th 

21st 

18th 

20th 

21st 

7th 

20th 

20th 

21st 

23d 

20th 

20th 

21st 

21st 

21st 

22d 

29th 

31st 

233 

2Ist 

aist 

22d 

23d 

18th 

21st 

21st 

21st 

21st 

23d 

22d 

22d 

22d 

18th 

22d 

7th 

23a 

25th 

28th 

29th 

29th 

29th 

3)3t 

20th 

29th 

31st 

29th 

31st 

29th 

29th 

29th 

29th 

30th 

31st 

31st 

31st 

31st 

3l8t 

31st 

31st 

32a 

33a 

33d 

16th 

16th 

16th 

16th 

17th 

17th 

29th 


Atwater,  J.  M 

Ashley,  Thomas 

Aspinwall,  John,as  executor  .-- 

Aobott,  Samuel,  as  administrator  ., 

Amelung,  T.  L.E.  ,as  administrator 

Anderson  &  Moody,  by  heirs 

Auld,  Colin,  as  executor  and  trustee 

Armstrong:,  William  M  — --.  — 

Anderson,  Robert,  as  administrator 

Anderson, Thomas  B , 

Adams,  Seth _-. .- 

Arrowsmith,  George 

Andrews,  Jonathan,  by  widow 

Brooks,  Peter  P.,  and  others 

do 

do..- 

Blount,  John  G-.,  and  others 

BreuiU,  Francis,  by  heirs 

do 

Barton,  Seth,  by  aaministrator 

ao 

Brickell,  J.  J 

do.... 

ao 

Bowers,  John,  by  heirs,  by  administrator 

Bissel,  Thomas,  &  Son,  by  survivor 

do 

Barry,  James,  by  executor 

Barny,  Joshua,  by  administrators,  by  widow 

do 

do , 

do 

do 

Bartlett,  William,  and  others 

do.... 

do 

do 

do 

Brobson,  James,  and  others 

Blaokwell,  Francis 

Blaney,  Aaron ... 

Bronaugh,  John  W 

do 

Briokelle,  .Joseph,  by  executor — 

Borden,  Benjamin,  by  executor 

Bailey,  Joshua .- 

Bool,  H.  W 

Bowne  &  Eddy,  by  survivor 

Buchanan  &  Young,  by  heirs,  survivor 

do  

Brier,  William.. 

Burke,  Edward, and  others. 

Brobson.  W.  P 

Blagge.  Samuel,  by  heirs 

Burt,  John,  administrator 

Burt,  John,  administrator 

Broadfoot,  William,  administrator 

Billups,  Joice,  by  heirs 

do... 

Bentalon,  Paul,  by  executor 

do 

Brown,  Thomas,  by  heirs,  executor  .  

Bunner,  Elizalietb,  executrix 

Bishop,  Lemuel,  by  heirs 

Boss,  John  C,  by  heirs 

Bradbury,  Charles 

do 

Bartlett,  Samuel,  by  heirs 

Besse,  Claudius,  by  heirs 

Boislandry,  B.  C,  by  administrator 

Barr  &  Stuart,  by  exeoutor 

Bell,  John,  by  legal  representative 

Barney,  Richard,  by  heirs 

Bartlett,  Edmund... 

Billups,  Alfred,  and  others 

Buchanan,  Andrew,  by  heirs. 

Betts,  Solomon. 

Brown,  Alexander 

Buchanan,  James  A 

Briscoe,  Samuel 

Bohlen,  B.  &  J 

Bouquet,  August,  jr 

Banks,  William  G 


New  Haven. 

Philadelphia. 

New  York. 

Boston. 

Baltimore. 

Chestertown.  Ma. 

Alexandria. 

Norfolk. 

Williamsburg,  Va. 

Cincinnati. 

Zanesville,  Ohio. 

New  York. 

Portland. 

Boston. 

Do. 

Do. 
Washington,  N.  C. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
Greenville,  N.  C. 

Do. 

Do. 
Boston. 
Newbern,  N.  0. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Newburyport. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Wilmington,  Del. 
Baltimore. 
Bristol,  Me. 
Washington,  D.  C. 

Do. 
Washington,  N.  C. 
Bordenville,  N.  O. 
Montrose,  Pa. 
New  York. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
Massachusetts. 
Baltimore. 
Wilmington,  Del. 
New  York. 
Norfolk. 

Do. 
Charleston,  S.  C. 
Virginia. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
Newburyport. 
New  York. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 
Boston. 

Do. 
Newburyport. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 
Petersburg,  Va. 
Alabama. 
Newburyport. 
Virginia. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 
Texas. 
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List  of  memorials  to  the.  Senate  on  French  spoliations — Continued. 


Con- 
gress. 


Names  of  memorialists. 


State  or  city. 


33 
1st 
1st 
ad 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
l.st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
Ist 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 


2d 


2d 
1st 


22d 

Tth 

7tli 

9tli 

15th 

20th 

7th 

nth 

16th 

nh 

7th 

7th 

7th 

7th 

7th 

7th 

17th 

18th 

7th 

7th 

7th 

18th 

ISth 

18  th 

18th 


29th 


aoth 

2.5th 


Bowne,  Robert,  by  executor 

Bailey  &  Walker,  and  others 

Boyd,  Wm.,  by  administrator,  by  heir.s  . 


.do. 


do 

do... 

Bold  &  Rhodes  . 


.do. 


1st 
2d 
2d 


2ist 

;nth 
29th 


do 

Barton,  Seth - 

Bedford  &  Morton,  by  trustee 

Brown,  Aquilla 

Buchanan,  Andrew -. 

Beverly,  Peter  R - 

Barry,  Cole  &  Barry,  by  survivor 

Barry,  James,  by  Robert  Barrv - 

Beck,  PaulJ 

Bunker,  George , 

Biddle,  Clement 

Booth,  B.,  &  Co -- 

Berney,  John 

Bleecker,  A.  L.,  by  executor 

Bache,  Theophilus,  and  Charle.s  McEvej-.s,  by  survivor 

Bartlett,  Thomas - 

Brown,  Samuel --. 

Bates,  George 

Brazar,  John,  by  executor 

Bass,  Henry 

Bartlett.  Thomas -.. 

Barr,  John,  by  guaVdian 

Bagley,  John,  &  Son - 

Bell,  A.  W...- -- 

Blunt,  Bobert,  by  heirs 

Bradbury,  Francis 

Brown,  Moses,  by  heirs  and  executor .. 

Bartlett,  Edward 

Bayley,  Samuel,  by  executor 

Boardman,  Wm.  by  administrator 

Brown,  Samuel,  jr.,  by  administrator 

Balch,  John 

Boardman,  Samuel _ 

Bassett,  Christopher 

Butler,  Cyrus,  and  others 

Brown,  Nicholas 

Burr,  James 

Bentout,  Josiah ... 

Buckley,Francis — 

Bacon,  Richard,  by  attorney 

Bulkley,  Chauncey 

Blachley,  Martin.. . 

Bryan,  G.  W.,  by  executor 

Blight,  Peter,  by  assignees 

Bethel,  William 

Bayard,  Andrew 

Bleeker,  James,  as  executor. 

Brinkerhoft,  George 

Bogert,  Rudolph,  as  trustee _ 

Bleeker,  L.  M.,  as  executor.. 

Bowne,  R.  H.  &  J.  L. ,  as  executors 

Bowne,  Bowne,  and  Thomas  Eddy,  as  executors. 

Babcock,  S.  H.,  as  executor .' 

Biays,  James,  by  heirs 

Buchanan,  George  A 

Barney,  Louis,  as  executor 

Baltimore  Insurance  Co  .. 

Barry,  James,  by  executor 

Barry,  James  D.,  as  executor 

Bank  of  Virginia 

Bree,  Ides... 

Bonsai,  Caleb 

Bramble,  George 

Barton,  Thomas  B.,as  administrator 

Beverly,  Robert 

Billup,  Joice 

Bi-onaugh,  John  B.,by  administrator 

Blount,  John  and  Thomas,  by  survivor 

Borden,  Joseph, by  executor 

Broadfoot,  William,  as  administrator 

Barney,  Harriet,  as  administratrix 

Borden,  James  W 

Bard,  Archibald 

Barney,  John 

Boss,  Nicholas  G.,by  heirs 


New  York. 

Charleston,  S.C. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Virginia. 

Baltimore. 

Do. 
Philadelphia, 
New  York. 
Philadelphia. 
Charleston,  S.  C. 
New  York. 
Do. 
Do. 
Boston. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Salem. 
Portland. 
Portsmouth,  N.  H. 

Do 

Vergennes,  Vt. 

Newburyport. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Providence. 

Do. 
Hartford,  Conn. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Chatham,  Conn. 
Guilford,  Conn. 
Philadelphia. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
New  York. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Boston. 
Baltimore. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Washington,  D.  C. 

Do. 
Norfolk. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Fredericksburg,  Va. 
Petersburg,  Va. 
Mathews  C.H.,Va. 
Stafford  C.H.,Va. 
Washington,  N.  C. 
Beaufort,  N.  C. 
Charleston. 
Louisville,  Ky. 
Richmond,  Ind. 

Baltimore. 
Newport. 
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List  of  memorials  to  the  Senate  on  French  spoliations — Continuecl. 


Ses- 
sion. 


Con- 
gress. 


Names  of  memorialists. 


State  or  city. 


1st 
2d 
1st 


2Htli 
29th 
21st 


2d 

2d 
2d 
2d 

2d 
1st 
2d 
2d 
1st 
1st 
2d 
Ist 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
2d 
1st 
Ist 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
21 
2d 
1st 
1st 
2d 
2d 
2d 
1st 
2d 
2d 
1st 
2d 
2d 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 

1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 


29th 

29th 

29th 

29th 

29th 

32d 

29th 

29th 

18th 

31st 

19th 

21st 

18th 

21st 

31st 

31st 

18th 

21st 

28th 

18th 

21st 

31st 

19th 

20th 

20th 

21st 

18th 

20th 

21st 

22d 

31st 

21st 

21st 

22d 

21st 

7th 

9th 

22d 

23d 

11th 

15th 

22d 

17th 

22d 

22d 

22d 

22d 

29th 

23d 

2Sd 

g3d 

23d 

23d 

23d 

29th 

29  th 

31st 

31st 

31st 

29th 

29th 

31st 

23d 

29th 

31st 

29th 

29th 

30th 

34th 

34th 

31st 

31st 

31st 

31st 
31st 
31st 
31st 
31st 


Bowers,  John,  by  heirs 

do 

Breuill,  Francis 

Brown  »&  Ives .. 

Boss,  John  L.,  by  heirs 

Borst.J.B- 

Bubt,  John 

Brown,  Gilman 

Bowen,  William  E - 

Benson,  Alexander,  &  Co 

Baldwin,  Simeon 

Bradly,  Abraham,  by  executor    

Crosby,  John,  by  heirs 

do -- 

do. - 

do 

Caldwell,  John,  and  others 

do 

do 

do.... 

Clark,  Audley,  and  others — 

do 

do 

Child,  John  T.,  and  others - 

do 

do... 

Clark,  Henry,  and  others 

-.      do 

Clason,  Isaac,  by  executor 

do 

do 

Cruger,  Nicholas,  by  executor 

do 

do... 

Case,  Philip,  by  executor 

Campbell,  Alexander,  by  heirs 

Cameron,  "William,  by  heirs 

do... 

do 

Crafts,  William,  by  heirs,  execut(  >r 

do 

do 

do 

do .--. 

do 

Christopher,  Joseph,  by  his  widow 

do 

Collins,  Charles 

Child,  Thomas,  by  attorney... 

Cutts,  Hampden,  and  others 

Cooper,  John  B.,  by  heirs 

do 

Conyngham,  Nesbet  &  Co.,  by  survivor  and  others  .. 

Cowper,  John ,  &  Co. ,  by  survivor 

Cunningham,  J.  B 

Cox,  John 

Cammack,  William,  as  executor 

Chase,  Theodore,  by  his  widow 

do 

Courteney,  Robert,  by  executrix... 

do 

Champayne,  Robert,  by  his  widow , 

do 

do 

Chase,  James,  by  his  widow — 

do 

do 

Chalmers,  John,  by  heirs 

do 

Cook,  Solomon,  by  administrator 

Church,  J.,  by  administi'ator 

Corby,  I'homas  M.,  by  heirs 

do 

do 

Coffin,  Mark,  by  heirs 

Crawford,  James,  by  executor 

Carpenter,  Stephen,  by  legal  representative,  admin- 
istrator. 

Cameron,  George 

Carr,  Philip,  by  heirs 

Christopher,  John,  by  heirs 

Cox,  James,  by  heir.. 

Clark,  Ambrose,  by  administrator 


Somerset,  Maes. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 
Providence. 
Newport. 
New  York. 

Do. 
Newburyport. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 
New  Haven. 

Do. 
Hampden,  Me. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Hartford,  Conn. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Newport,  R.I. 

Do. 

Do. 
Warren,  R.I. 

Do. 

Do. 
tKennebunk)  Boston. 

Do. 
New  York. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Port  Royal,  Va. 
Newburyport. 
Wilmington,  N.  C. 

Do. 

Do. 
Charleston,  S.  C. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Calais,  Me. 

Do. 
Bristol,  R.  I. 
Chatham,  Conn. 
Portsmouth,  N.  H. 
Mobile,  Ala. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 
Norfolk. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Providence. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Somerset,  Mass. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
Massachusetts. 
New  Y'ork. 
Norfolk. 

Do. 

Do. 
Providence,  R.  I. 
Castine,  Me. 
Edenton,  N.  C. 

Washington,  N.  C 

Philadelphia. 

Maine. 

,  S.  C. 

Baltimore. 
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Ses- 
sion. 


Con- 
gress, 


Names  of  memorialists. 


State  or  city. 


1st 

1st 
1st 

Isfc 
1st 

1st 

iKt 

1st 
1st 

iHt 

:.M 
1st 
1st 
■>& 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
■M 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 

t& 

2d 
2ti 
2d 


2d 


2d 


1st 
"ist" 


31st 

ISth 

7th 

luth 

luth 

16th 

16th 

irth 

20th 

7th 

!lth 

15th 

7th 

i)th 

15th 

7th 

flth 

15th 

7th 

0th 

15th 

7th 

7th 

7th 

7th 

19th 

7th 

18tll 

18th 

18th 

18th 

29th 

2i)th 

29th 

29th 


29th 


29th 


7th 
Ttii' 


Carlton,  Moses,  by  his  trustee 

Colt,  Roswell  L.,  as  trustee  of  L.  Taylor 

Cole,  William,  by  .executor.  __ 

do 

Canapbell  &  Riche 

Cox,  James--- 

Campbell,  James 

Crousellat,  Lewis 

Clement,  Jacob,  by  assignee 

Corbett,  Thomas 

do 

do. - 

Campbell,  Haryey,  &  Co 

do 

do... 

Crocher,  Hitchborn  &  Wright,  by  survivor. 

do.. 

do 

Cripps,  John  S 

do. 

do.... 

Clarke,  James,  executor 

Campell  &  Wheeler --- 

Caton,  Richard 

Causten,  Isaac,  by  his  widow 

do 

Cross  &  Crawley 

Coit,  Woolsey  &  Howland,  by  survivor 

Constable,  William,  by  executor 

Constable,  James,  by  executor /... 

Cor  kle,  John _. ., 

Gushing,  ApoUos  A.,  by  heirs 

Coffin,  Thaddeus 

Coffin,  Zebedial,  by  heirs >. 

Chamberlin,  Asher 

Codman,  John,  by  executor 

Codman,  Stephen 

Chase,  Theodore 

Clapp,  Lemuel,  by  administrator. 

Cabot.  Joseph  S 

Chase,  Philips ., 

Coffin,  Daniel 

Cross,  Joseph,  by  heirs 

Gutter,  A.  W... 

Clark,  Henrj^ .. 

Goomley, Philip 

Cutts,  Edward,  by  executor 

Chase,  Stephen,  by  administrator 

Cutts,  Samuel,  by  heir 

Gutter,  Jacob 

Gutter,  Daniel 

Cutts,  Edward,  by  administrator... 

Chase,  William 

Carter,  Thomas 

Coolidgp,  Jonathan,  by  heirs 

Coffin,  David 

Chase,  Samuel,  by  administrator - . 

Coffin,  Samuel,  by  heirs 

Coombs,  William,  by  administrator 

Carter,  Joshua,  by  assignee 

Clark,  Thomas  M 

Cook,  Zebedee , 

Cook,  William 

Coffin,  William,  by  executor 

Coit,  Benjamin _ 

CoUis,  Soloman 

Clapier,  Louis 

Coppiuger,  Francis,  by  assignees 

Coxe,  Daniel  W 

Craig,  John,  by  executor 

Conyngham,  David  H 

Coit,  Levi    

Campbell. Duncan  P., as  trustee 

Craig,  William 

Crary,J.S.... 

Clapp,  Frederick,  as  administrator 

Garrese,  John 

Campbell,  Archibald,  by  executor. 

Caiman,  Joseph,  &  Co.,  by  trustee 

Corrie, .James, by  heirs.. 

Courtney,  Buchanan  &  Co.,  by  trustee 

Coopman,  Zacharia 

Chalmers,  J»hn,  sr.,  by  heirs. 


Wiacasset,  Mo. 

New  Jersey. 

Baltimore, 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Pbila  elphia. 

Do. 

Charleston. 

Do. 

Da 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Charleston,  S.  O. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do, 

Baltimore. 

Virginia. 

Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 

Charleston,  S.  C. 

New  York. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Portland. 

Nantucket. 

Do. 
New  York. 
Boston. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Salem. 
Do. 
Portland. 
Do. 
Do. 
Kennebunk. 
Bangor. 

Portsmouth,  N.  H. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Newbu.-yport. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Nantucket. 

Norwich,  Conn. 

New  Haven 

Philadelphia. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

New  York. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Boston. 

Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Washington,  D.  C. 
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List  of  memorials  to  the  Senate  on  French  spoliations — Continued. 


Ses- 

Con- 

sion. 

gress. 

"fsf 

'Yth'" 

1st. 

7th 

1st 

21st 

ad 

20th 

1st 

32d 

1st 

20th 

2ri 

29th 

1st 

32d 

1st 

7th 

1st, 

l«th 

1st 

21st 

1st 

Itith 

1st 

18th 

1st 

21st 

•1st 

18th 

1st 

21st 

1st 

2nth 

1st 

21st 

1st 

21st 

1st 

21st 

1st 

23a 

1st 

21st 

1st 

31st 

1st 

2tith 

1st 

32d 

Isr, 

31st 

1st 

22d 

1st 

22d 

1st 

21st 

1st 

23d 

2(1 

24th 

'M 

25th 

1st 

2eth 

•M 

28th 

•M 

37th 

■M 

37th 

2i\ 

29th 

1st 

31st 

M 

29th 

ai 

29th 

1st 

18th 

•M 

29th 

ai 

29th 

1st 

31st 

iHt 

31st 

1st 

21st 

lat 

16th 

1st 

7th 

art 

9th 

1st, 

15th 

1st 

7th 

art 

9th 

1st 

15th 

1st 

7th 

1st 

9th 

1st, 

15th 

lat 

7th 

1st 

17t.h 

1st 

18th 

1st 

18th 

1st 

18th 

1.st 

18th 

iRt 

32d 

•M 

29th 

•M 

29th 

Names  of  memorialists. 


State  or  city. 


Cowper,  John,  as  executor 

Coolie,  G.B 

Case,  William  K.,as  executor 

Cooper,  John  B.,by  heirs  

Cameron,  John,  as  attorney 

Craft,  Harriet,  as  executrix-- - 

Colton,M.  T.,as  administrator - - 

Champlin,  .Jolm  T 

Craig,  Samuel 

Cary,  Joseph - 

Case,  William  R - 

...-do - 

Child,  Thomas 

Clement,  S-- - - 

Campbell,  William  H --- — 

Conroy,  John 

Coffin,  Arthur  J..- - - 

Downell,  John,  and  others- -- 

do- - - 

do-- -  - - - 

do — . 

DoPeyster,  Frederick  &  Co.,  and  others 

do-  - - 

Davis,  William,  and  others 

do - 

Dudley  tfePecirman 

do 

Dunlop,  William,  &  Co. ,  by  survivor - .  -  - 

Deale,  James --- 

do - 

Dunant,  Edward,  by  survivor - 

do --- 

do - - 

Doane,  Nathaniel,  by  heirs -- 

do 

Dicison,  James,  as  trustee 

Dart,  Joseph  - - - 

Dunlop,  William,  by  legal  representatives 

do - - - 

Davenport,  Edward  J.,  and  others 

Dunham,  Blisha - - 

Delano,  Thomas 

do- - 

Dexter,  Samuel 

Dexter,  Edward 

Dashiels,  Henry,  by  his  widow - 

do 

Dumeste,  John,  by  heirs.-- - 

Dorsey,  John  E.,  by  legal  representative,  by  widow. 

Desdoity,  John  B.,by  executor-- 

Dorsett,  Fielder,  by  heirs 

Dorr, Andrew  C.,by  his  widow. -- 

Duncan,  William,  by  heirs — trustees 

Dor3ett,W.N.,  and  others- -- 

Derby,  E.H.,  by  executor 

Douglass,  George --- 

De  Sassure.D - 

do - - 

do 

De  Sassure  &  Ford -- - 

do - 

do -    - 

Depau,  Francis 

do- 

do 

Dugan,  Cumberland 

Donath,  Joseph 

Delafield,  John,  by  executor  - -- 

Davis,  Jonathan,  and  others _ 

Davis,  J.  P 

Dorr,  Ebenezer,  by  executor - 

Downing,  J.  P - 

Deering,  James 

Dias,  Joseph  Lopez 

Derby, Samuel  G-- 

Dod^e,  P.,by  executor  - -- 

Deming,  James - - 

Dennet,  Lemuel 

Davenport,  Anthony - 

Davenport,  John,  by  administrator  — 

Dole,  David 

Davenport,  Moses 

Deman,  O.N.A.,by  administratrix 


Norfolk. 

Do. 
Port  Royal,  Va. 
Hampton,  Va, 
Wilmington,  N.  C. 
Charleston. 
Talladega,  Ala. 
In  ew  York. 
Alexandria. 

Do. 
Port  Royal,  Va. 

Do. 

Philadelphia. 
New  Bedford. 
New  York. 
Philadelphia. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
New  York. 

Do. 
Plymouth,  Mass. 

Do. 
Salem. 

Do. 
Port  Royal,  Va. 
Maryland. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 

Do. 
Chatham,  Conn. 

Do. 
Wilmington,  N.  C. 
Chatham,  Conn. 
Virginia. 

Do. 
St.  Louis,  Mo. 
Lee,  Mass. 
New  York. 

Do. 
Gloucester,  Mass. 
Ohio. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 
Maryland. 
New  York. 
Maryland. 
Boston. 
Baltimore. 
Nottingham,  Md. 
Salem, Mass. 
Baltimore. 
Charleston,  S.  0. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 
Philadelphia. 
New  York. 
Boston. 

Do. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 
Portland. 
New  York. 
Boston. 
Salem. 
Portland. 

Do. 
Newburyport. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
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Ses- 
sion. 


Con- 
gress. 


Names  of  memorlalistEi. 


State  or  city. 


M. 
1st 
1st 

2a 

Ist 
2d 
1st 
lat 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 


1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
"2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
2d 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
.1st 


29tli 

29th 

18th 

19th 

19th 

21st 

irth 

22d 

23d 

22d 

21st 

29th 

28th 

28th 

29th 

31st 

31st 

7th 

16th 

16th 

18th 

18th 

18th 

18th 

18th 

nh 


18th 

21st 

20th 

20th 

21st 

29th 

21st 

21st 

21st 

22d 

S2d 

23d 

22d 

22d 

23d 

23d 

29th 

31st 

7th 

9th 

15tb 

31st 

31st 


Davis,  Thomas  and  William,  by  survivor 

Dunham,  Daniel, by  heirs 

Daggell,  jr.,F 

Denison,  Elisha,  and  others 

Douglass,  Daniel 

Davidson,  William,  by  assignees - 

Dowes^bijah.by  heirs - 

Davis,  Richard 

Delaplaine.  John  F.,as  executor 

Dickinson,  Charles,  as  executor 

Dodd,  Benjamin,  as  administrator 

Davis,  John,  as  administrator 

Dorr,  Nathaniel,  as  executor 

Dorr,  John,  as  executor... - 

Dashiel, George  W -.-. 

Donaldson,  SamuelJ.,  as  trustee 

Donaldson,  John  I.,  as  trustee - 

De  la  Eoche,  George  F 

Diggs,  Beverly,  as  administrator 

Deverhagen  &  Groverman,  by  survivor 

Dubernat,  John  A... 

De  Laporte,  Frederick,  by  administrator.  _. 

Dean,  Joseph,  by  executor.. , 

Donaldson,  Robert  and  James,  by  survivor.. 

Donaldson,  James  &  Co 

Dana,  Maria 

Derose,  John  I.. 

Dustan,  James  D 

Duguid,  Thomas' .' 

Emerson,  Joseph,  and  others — 

do 

do 

do 

do 

Etting,  Reuben,  surviving  partner 

do 

Eckert,  John,  by  administrator 

do 

do 

Edwards,  Henry  W.,  and  others 

Ely,  John,  and  others _ 

Edmunds,  Thomas,  by  executor... 

do.. 

Emerson,  jr.,  Edward,  by  heirs 

Eiselen  &  Home,  by  survivor 

Ellicott,  Andrew , 

Etting,  Solomon 

Elmendorl,  Edmund,  as  trustee 

Eddy,  Thomas,  by  executor 

Eddy,  Benjamin,  by  administrator    ,  

English,  Thomas 

Elwell,  Payer. 

Easton,  David 

Eiselen,  Conrad,  by  administrator 

Eddy,  Thomas,  by  executor , 

Eddy,  Caleb,  as  administrator... 

Eckert,  George,  as  administrator 

Ellicott,  Elias,  as  trustee 

Ellis,  George,  by  administratrix 

Ellis,  Amarylis,  as  administratrix  ... 

Fisher,  James  C,  and  others _ 

...do 

Fellows,  Nathaniel - 

Fry,  Benjamin,  by  administrator , 

do 

do... 

Fuller,  Nathan,  as  executor 

Ferguson,  Robert,  by  executor  and  others 

Francis,  David 

do.. 

Franklin,  Robinson  &  Co.,  by  Joseph  L.  Dias,  agent., 

Forrest,  Daniel  D.,  by  attorney , 

Foster,  William,  by  adminstrator— widow 

Fletcher  &  Otway,  by  survivor 

Fry,  Christopher,  and  others,  by  heirs 

Frost,  John,  by  legal  representative 

Falconer,  Jonathan,  by  heirs , 

do 

Fraser,  Thomas,  by  his  widow 

do 

do 

do 

Fitch,  Pelatiah,  by  heirs. ,. 


Plymoutli,  Mass. 
Norwich,  Conn. 
New  Haven. 
New  London. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 

Do. 
New  York. 

Do. 
Boston. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Alexandria. 
Fayettevills,  N.  C. 

Do. 
Portsmouth,  Ohio. 
Bridgeport,  Conn. 
New  York. 

Do. 
Limerick,  Me. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 
Pennsylvania. 

Do. 

Do. 


Virginia,  Brunswick  Co 

Maine. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 
New  York. 

Do. 
Boston. 

Do. 
Waldoboro,  Me. 
Alexandria. 
Philadelphia. 
New  York. 
Boston. 
Milton,  Pa. 
Baltimore. 
Newbern,  N.  C. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 
Boston. 
Newport,  E.  I. 

Do. 

Do, 
Houston,  Tex. 
Maryland. 
Wethersfield,  Conn. 

Do. 
New  York. 
Wilmington,  N.  C. 
Wiscasset,  Me. 
Alexandria. 
Norfolk. 
Salem.  Mass. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
Bordentown,  N.  J, 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Athens,  N.  T. 
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List  of  memorials  to  the  Senate  on  French  spoliations— Contiimedi. 


Ses- 
sion. 


Con- 
gress, 


Names  of  memorialists. 


State  or  city. 


1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 

1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 

■"2d' 


2d 


1st 
1st 
2d 
2d 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
2d 
2d 
1st 
2d 
1st 
2d 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
2d 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
2d 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 


31st 

7th 

3lst 

31st 

31st 

3!)th 

24th 

7th 

9th 

15th 

7th 

7th 

18th 

18tb 

18th 

ISth 

18th 

29th' 


a9th 


7th 

21st 

29th 

29th 

32d 

29th 

l8th 

31st 

29th 

18th 

21st 

29th 

19th 

21st 

20th 

22d 

21st 

20th 

21st 

20th 

2l3t 

20th 

18th 

21st 

23d 

23d 

29th 

31st 

30th 

aist 

3l3t 

31st 

31st 

31st 

31st 

34th 

34th 

35th 

a5th 

16th 

17th 

17th 

7th 

11th 

15th 

17th 

7th 

11th 

15th 

17th 

7th 

11th 

15th 

17th 

7th 

16th 


Fitch,  C,  W  

Ferguson,  Robert,  surviving  partner 

Francis,  Daniel,  by  heirs 

Frisby,  Richard,  by  his  widow 

do. _.  _ - 

Fettjfplaee,  William 

Fitzsimmona,  Christopher 

.-..  do 

do 

Fuller,  Abraham 

Ferguson  &  Robertson 

Frazer,  Samuel  A.,  and  others - 

Faris,  William 

Frothingham,  Andrew  and  Benjamin,  by  sui'vivor. 

Frothingham,  jr.,  Andrew,  by  guardian 

Frothingham,  Stephen 

Francis,  Daniel 

Forbes,  Jehial 

Fisher,  Thomas 

Falls  &  Brown,  by  survivor _  _. 

Falconer,  Abraham 

Fry,  Christopher,  as  trustee 

Frost,  John,  by  trustee 

Fitzhugh,  Alexander,  as  administrator .- 

Fnller,  Belcher,  by  executor 

Fra2»r,  Thomas 

Fendall,  Philip  Richard 

Finley.  John 

Foot,  Erastus 

Pitch,  Obed  

Freeman,  Henry 

Fitch,  Eleazer  T 

Gardner,  Paul,  &  Sons,  and  others 

do 

do 

Goodrich,  James,  and  others 

do 

do... 

Griffith,  Robert,  surviving  partner  and  others 

Gran  bury,  James,  by  his  widow 

do - - 

do-. .-. 

Geyer,  Frederick,  by  executor 

do... 

Glavery,  Francis  R.,  by  heirs. 

do.. 

Goelet,  Peter,  by  executor 

do 

do 

Gilpin,  Joshua,  surviving  partner 

Gaylord,  Aaron,  by  administrator 

Grubb,  James,  by  executrix 

Gardner,  Caleb,  by  executor 

Glassell,  Andrew,  by  heirs ,. . 

do 

Geyer,  F.  W.,  by  heirs,  by  execntor 

Gibbs,  William  C.,and  others 

Gaylord,  Moses,  by  heirs 

Gardner,  J.  and  G.,  by  legal  representative 

Griffith,  Stephen,  by  heirs  and  others 

Griswold,  Gaylord 

Gibbs,  George,  by  his  widow 

do 

Gelston,  David,  by  heirs 

Gelston,  Cotton,  by  heirs 

Gilmor,  William,  surviving  partner 

Girard,  Stephen 

Goddard,  John... 

Groning, Lewis  and  R.,  by  survivor 

do 

do. 

do --- 

Geyer,  John 

do 

do -.-. 

....  do 

Gairdner,  James,  surviving  partner 

do -. 

do - 

do 

Gilmor,  jr.,  Robert 

do 


Ohio. 
Maryland. 

Do. 
Wethersfield,  Conn. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Charleston,  8.  C. 

Do. 

Do. 
Maryland. 

Do. 
Boston. 
Newburyport. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Hartford,  Conn. 
New  Haven. 
Philadelphia. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
Norfolk. 

Do. 
Stafford  C.H.,  Va. 
Beaufort,  N.  O. 
Charleston. 
Alexandria. 

Wiscasset. 
Nantucket. 
Philadelphia. 
New  Haven. 
Nantucket. 

Do. 

Do. 
New  Haven,  Conn. 

Do. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 
Edenton,  N.  C. 

Do. 

Do. 
Mobile,  Ala. 

Do. 
New  Orleans. 

Do. 
New  York. 

Do. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 
Hartford.  Conn. 
Philadelphia. 
Newport.  R.  I. 
Fredericksburg,  Va. 

Do. 
Boston. 
Newport,  R.  I. 
Connecticut. 
Augusta,  Ga. 
Chatham,  Conn. 
Connecticut. 
New  York. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 
Philadelphia. 
Portsmouth.  N.  H. 
Charleston,  S.  C. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
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List  of  memorials  to  the  Senate  on  French  spoliations— Coatinxied. 


Con- 
gress. 


Names  of  memorialists. 


State  or  city. 


2a 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
ist 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 


2d 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 

Ibt 

1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
2d 
2d 
Ist 
2d 
1st 
2d 
2d 
1st 
2d 
2d 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 


2Uth 

18th 

rth 

7th 

7th 

18th 

19th 

7th 

I5th 

7th 

18th 

18th 

18th 

18th 

18th 


29th 

29th 

7th 

18th 

18th 

21st 

29th 

31st 

18th 

21st 

29th 

18th 

21st 

18th 

2lRt 

18th 
21st 
31st 
18th 
21st 
19th 
19th 
21st 
31st 
31st 
29th 
2uth 
20th 
21st 
2Uth 

snth 

21at 
29th 
auth 
21st 
3l8t 
28th 
21st 
21st 
21st 
21st 


Gilmor,  jr.,  Robert 

Greene, David, by  administrator _-. 

Gilmor,  Robert  &  Co 

Gordon,  Peter 

Ghequire,  Charles,  by  trustee , 

Gracie,  Archibald 

do 

Gairdner,  Edwara  &  Co 

do 

Gadsden,  Philip 

Griswold,  George 

Gouvenenr,  Joseph,  by  executor 

Granger,  Doctor  J 

Gray,  William, by  executor.. 

Goddard,  Thatcher,  by  administrator 

Gregory ,  George,  by  heirs 

Gray,  Edward 

Goddard,  Nathaniel 

Goodhue,  Benjamin, by  executor 

Gilman,  Nicholas 

GiUiJatrick,  Richard 

Glasier,  Benjamin 

Gage,, Jonathan 

Greenleaf,  Jacob.- 

Gronish,  Jacob 

Gladding.  Nathaniel 

Gibbert,  George 

Gibson,  John,  by  administrator 

Gurney  &  Smith,  by  survivor 

Gouverneur,  S.,  as  executor 

Gracie,  W.,  committee 

Gray,  Francis  0..  as  executor 

Green,  Charles  W.,  as  administrator 

Goddard.  Wm.  D.,  as  administrator  ..... 

Gray,  John  C 

Granberry,  John,  by  administrator 

Grundy,  George,  by  trustee 

Gatewood.  Richard 

Graham,  T 

Granbery,  Mary,  as  administratrix 

Gardner,  James 

Gaylord,  Wm.,  as  administrator 

Gardner,  S.  F.,  bj^  representative ,. 

Gilmor,  Robert,  by  executor 

HoUins,  John,  and  others 

do 

Huntington,  Jabez 

do 

do 

do 

Hogg,  John,  and  others... 

do... 

do 

Hallam,  George,  and  others 

...do.-. 

Harvey,  Henry,  and  others , 

do 

Henshaw,  David,  by  heirs 

do 

-  -.(30 

Hooper,  William  and  Nathaniel 

do 

Hays,  Samuel 

Hartshorne,  Richard,  and  others,  heirs 

..--do  

do.-.. 

do 

do 

Haskall,  Ignatius  and  Solomon 

Hays,  Judah 

.-  do 

Holmes,  John,  by  administrator 

Hall,  Edward,  by  executor 

do.... 

-do 

Hatch,  Amos,  by  heirs 

Hart,  William,  by  administrator 

Hall,  Elijah,  by  heirs  and  others 

do 

Huntress,  Samuel,  by  executor. 

Haskins,  Givert,  and  others 

Havens,  Philetus,  by  administrator 

Henderson,  Ferguson  &  Gibson,  by  attorney 


Baltimore. 
Boston. 
Baltimore. 
Do. 
Do. 
New  York. 

Do. 

Charleston. 

Do. 

Do. 

New  York. 

Do. 

Do. 

Boston. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Salem. 

Kennebunk. 

Do. 
Newburyport. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Bristol,  R.  I. 
Norwich,  Conn. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 
New  York. 

Do. 
Boston. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Norfolk. 
Baltimore, 
Norfolk. 

Do. 
Edenton,  N.  C. 
Charleston. 
Augusta,  Ga. 
Newport. 
Baltimore. 
Do. 
Do. 
Norwich,  Conn. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Fayetteville,  N.  0. 
Do. 
Do. 
New  London,  Conn. 

Do. 
Wilmington,  N.  C. 

Do. 
Middlebnry,  Vt. 
Do. 
Do. 
Marblebead,  Mass. 

Do. 

Philadelphia. 

Shrewsbury,  N.  J. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Bangor,  Mo. 

New  York. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 
Harford,  Md. 
Do. 
Do. 
Newport. 
Saybrook,  Conn. 
Portsmouth,  N.  H. 
Do. 
Do. 
Baltimore. 
New  York. 
Port  Tobacco,  Md. 
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Ses- 
sion. 


Con- 
gress. 


Names  of  memorialists. 


State  or  city. 


2d 
2d 

1st 
2d 
1st 
lat 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
3d 
2d 
1st 
2d 
2d 
1st 

2d 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

2d 

1st 

1st 

2d 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

2d 

1st 

1st 

2d 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

2d 

lat 

1st 

2d 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

lat 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

2d 

1st 

1st 

2d 

2d 

1st 

1st 


21st 

29tli 

Slst 

21st 

22d 

22d 

31st 

22d 

18th 

22d 

Slst 

29tli 

23d 

23d 

27th 

29th 

31st 

29th 

29th 

30th 

29th 

Slst 

31st 

31st 

Slst 

Slst 

Slst 

Slst 

7th 

34th 

34th 

llith 

16th 

IBth 

16th 

ISth 

30th 

20th 

18th 

7th 

9th 

15th 

7th 

1.5th 

7th 

9th 

15th 

7th 

9th 

7th 

7th 

7th 

7th 

16th 

18th 

17th 

17th 

17th 

17th 

18th 

18th 

18th 

18th 

18th 

18th 

18th 

18th 

18th 

18th 

18th 

18th 

18th 

29th 

18th 

18th 

29th 

29th 

32d 

33d 


Halsey,  Thomas  L.,  and  for  heirs 

do... 

...do - 

Hackelton,  James 

Hasty,  Eoljert,  by  executor 

Higffenbotham,  Thomas,  by  heir,.! _ 

Hurd,  Jesse,  by  heirs.. ^ 

Hatch,  Crowell,  by  administrator  

do - 

do 

do 

Hilton.  Hale 

Hill,  Mark  L.,  and  others 

Hall,  Isaac,  and  Thomas  Curtis 

Henshaw,  Daniel,  by  heirs 

do 

Hammond,  Philip,  by  heirs 

Hartshorue,  William,  by  his  widow  .- 

Havens,  Nathaniel  A.,  by  legal   representative- 
ecu  tor. 

do -. 

Hatch,  Mark,  by  heirs. 

Hathway,  T.  N.,  as  legal  representative  . 

Huntress,  David,  by  heirs 

Howland,  Cornelius,  by  executor 

Hooker,  Isaac,  by  heirs 

Hill,  Edward,  and  others 

Hooker,  Horace,  by  heirs 

Hodgson,  William,  by  his  widow 

do 

do 

Hoffman,  Peter,  &  Son,  by  survivor 

Hawkins,  James  L 

Hoffman,  George  

Hindraan,  James 

Hollins  &  McBlair 

Hatch,  Henry  

Haskins,  Nichols  &  Co 

Huttleaon,  Henry 

Hargeaves,  J.  and  J -- 

libido ;"""  ^;^^"  J"--- ;--;.--- -.1! -"-----.-.. -^-. 

Hamilton,  James 

do 

Haslett,  John. 

do .- 

do 

Hazlehur.st,  Richard  &  Co 

do 

Hartshorne.  William,  and  others 

Hallingsunth,  Thomas  and  Samuel,  by  survivor. . 

Holmes,  Hudson  &  Co.,  by  survivor 

Hillen,  John 

Hutton,  James 

HoUingsworth,  Samuel... 

Hunt,  Wilson 

Henry,  Alexander — 

Harrison,  George 

Haga,  Godfrey 

Hoiiman  &  Seton,  by  survivor 

Hall,  Elijah 

Howland,  Joseph,  by  his  as.sigQee 

Hallett,  Richard  S 

Hoyt  &  Tom,  by  survivor 

Higgenson,  Stephen 

Holmes,  Barzillia .- 

Horner,  Ben,iamin  P 

Holbrooke,  Edward 

Hodges,  Benjamin 

Hoovy,  Thomas 

Howard.  William 

Horton,  Rufus 

do 

Horton,  John 

Halliburton,  A 

Hotchkiss,  H.  and  L 

Hotchkias,  E.  and  H.  D 

Harper,  James — 

Hutchinson,  B.  P 

Holland,  Stephen 

Haven,  John 

Ham,  WiUiam 


Providence,  E.  I. 

Do. 

Do. 
Bristol,  Me. 
Hope,  Me. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
Connecticut. 
Boston. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Somerset,  Mass. 
Phipsburg,  Me. 
Boston. 
Middlebury,  Vt. 

Do. 
Salem. 

Red  Bank,  N.  Y. 
Portsmouth,  N.  H. 

Do. 

Wiscasset,  Me. 
Edenton,  N.  C. 
Portsmouth,  N.  H. 
New  Bedford. 
New  York. 
Swansborough,  N.  C. 

Alexandria. 

Do. 

Do 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Boston. 
Baltimore. 

Charleston,  S.  C. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Alexandria,  Va. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Boston. 


Philadelphia. 
New  Vork. 
Portsmouth,  N.  H. 
New  York. 

Do: 

Do. 
Boston. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Salem. 
Portland. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Portsmouth,  N.  H. 
New  Haven. 

Uo. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 
Bangor. 
Portsmouth,  N.  H. 

Do. 
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Ses- 

Con- 

sion. 

gress. 

"ist 



"abth" 

1st 

Tth 

1st, 

rth 

JJd 

29th 

ad 

20th 

M 

29tli 

ad 

29tli 

ad 

29tli 

ad 

29tll 

1st-. 

33d 

1st 

18th 

Ist. 

19th 

1st. 

18th 

ad 

29th 

1st 

31st 

1st 

32d 

1st 

18th 

2d 

2ith 

1st 

31st 

1st 

ISth 

art 

24th 

l.st 

20th 

iKt 

31st 

1st 

18th 

1st 

31st 

1st 

18th 

1st 

31st 

iRt 

18th 

1st 

a5th 

1st 

18th 

1st 

31st 

1st 

18th 

Ist 

31st 

1st 

31st 

1st 

7th 

ad 

29th 

2d 

29th 

ad 

29th 

Ist 

15th 

1st 

18th 

2d 

19th 

Ist 

aist 

1st 

7th 

ad 

2()th 

Ist 

21st 

ad 

a9th 

1st 

21st 

1st 

31st 

1st 

31st 

2d 

19th 

lat 

21st 

1st 

7th 

1st 

16th 

1st 

7th 

1st 

ISth 

Ist 

18  th 

Names  of  memorialists. 


State  or  city. 


Haskell,  Solomon 

Hunt,  W.  G -. 

I-loyt,  Nathan 

Hewton,  by  administrator 

Ham,  Thomas 

Hale,  Thomas 

Haskell,  S.,  by  heirs 

Hunt,  Elias,  by  his  widow 

Haskell,  Ignatius,  by  attorney 

Hoyt,  Joseph 

Hough,  Benjamin  K 

Hedge,  B 

Plume,  Henry _ 

Hempsted,  Josiah 

Henry,  Thomas,  by  executor 

Haga,  Godfrey  &:  Co.,  by  survivor  — 

Hoffman,  Martin 

Havens,  Gabriel... 

Hoyt,  G.,  by  committee.. 

Hancock,  John,  as  executor 

Home,  JohnS.,  by  trustee 

Hastings,  Jonas,  as  administrator 

Hall,  George  William,  as  executor...'. 
Hudson,  Jonathan,  by  administrator  . 
Hinton,  Joseph  B.,  as  administrator . . 
Hathaway,  James,  by  administrator  . 

Hamilton,  Robert 

Hampton,  Beyard 

Hendriokson,  Stephen  .- 

Huntoon.  Charles _ 

Holly,  William  C 

Hussey,  Samuel  T.,  by  heirs 

Hubbs,  William,  by  heirs 

Haven,  Alfred  W 

Harper,  Williami 

Insurance  companies 

do 

do 

do  

do.. 

do 

do 

do 

....do 

do 

do 

do 

do... 

do 

do 

do 

do 

do 

do. 

do. -. 

do 

do... 

do. 

do 

Ives,  Thomas  P.,  and  others ., 

Israel.  Samuel,  by  assignees 

Irwin,  Thomas 

Ilsley,  Isaac 

Improw,  Charles  I 

Ives,  Eli 

Inskeep,  John,  and  others  .,_ 

Jackson,  Richard,  and  others 

do 

....  do 

Johnston,  Christopher,  by  executrix.. 

do  

do 

do 

Johnson,  Robert 

Jones,  Edward,  by  heirs 

Joynes.  Thomas  R 

Johnson,  B.  V.,  by  executor 

do.. 

Jenkins,  Thomas  C 

do 

Jaffray,  James,  by  administrator 

do 

Jones,  John  C,  by  executor 


Newburyport. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Gloucester,  Mass. 
Plymouth,  Mass. 
Bristol,  R.  I. 
Hartford.  Conn, 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 
New  York, 

Do. 

Do. 
Boston. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
Maryland. 
Washington.  D.  C. 
Washington,  N.  G. 
Edenton,  N.  C. 
Alexandria. 

Do. 
New  York. 

Do. 

Do. 
Portland, 

Do. 
Portsmouth,  N.  H. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimore, 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Alexandria. 

Do. 

Do. 
New  Haven. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Warren, 

Do. 
Charleston,  S.  C. 

Do. 
New  York. 

Do. 
Boston. 

Do. 
Providence,  R.  I. 

Do. 
New  London,  Conn. 
Providence. 
Philadelphia. 
Alexandria. 
Portland. 
New  Haven. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 
Providence,  E.  L 

Do. 

Do.  . 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Middletown,  Conn. 
Boston. 
V  irginia. 


Bal  timore. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do, 
Boston. 


,  R.  I. 
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List  of  memorials  to  the  Senate  on  French  spoliations— Contmued. 


Con- 
gress. 


Names  of  memorialists, 


State  or  city. 


1st 
1st 


1st 
1st 


2d 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

2d 

2d 

1st 

1st 

2d 

2d 

1st 

1st 

2d 

1st 

1st 

1st 

2d 

1st 

1st 

2d 

1st 

1st 

2d 

1st 

1st 

3d 

1st 

1st 

2d 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 


1st 


Ist 
2d 
2d 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
2d 
2d 
1st 
2d 
Ist 


18th 
ISth 


Tth 

7th 


29th 

32d 

18th 

18th 

21st 

31st 

29th 

30th 

25th 

22d 

29th 

29th 

18th 

7th 

29th 

31st 

31st 

31st 

29th 

17th 

7th 

9th 

15th 

7th 

9th 

15th 

7th 

9th 

15th 

7th 

9th 

15th 

7th 

nth 

15th 

17th 

7th 

18th 

18th 


29  th 


7th 


7th 

29th 

29th 

29th 

18th 

18th 

18th 

19th 

21st 

31.st 

2l)th 

21st 

29th 

21st 

21st 

22d 

26th 

29th 

29th 

31st 

29th 

30th 


Janverin,  George,  by  executor 

Johnson,  Eleazer 

Jackson,  Abraham,  by  heirs.  ,. 

Junurin,  Joseph , , 

Jaques,  David .- 

Jackson,  Thomas  and  William,  by  survivor 

Jones,  William,  by  executor 

Jones  &  Clark,  by  survivor 

Janney,  John _ _ 

Janney,  Blisha 

Jackson,  Daniel 

Jewett,  James 

Jones,  Samuel  W 

Kettle,  Thomas , 

Kennard,  Samuel  G-.,  by  his  widow 

do _ 

do 

do 

Kinf?,  Joshua 

do... 

Knapp,  Josiah  or  Joseph 

Kearney,  James,  by  his  widow 

Knox,  George,  by  administrator 

do 

Korn,  John  Jacob,  by  heirs 

do... 

Kingsbury,  Joseph 

Knal,  Lemuel,  and  others 

Korig,  Frederick 

Keating,  John,  for  heirs  of  John  Bowers 

Kintzing,  Abraham 

Kirk  &  Lukens,  by  attorney,  by  survivor 

do 

do 

Kohne,  Frederick 

do .. 

do 

Krupping  &  Stemmach 

Kelly,  Michael 

do 

do 

Kern,  John  F 

do 

do 

do 

Konig,  F.  &  H.,  by  surviving  partner 

Kemble,  William,  by  executor  __ 

Ketchum,  John  I.,  by  his  widow 

King,  James,  by  administrator. 

Kennard,  James,  by  heirs 

Knight,  Amos - 

Kimball,  Edmund  _-- — 

Knight.  Joseph,  by  administrator 

Knap,  Anthony 

Ketland,  Thomas,  by  assignee 

Kemble,  Peter,  as  executor 

Kennard,  John  S 

Kennedy,  James,  by  administratrix 

Kennedy,  Letitia,  as  administratrix.. 

Korn  <fe  Wisemiller 

Ketchum,  Israel.. 

Kennard,  J.  T.,  by  heirs  ._ 

Kimberly,  Dennis 

Leffinwell  &  Pierpont,  by  survivor 

Lewis,  Ezra,  by  administrator 

Little,  Otis,  and  othei's 

do. 

do 

do. 

Leonard,  John,  by  heirs  and  widow 

do. 

do 

Lyman,  Theodore 

Lewis,  Philip  B 

Lindley,  Joseph,  by  executor.. 

Loring,  Jerome _. 

Livinston,  John,  by  heirs 

Latting,  Jacob,  by  heirs 

do 

Lowry,  John 

Ladd,  Eliphalet,  by  legal  representative,  executor 


Portsmouth,  N.  H. 
Newburyport 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Plymouth,  Mass. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 
Alexandria. 

Do. 
Plymouth,  Mass. 
New  York. 
Philadelphia. 
Boston. 
Chestortown,  Md. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Bridgeileld,  Conn. 

Do. 
Boston. 

Perth  Amboy,  N.J. 
New  York. 

Do. 
Alexandria,  Va. 

Do. 
York,  Me. 
Massachusetts. 
Baltimore. 
Columbus,  Ohio. 
Phiiadelpbia. 
Charleston,  S.C. 

Do. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 

Do. 
Charleston. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Huntington,  S.  C. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 
New  York. 

Do. 
Salem. 

Portsmouth,  N.  H. 
Newburyport. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 
New  York. 
Chestertown,  Md. 
Alexandria. 

Do. 

Do. 
New  York. 
Chestertown,  Md. 
New  Haven. 
New  York. 

Do. 
Castine,  Me. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
New  Jersey, 

Do. 

Do. 
Boston. 

New  Bedford,  Mass. 
New  York. 

Do. 
Glen  Cove,  N.  Y. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 
Portsmouth,  N.  H. 
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Ses- 
sion. 


Con- 
gress. 


Names  of  memorialigts. 


State  or  city. 


2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
•id. 
2d 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
Ist 
Ist 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
Ist 
1st 
1st 
2d 
2d 
2d 


2d 
2d 


1st 
1st 
Ist 
2d 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 

ad 

1st 
2d 
2d 
1st 
2d 
1st 
2d 
2d 
1st 


29th 

31st 

31st 

31st 

31st 

29tli 

22d 

7th 

9th 

15th 

7th 

9th 

15th 

7th 

9th 

15th 

7th 

7th 

29th 

7th 

7th 

IBth 

17th 

17th 

17th 

17th 

18th 

18th 

18th 

18th 

29th 

29th 

29th 


29  th 
29th 


7th 
32d 
18th 
19th 

2l3t 

29th 
81st 
18th 
19th 
21st 
31st 
19th 
21st 
22d 
31st 
20th 
20th 
21st 


Ladd,  Eliphalet,  by  legal  representative,  executor  ... 

Leet,  Gideon,  by  heirs 

Lock  wood,  William,  and  others 

Ludlow,  Daniel,  by  heirs. 

Lockwood,W.  G.,  and  others.- 

Le  Roy,  Lewis,  by  his  widow 

Lockwood,  Eliphalet,  by  administrator -. 

Lukens,  John 

do 

do 


Luan,  P. 

do 

do 

Lockey,  George,  by  executor . 
do. 


do.. 

Lawson,  Isaac 

Lowry,  William,  by  heirs., 
do. 


Lorman  <te  Fulford. 
Lorman,  William... 
do. 


Lewis,  David.. 

Large,  John 

Leamy,  John 

Latimer,  George _ 

Lawrence,  A.  H 

Ludlow,  Thomas,  by  executor 

Livingston.  P.  W -. 

Laight,Wni.  &  Charles,  by  sxirvivor 

Lyon,  Nathaniel,  by  administrator.. 

Ladd,  Henry  H.,by  executor  

Law,  George 

Lewis,  Thomas,  by  administrator.. 

Lerell,  Jacob 

Lambert,  William,  by  executor 

Little,  Doty 

Low,  John 

Libby,  Daniel 

Lowe,  Joseph 

Lunt,  Thomas,  by  executrix  ... 

Lord,  Samuel,  by  executor 

Lewis,  Edmund,  by  heirs 

Le  Breton.  Peter,  by  executor 

Long,  Nathan 

Lunt,  Benjamin,  jr 

Lunt,  Micajah 

Lunt,  Abel,  by  heirs 

Lunt,  J.  C 

Lunt,  Benjamin 

Lobdell,  JSbenezer,  by  heirs 

Lewis,  B.  B 

Leffingwell,  William 

Leavenworth,  Bdmund,  for  owners  of  schooner  George 
and  Jane,  Captain  Elliot. 

Lewis,  James,  by_  administrator — 

Lockwood,  Buckingham 

Latimer,  James 

Longstreth,  Joshua 

Ludlow,  Gulian,  as  executor 

Lewis,  Samuel  S.,  as  administrator 

Loring,  Charles  G-.,  as  executor. 

Lanahan,  J.  I.  W 

Lamb,  William  B 

Leet,  G.J 

taurason,  James : 
eaning,  J.  Fisher ',.. 

Miller,  James,  and  others 

do.... 

do 

do 

do . 

Miller,  Robert  and  James 

Moody,  Joseph,  and  others 

do 

do 

Marrart,  John 


.do. 
.do. 
.do. 


Morgan  Sc  Price,  by  survivor ... 
Murray,  John  B.,  by  executor. 
do 


Portsmouth,  N.  H. 
Lafayette,  Ind. 
Norwalk,  Conn. 
New  York. 
Norwalk,  Conn. 
Washington,  N.  C. 
Norwalk,  Conn. 
Charleston,  S.  C. 

Do. 

Do. 
Charleston. 

Do.     ^ 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Philadelpliia. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
New  York. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
New  Haven. 
Portsmouth,  N.  H. 
Baltimore. 
Boston. 

Do. 

Do. 
Castine. 
Kennebunk. 
Scarboro. 
Portsmouth,  N.  H. 

Do. 

Do. 
Marblehead. 
Newburyport. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Da 
Plyrapton,  Mass. 
New  Haven. 

Do. 
Derby,  Conn. 

Do. 
Chatham,  Conn. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 
New  York. 
Boston. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 
Norfolk. 

Portsmouth,  Ohio. 
Alexandria. 
Philadelphia. 
Belfast,  Me. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Kennebunk,  Me. 

Do. 

Do. 
Talladega,  Ala. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Philadelphia, 
New  York. 

Do. 
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Con- 
gress. 


Names  of  memorialists. 


State  or  city. 


2d 

1st 

1st 

2cL 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

2d 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

2d 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

2d 

2d 

1st 

2d 

1st 

2d 

1st 

1st 

1st 

2d 

2d 

2d 

2d 

2d 

1st 

2d 

2d 

2d 
2d 
1st 
2d 
1st 
2d 
2d 
1st 
2d 
2d 
2d 
2d 

2d 
l3t 
2d 
2d 
2d 
2d 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
2d 
2d 
2d 
2d 
2d 
2d 
2d 
2d 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
2d 
2d 
2d 
1st 


20th 

21st 

21st 

22d 

7th 

2Sd 

21st 

7th 

9th 

15th 

21st 

21st 

23d 

21st 

22d 

32d 

22d 

28th 

22d 

31st 

22d 

81st 

22d 

22d 

18th 

22d 

23d 

26th 

28th 

28th 

31st 

28th 

29th 

28th 

28th 

28th 

29th 

28th 

29th 

29th 

29th 

18th 

29th 

31st 

31st 

29th 

7th 

29th 

29th 

29th 

30th 

a9th 

31st 

29th 

29th 

29th 

29th 

7th 

29th 

7th 

16th 

29th 

29th 

29th 

29th 

29th 

29th 

29th 

31st 

35th 

7th 

9th 

15th 

7th 

9th 

15th 

18th 

22d 

29th 

22d 

7th 


MoPherson,  Daniel,  by  his  widow. 

do 

Morgan,  John,  and  others 


-do. 


Man  &  Foltz,  by  executor  . 
do. 
do. 


Morris,  Thomas,  and  others  - 
do 


.do- 
.do. 


Mushet,  James,  by  his  heirs. 


.do- 


McClure,  Thomas 

Massey,  Charles,  jr.,  and  others. 


.do. 


Millikin,  John 

..    do. 

Manchester,  Isaac,  and  others 

do 

Melchor,  William,  by  administrators 

do 

Minturn&  Ghamplin,  by  survivor 

Minturn,  William,  by  legal  representative 

do. 

McClausland,  Marcus,  by  admin istrator 

do 

Moody,  John  M 

Mitchell,  Jacob 

Millikin,  J  ohn,  by  legal  representative — 

.  ...do 

McLellan,  Arthur,  by  executor 

do 

Marchand,  L.  D.,  by  heirs 

Morse,  Eliakim - — 

Manning,  John,  by  heirs 

McLellan,  Thomas,  and  others 

do... 

Manning,  Thomas,  by  legal  representative,  adminis- 
trator. 

McKim,  Alexander,  by  executrix. 

MoClintock,  John,  and  others 

do 

Macauly ,  Alexander,  by  legal  representative 

do 

do. 

Massy,  Joseph  and  George  R 

Massy,  Joseph,  by  heirs 

do — 

Macy,  Obed,  by  executor. 

Martin,  Edward,  and  others 

Marchand,  L.,  as  administrator 


.do. 
.do. 


Miller,  Joseph  I.,  by  heirs 

Martin,  Jeremiah,  by  heirs 

Munikeysen,  John,  by  his  widow 

Mussi,  Joseph,  by  heirs 

McKlm,  Robert  and  Alexander,  by  survivor. 


Mactier,  Alexander,  by  heirs, 
do 


-do. 


Megee,  William  F.,  by  heirs 

Morton,  Perez,  by  heirs 

Mercer,  John 

McDonald,  John  E 

McDonald,  James  C.  W 

Macy,  Thomas,  and  others 

MoWilliams,  Joshua,  by  his  widow 

Montgomery,  Robert  and  John,  by  heirs,  by  assignee 
McClure,  Cochran 


.do. 
.do. 


Miller,  James,  &  Son 

....do 

...  do 

McCansland,  John 

Miller,  Samuel,  by.  heirs . 
do 

Minturn&  Thurston 

Massy,  William 


Philadelphia. 

Do. 
Hartford,  Conn. 

Do. 
Charleston,  S.  C. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Brentville,  Va. 

Do. 
Bristol,  R.  I. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 
Montville,  Me. 

Do. 
Bristol,  R.I. 

Do. 
JSi  ew  Castle,  Me. 

Do. 
New  York. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
Kennebunk,  Me. 
Nantucket. 
Montville,  Me. 

Do. 
Portland,  Me. 

Do. 
Little  Rock,  Ark. 
Boston. 

Portsmouth,  N.  H. 
Portland. 

Do. 
Portsmouth,  N.  H. 

Baltimore. 
Portsmouth,  N.  H. 

Do. 
Williamsburg,  Va. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 
Nantucket. 
North  Carolina. 
(Little  Rock,  Ark.)  Balti- 
more. 

Do. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 
Washington,  N.  C. 
Baltimore. 
Philadelphia. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
New  Orleans. 


Aiken,  S.  C. 

Do. 
Nantucket. 

Baltimore. 
Charleston. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Wilmington,  N.  0. 
Wiscaaset,  Me. 

Do. 
New  York. 
Baltimore. 
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Ses- 
sion. 


Con- 
gress. 


Names  of  memorialists. 


State  or  city. 


1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
l3t 
Ist 
1st 
ist 
1st 
1st 
Ist 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
Ist 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 

■a 

2d 
Ist 
1st 
3d 
1st 
■1st 
1st 
3d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
Ist 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
3d 
1st 
3d 
1st 
2d 
3d 
2d 
Ist 
3d 
1st 
1st 
2d 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
3d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
2d 
2d 
2d 
2d 
2d 
2d 
2d 
2d 


7tli 

Tth 

7tli 

7tli 

Tth 

7tli 

7tli 

7th 

7th 

7th 

16th 

7th 

7th 

7th 

7th 

7th 

7th 

17th 

17th 

17th 

17th 

7th 

7th 

29th 

7th 

9th 

Uth 

18th 

24th 

27th 

18th 

15th 

31st 

32d 

15th 

18th 

33d 

32d 

32d 

18  th 

22d 

26th 

22d 

15th 

aith 

27th 

7th 

22d 

15th 

19th 

87th 

32d 

15th 

27th 

24th 

26th 

25th 

26tll 

31st 

7th 

88th 

87th 

3l8t 

89th 

28th 

19th 

29th 

29th 

29th 

29th 

29th 

29th 

29th 

29th 


8d      29th 


MoKim,  John,&  Son,  by  heirs 

Messonnier,  Henry,  by  executor,  and  as  trustee  . 

McOormick,  James  - 

McPadon,  John,  by  heirs,  and  as  trustee 

McOreery,  Wm. ,  by  administrator 

Monroe,  Jonathan- 

McPaden,  Wm.,  &  Co.,  by  survivor 

Marcan,  Jonas. -. 

Magruder,  W.  B.,  &  Co.,  by  survivor  and  trustee. 

Maris,  George  - 

do - 

McKim,  Isaac 

McKim,  Samuel --- _..."... 

McKim,  WilliamD - 

Mayer  &  Brantz,  by  survivor 

Mathews,  Williana .._._. 

McDonald,  William 

Miller,  John,  jr.,  by  attorney 

Montgomery,  William - -. 

Maguire,  F.  Q -. 

Murray,  A - 

Muir  &  Boyd,  by  survivor 

Miller  &  Robertson --. 

do - -. 

Merchants,  sundry. 

do 

do 

do 

do 

do 

do 

do 

do 

do 

do 

do 

do 

do. 

do 

do 

do. 

do 

do .-. 

do 

do 

do 

do... 

do 

do 

do 

do... 

do.... 

do... - - 

do 

do 

do 

do - 

do... - 

do 

do.... 

do 

do 

do 

do 

do. 

do. 

do 

Merryman,  John 

Merrill,  Thomas - 

Mayor,  Ebenezer,  by  asnignee 

Mitchell,  Obed,  by  administrator 

Maoy,  Silvanus,  by  executor 

Mead,  Wilter 

Munro,  Henry 

Merry,  Jonathan,  by  administrator 

Makepeace,  Geo.,  by  administrator 

Mary,  Joseph — 

Mount,  John  F 

Marr,  James 

Morrill,  Nahum 

Moody,  Joseph 

Moore,  Samuel,  by  his  widow 

Marsh,  Matthew  S.,  by  administrator 


Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do, 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Charleston,  S.  0. 

Do. 

Do. 
Portsmouth,  N.  H. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Charleston,  S.  C. 

Do. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Pennsylvania. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
New  York. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Boston. 

Do. 

Do. 
Providence,  R.  1. 

Do. 
St.  Louis,  Mo. 
Nantucket. 

Do. 
Massachusetts. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
York,  Me. 
Rhode  Island. 

Do. 
Monmouth,  N.  J. 
Portland. 

Do. 

Do. 
Nantucket. 

Do. 
New  York. 

Do. 
Boston. 

Do. 

Do. 
Salem. 
Wiscasset. 
Kennebunk. 

Do. 
Portsmouth,  N.  H. 

Do. 
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Ses- 

Con- 

sion. 

gress. 

za 

29th 

ad 

29tli 

8d 

29tli 

'             --- 

"'ist' 

""32"d"" 

1st 

7th 

"3d" 

"  3fl"th" 

""2d"' 

■"s'gtii" 

3d 

2»th 

""ist" 

"7th'" 

3d 

39th 

3d 

29th 

3d 

29th 

3d 

29th 

3d 

29th 

3d 

20th 

lat 

21st 

1st 

31st 

3d 

23d 

3d 

25th 

1st 

38th 

3d 

29th 

2d 

29th 

1st 

31st 

1st 

31st 

Ist 

31st 

1st 

31st 

1st 

21st 

1st 

18  th 

1st 

18th 

Ist 

18th 

""fat" 

""7th"" 

3d 

29th 

1st 

7th 

3d 

9th 

1st 

loth 

Ist 

23d 

Names  of  memorialists. 


Marsh,  Nathaniel  B 

Moody,  John,  by  heirs __ 

Marquand,  Joseph,  by  administrator _ . . 

Mitchell,  SamuQl _ -.. 

Macy,  Francis  G 

Mitchell,  Aaron 

Maine  Fire  and  Marine  Insurance  Co 

Mason,  Amasa 

Mark,  Jacob,&  Go 

McEvers,  Charles 

McCall,  Archibald,  by  survivor ■--. 

McOall,  Peter,  by  administrator , 

Meany,  John,  by  assignees 

Moore,  Thomas  Lloyd,  by  administrator 

Miller,  William 

McAlester,  Charles 

Murray,  Hamilton,  as  administrator. 

Murray,  JohnR.,  as  executor,-. 

Murray,  James  B.,  committee 

Massachusetts  Fire  and  Marine  Inaurauce  Co. 

Mackay,  W.,  by  administrator 

Mackay,  R.  C.,  as  administrator 

Mayer,  Charles  F.,  as  executor 

McFadon,  John,  &  Co.,  by  survivor 

Mayer,  Christian,  as  trustee 

McGandless,  Robert  and  George,  as  trustees.  - 

Maryland  Insurance  Co 

McKim,  Robert,  by  executor 

Macdonald,  Alexander,  as  administrator 

McKean,  Robert,  by  heirs 

Meredith,  Jonathan,  as  trustee 

Myer,  Jacob,  by  heirs.. 

Marine  Insurance  Co , 

McCuUoh,  John  W.,  by  executor 

McCulloh,  Samuel,  as  executor 

Marine  Insurance  Co 

Myers,  Moses,  by  heirs 

Macrider,  W.  R 

Maund,  Thomas,  for  Geo.  Repaid 

Miller,  Jjiraes .. 

Mushetf,  Frederick 

Milne,  Joseph,  by  John  Hogg 

Muir,  Jane,  as  administratrix _ 

Meades,  Joseph,  as  administrator _ , 

Mcpherson,  Isaac 

Mackay,  Robert  Walker 

Munro,  Joseph  S 

Maule,  Rachael. 

Martin,  Edward 

Mallory,  Daniel 

Mitchell,  John  I 

Morriman,  Marcus 

Mulford,  Henry.. 

Nichols,  Haskins  &  Co.,  by  heirs 

Nones,  Benjamin,  by  heirs _ 

do 

Nichols,  William,  by  executor 

Norwood,  John 

Neal,  James,  by  administrator  and  others 

do 

Norman,  Thomas  W.,  by  heirs 

New  Haven  Insurance  Co.  and  others 

North,  Richard 

Neth,  Lewis,  by  trustee 

Nones,  David  B 

Norris,  I.  W.,  by  administrator 

Neilson,  William 

Norris,  John,  by  administrator 

Nichols,  Ichabod. 

Newman,  Samuel 

Nelson,  Jeremiah . 

Nichols,  Williani 

Newell,  John 

North  American  Insurance  Co.-. 

New  York  Insurance  Co 

Nowton,  George,  as  administrator 

Newton,  George 

Nlckols,  J.  B 

Northum,  D 

O'Hara,  Daniel,  by  heirs  and  others 

do 

do 

do 


State  or  city. 


Portsmouth.  N.  H. 
Newburyport. 

Do. 
Nantucket. 

Do. 

Do. 
Portland. 
Providence. 
New  York. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
New  York. 

Do. 

Do. 
Boston, 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimore, 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimore  County. 

Do. 
Alexandria. 
Norfolk. 

Do. 
Aldie,  Va. 
Gordonsville,  Va. 
Brentsville,  Va. 
Fayetteville,  N.  G. 
Charleston. 
Louisville,  Ky. 
Alexandria. 
New  Orleans. 
New  York. 
Philadelphia. 
New  York. 

Do. 

Dj. 
New  Haven. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 
New  York. 

Do. 
Wiscasset,  M<-. 
New  Hampshire. 
Portland,  Me. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 
New  Haven. 
Alabama. 
Annapolis,  Md. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 
New  York. 
Salem. 

Do. 
Newburyport. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 
New  York. 
Norfolk. 

Do. 
Alexandria. 
New  York. 
Charleston,  S. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 


.  C. 
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Ses- 
sion. 


Con- 
gress 


Names  of  memorialists. 


State  or  city. 


1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
lat 
2d 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 


1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
3d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 

2a 

2d 
23 
3d 


31st 

81st 

31st 

31st 

32d 

3tth 

22d 

rth 

7tll 

16th 

7th 

7th 

7th 

18th 

18th 


18th 

21st 

18th 

21st 

18th 

13th 

2nth 

21st 

2llth 

21st 

21st 

31st 

21st 

i«d 

7th 

22d 

23d 

11th 

15th 

17th 

22d 

23d 

29th 

31st 

31st 

35th 

35  th 

32d 

34th 

34th 

7th 

16th 

18th 

18th 

16th 

16th 

16th 

16th 

17th 

17th 

17th 

7th 

7th 

9th 

15th 

7th 

18th 

7th 

26th 

18th 

18th 

29th 

29th 

29th 

29th 


O'Hara,  Daniel,  by  heirs  and  others 

O'Brien,  Richard,  by  heirs  .-- 

O wings,  Caleb  D.,  by  heirs  and  others 

do - - 

Oldden,  John,  by  heirs 

do 

Otway  &  Fletcher,  by  survivor 

Owings,  Beale 

Oliver,  Robert,  &  Brother,  by  survivor .. 

do... 

Oliver  &  Thompson,  by  survivor 

Ogleby  &  "Winchester,  by  survivor 

Ogier,  Thomas 

Ogden,  William 

Ollcott,  Samuel _ 

Olden,  James,  by  assignees 

Oliver,  Robert  and  John,  by  survivor 

Pearce,  William,  and  others 

do - 

Peabody,  Joseph,  and  others 

do 

Perkins.  .Tames,  &  Son 

Potter,  B.,  and  others,  Maine  Fire  Insurance  Co 

Patton,  Robert,  and  others 

....do.. 

Pringle,  Mark,  by  administrator 

do... 

Page,  Samuel,  by  heirs,  by  administrator 

do 

Priestman,  William,  by  administrator 

Pote,  Greenlieid,  by  executor , 

Potter,  John 

do 

do 

do.. 

do.... 

do.. 

Price,  Risdon  H — 

Pierce,  David,  by  legal  representative 

Patrick,  John,  by  administrator , 

Proctor,  Joseph 

Page,  Benjamin,  by  heirs 

do.. 

do.... 

Payne,  A.  W.  H 

Prayer,  Samuel 

So 

Patterson,  William,  and  others 

do.. 

Price,  Chandler,  by  administrator 

Pickman,  Dudley  &  White 

Patridge,  John 

Patterson,  Robert 

Poultney,  Thomas 

Partridge,  James 

Pratt,  Henry 

Pettit,  Archibald 

Perot.  Elliason  and  John 

Price,  John 

Price,  William 

...do.. 

do.. 

Payson,  Henry 

do 

Pascault,  Lewis 

Pago,  Ambrose '. . 

Piorpont  &  Lefflngwell,  by  survivor 

Pollock,  Carlisle,  by  assignee 

Perry,  Stuart 

Phelps,  Anson  G — ., 

Pinney,  Walter  K 

Price,  Francis 

Peters  &  Pond 

Parsons,  Thomas 

Perkins,  Thomas,  by  executor 

Plumer,  Joshua 

...do 

Pearson,  John 

Parry,  Martin 

Prescott,  Benjamin,  by  his  widow 

Peirce,  M.  W  . 

Prince,  James 

Pike,  Richard 


Charleston,  S.  C. 
Carlisle,  Pa. 
Maryland. 

Philadelphia. 

Do. 
Alexandria. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Charleston,  S.  C. 
New  York. 
Hartford,  Conn. 
Philadelphia. 
Baltimore, 
Gloucester,  Mass. 

Do. 
Salem. 

Do. 
Kennebunk. 
Portland. 
Fredericksburg,  Va. 

Do. 
Maryland. 

f)o. 
Boston. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 
Portland. 
Princeton,  N.  J. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Missouri. 
Boston. 
New  York. 
Massachusetts. 
Sycamore,  III. 

Do. 

Do. 
Pennsylvania. 


Baltimore. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 
Salem. 
Portland. 
Baltimore. 

Da 
Portland. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 

Do. 
Charleston. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 
New  York. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Boston. 

Do. 
Salem. 
Portland. 
Scarboro. 
Bangor. 
Portsmouth.  N.  H. 

Do. 

Do. 
Newburyport. 

Do. 
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List  of  memorials  to  the  Senate  on  French  spoliations — Continued. 


Ses- 
sion. 


Con- 
gress. 


Names  of  memorijilists. 


State  or  city. 


1st 


1st 
ist 


1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

2d 

2d 

2d 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

2d 

2d 

2d 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

2d 

1st 

2d 

1st 

1st 

2d 

1st 

1st 

2d 

2d 

1st 

1st 

2d 

1st 

3d 

2d 

2d 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

2d 


18th 


7tll 
7tli 


rth 

7th 

19tll 

2()th 

29th 

29th 

29th 

32d 

32d 

18th 

21st 

31st 

18th 

21st 

20th 

20th 

20th 

21st 

22d 

23d 

7th 

20th 

21st 

21st 

22d 

22d 

29th 

31st 

2ad 

22d 

22d 

7th 

23d 

2)th 

23d 

27th 

28th 

29th 

31st 

31st 

31st 

31st 

31st 

31st 

31st 

34th 

34th 


Pettingel,  John,  by  executors. 

Pearson,  John,  by  heirs  -- 

Pierce,  Nicholas,  by  heirs 

Peabody,  John,  by  assignee 

Pearson,  Amos 

Pike,  Daniel 

Prince,  Jamea,  by  executor 

Pierce,  J.  W.,  by  administrator 

Patch,  Joseph — 

Pilce,  Joseph  fl 

Plumer,  David,  by  heirs - 

Pearson,  William ^ 

Providence  Insui'ance  Co 

Peabody  &  Huntington,  by  survivor 

Perkins,  Andrew  &  Joseph,  by  survivor 

Peabody,  N.  P.,  by  heirs - 

Panfleld,  Hiram -..- 

Pennsylvania  Insurance  Co 

Plumstead,  George 

Phillips,  Tliomaa,  by  administrator -.. 

Pettit  &  Bayard,  by  survivor. -- 

Pettit,  Charles,  by  administrator 

Praters,  Mark,  &  Co.,  by  assignees  — 

Philips,  Cramond  &  Co.,  by  attorney 

Paul,  James 

Pearce,  Mathew,  by  heirs 

Pierpont,  Hezekiah  B 

Priestman,  Thomas,  as  administrator 

Pearce,  David,  by  heirs .- 

Pearce,  David,  jr.,  by  heirs _ _- 

Price,  James 

Pottenger.  Thos.  B.,  as  administrator 

Patton,  John,  and  James  Dykes,  by  survivor. .. 

Patton,  James - - 

Pennock,  William,  by  administrator 

Pomeroy,  Samuel  Wyllys 

Potts,  John 

Powell,  Cuthbert 

Philadelphia  Insurance  Co 

Potts,  Nathan 

Peshine,  John  — .- . 

Pine,G.  W 

Pinkney,  William  T 

Perot,  Charles _ -__ 

Perot,  Joseph 

Riley,  Justus,  by  heirs - 

do 

do 

Rotch,  William,  and  others 

do - - - -.- 

Rogers,  Joseph,  by  heirs -. 

Rogers,  James,  by  heirs 

Rutter  &  Etting,  by  survivor 

do 

do 

do... 

Repold,  George,  by  heirs 

do 

do. 

Respass,  William,  by  heirs 

Riddle,  James 

Ross,  John,  by  administrator  and  by  heirs 

do 

do 

Robinson,  William,  jr.,  by  legal  representative  . 

Rhinelander,  William,  by  executor 

Rollins,  James  and  John,  by  administrator 

Ramsay,  John,  by  legal  representative  , 

do 

do 

Respass,  William,  by  legal  representative 

Raymonds,  Joshua,  by  his  widow 

Ropes,  Hardy 

Rutter,  Thomas,  by  heirs 

do 

Rotche,  William,  by  heirs 

Robinson,  Jonathan 

Rotch,  William,  &  Sons.. j 

Rosset,  John  D.  D 

Ring,  Thomas,  by  his  Widow , 

Rotch,  William,  jr., and  others 

Reinoudt, Peter  -. 

....do 


Newburyport. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Gloucester,  Mass. 

Do. 
Providence. 
Koi-wich,  Conn. 

Do. 

Do. 
Chatham,  Conn. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
New  York. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Washington,  D.  C. 
Alexandria. 

Do. 
Norfolk. 
Cincinnati. 
Alexandria. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 
New  York. 

Do. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 
Wethersfield,  Conn. 

Do. 

Do. 
New  Bedford. 

Do. 
Newport. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Mathews  C.  H.,  Va. 
Newcastle,  Del. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baldwinsville,  N.  Y. 
New  York. 
South  Berwick,  Mo. 
Alexandria. 

Do, 

Do, 
Mathews  County,  Vs 
Connecticut. 
New  Hampshire. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
New  Bedford. 
Gloucester,  Mass. 
New  Bedford. 
New  York. 
Baltimore. 
New  Bedford. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 
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Ses- 
sion. 

2d 

1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
Ist 
1st 
1st 
1st 


Con- 
gress. 


Names  of  meinin-i;ilists. 


State  or  city. 


1st 


2d 
2d 
3d 
2d 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
8d 
2d 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2a 
2d 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 


35th 

ISth 

7th 

9th 

15th 

17th 

7th 

7th 

7th 

18th 

18th 

18th 


7th 


20th 

29th 

29th 

29th 

29th 

18th 

18th 

21st 

29th 

19th 

21st 

31st 

Slst 

7th 

19th 

20th 

21st 

29th 

20th 

21st 

21st 

31st 

20th 

21st 

31st 

18th 

aoth 

20th 

20th 

21st 

21st 

21st 

21st 

21st 

29th 

31st 

21st 

23d 

20th 

20th 

29th 

31st 

21st 

19th 

21st 

21st 

31st 

2l5t 


Rathbone,  J.C.by  hoirs.- -. 

Rodman,  Samuel 

Russell,  Nathaniel,  and  othei-s. .. 

do 

do - — 

Bead,"William,&Co.,by  survivor 

Ridfj'ely,  Nicholas  G _ 

Robb,  William,  by  trustees- _. 

Rogers  &  Owings,  by  survivor  .-. 

Robinson  &  Hartshome.by  assignee 

Rutgers,  N.G- -- 

Rogers,  N., and  J.  Bell,  by  survivor _ 

Ried,  William. 

Rand,  Thomas  M 

Russell,  Seth,  &  Sons 

Ricketson,  Daniel,  &  Son 

Russell,  Seth 

Eicketson,  Joseph 

Rodman,  Samuel 

Rockwell,  Charles - 

Riley,  Justis,  by  heirs  .-. , 

Eeinholdt,  George,  by  administrator 

Ross  &  Suz'ison,  by  assignee -.- 

Read,  William 

Roosevelt,  .Tames  J 

Rhinelander,    Hartshorne   &   Co.,  and   Hartshorne, 
Rhinelander  &  Co.,  by  survivor. 

Remsen,  Henry,  as  executor 

Rhinelander,  Wm.  C._,  as  executor 

Rogers,  Philip,  by  heirs 

Rogers,  Philip,  as  executor , 

Robb,  John,  by  James  Ferguson 

Ross,  William,  by  assignee 

Ricketts  &  Newton _ 

Russell,  Charles _ 

Rogers,  A 

Richardson,  Jesse,  by  administrator . 

Richardson,  Joshua 

Rice,  William 

Robertson,  John,  by  executor. 

Smith,  Daniel,  and  others 

Storer,  Woodbury,  and  others,  by  executor 

do 


.do. 


Stewart,  James,  by  assignee. 

do 

do - 


.do. 


Smith,  Thorogood  and  Isaac,  by  survivor . 

do. 

Seaward,  John  H.,  by  his  widow 

do 

do 

Stewart,  Archibald,  by  heirs 

do 

do 

do... 

Sasportas,  Abraham,  by  his  widow - . 

do 

do 

do 

Shaw,  William,  and  others 

Smith,  .Job,  by  heirs 

Skinner,  John,  &  Sons,  by  heirs 

Scros,  Jacob,  by  administrator. 

Summerl,  Joseph,  by  administrator 

Sands,  Comfort  and  Joseph 

Smith,  William,  by  executor 

Stone,  Leman,  and  others 

do. 

do 

Skinner,  Richard 

do 

...do 

Sims,  Joseph,  and  others 

do 

do 

Smith,  Isaac 

do 

Stott,  Ebenezer,  by  Donald  Makenzie 

Savage,  Timothy,  by  heirs 

do 

Seryis,  Edward,  by  Philip  B.  Lewis 


Amelia,  Ohio, 
Boston. 
Charleston,  S.O. 

Do. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 
New  York. 

Do. 

Do. 
Portsmouth.  N.  H. 
Newburyport. 
New  Bedford. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Norwich,  Conn. 
Hartford,  Conn. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
New  York. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 
Washington,  N.  C. 
Alexandria. 
New  Bedford. 
New  York. 
Portland. 

Do. 
Portsmouth,  N.  H. 
Charleston. 
Philadelphia. 
Portsmouth,  N.  H. 

Do. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
Portsmouth,  N.  H. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
New  York. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Portsmouth,  N.  H. 
Baltimore. 
Boston. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 
New  York. 
Baltimore. 
Derby,  Conn. 

Do. 

Do. 
Boston. 

Do. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 

Do. 
Northampton,  Va. 

Do. 
Petersburg,  Va. 
Middletown,  Conn. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 
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Ses- 
sion. 


Con- 
gress. 


Names  of  memorialists. 


State  or  city. 


1st 

3d 

1st 

gd 

iid 

2d 

1st 

1st 

1st 

3d 

2d 

2d 

1st 

2d 

1st 

1st 

2d 

2d 

1st 

1st 

2d 

3d 

1st 

1st 

2d 

2d 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

2d 

2d 

2d 

1st 

1st 

2d 

2d 

1st 

2d 

1st 

1st 

2d 

1st 

1st 

2d 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 


21st 

21st 

31st 

29th 

31st 

21st 

31st 

22d 

34th 

34th 

22d 

22d 

35th 

22d 

23d 

23d 

24th 

29th 

31st 

25th 

29th 

37th 

28th 

28th 

29th 

39th 

31st 

31st 

3l3t 

31st 

81st 

31st 

31st 

3;d 

33d 

84th 

34th 

84th 

29th 

21st 

31st 

15th 

36th 

7th 

0th 

15th 

7th 

9th 

loth 

7th 

9th 

15th 

7th 

16th 

7th 

7th 

7th 

7th 

7th 

7th 

7th 

16th 

7th 

17th 

17th 

17th 

18th 

18th 

18th 

18th 

18th 

18th 

18th 

18th 

18th 

18th 

18th 

18th 

32d 

32d 
33d 
39th 


Sheafe,  Jacob,  by  executor.. , 

Sontag,  William,  &  Co.,  by  heirs. 
do 


do 

Sproul,  William 

Skipwith,  Fulwar,  by  his  widow  and  heirs. 


-do. 


Seavy,  William,  by  administrator  . 

do 

...do 

Sanfordj  Thomas,  by  assignee  

Smith,  John,  by  assignee 

do. 


Simpson,  Samuel,  as  executor 

Sheffield,  Aaron 

Smith,  Francis 

Simkins,  Covington,  by  administrator. 

...do 

do. 


Smith,  John,  by  heirs,  by  administrator  _ 

do - -- 

Smith,  William 

Springer,  William,  by  heirs. - 

Springer,  Moses,  by  heirs — 

StoufEer&  Gloss,  by  survivor,  partner 

Shoemaker,  Eli,  by  his  widow 

Smith,  John,  by  heirs,  by  widow 

Storrer,  John,  bv  heirs 

Shaw,  T.  M.,  by  legal  representative 

Snow,  Benjamin,  by  liis  widow 1 

Skyren,  John,  by  heirs 

Sickles,  Woodbury,  by  heirs  

Shanks,  Peregrine --- 

Sage,  Ebenezer,  by  heirs 

Sontag,  Lewis,  by  heirs - 

Smith,  J.  Allen .-. 

do - - 

Shorb,  John,  by  administrator -. 

Smith,  Samuel,  by  executor _ 

Servis,  Edmund,  legal  representative  .-. -.- 

Sheafe,  Edmund 

Smith,  James,  and  others... 

Sinclair,  John,  by  his  widow 

Smith,  De  Saussureand  Darrell 

do 

do 

Schutt,  C.  C 

do 

do - 

Simons,  Keating 

do - 

do - 

Strieker,  John 

do 

Somerville,  -James 

Stewart,  David,  &  Sons,  by  trustees 

Stewart,  David,  by  trustees -. 

Stewart,  Archibald 

Schroeder,  Henry 

Seekamp,  Albert,  by  administrator 

Schwartze,  August  J 

do 

Smith,  Robert,  &Oo.,  by  survivor 

do 

Smith,  James... 

Savage,  John 

Seton,  James,  &  Co.,  by  survivor • 

Smith,  Paschal  A.,  by  executor — 

Seamen,  Benjamin,  &  Co.,  by  N.  Gr.  Rutgers 

Sheafe,  James,  by  executor. 

Sands,  Joshua 

Saltns,  Son  &  Co.,  by  survivor 

Sadler,  Henry,  &  Co.,  by  survivor 

Stewart,  James,  by  his  widow 

Smith,  Benjamin,  and  others _. 

Stocker,  Ebenezer,  by  administrator 

Sargent,  Daniel,  by  administrator 

Snelling.N.  U.,  Massachusetts  Fire  and  Marine  Insur- 
ance Co. 

Stewart,  John... _ , ,. 

Swift,  Joseph _ _. 

Stuart,  George  H 

Shapley,  James,  by  administrator 


,  C. 


.  C. 


Portsmouth,  N.  H. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 

Do. 
Bristol,  Me. 
Baton  Rouge,  La. 

Do. 
Portsmouth,  N.  H. 

Do. 

Do. 
Hartford,  Conn. 
Augusta,  Ga. 

Do. 
Washington,  N. 
Providence. 
Norfolk. 
Washington,  N. 

Do. 

Do. 
Talladega,  Ala. 

Do. 
Boston. 
Hallowell,  Me. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 
Kenuebunk,  Me. 
Portsmouth,  N.  H. 
Norwich,  Conn. 
Montrose,  Pa. 

Milestown,  Md. 
Middletown,  Conn. 
Philadelphia. 
Charleston. 

Do. 
Canton,  Ohio. 
Baltimore. 

Portsmouth,  N.  H. 
Philadelphia. 
New  York. 
Charleston,  S.  C. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimore, 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
New  York. 

Do. 

Do. 
Portsmouth,  N.  H. 
New  York. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Boston. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Philadelphia. 

Do. 

Do. 
Portsmouth,  N.  H 
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Ses- 
sion. 


Con- 
gress 


Names  of  memorialists. 


State  or  city. 


8d 
8d 


2d 


1st 


2d 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
Iht 
1st 
2d 
2d 
2d 
2d 
1st 
2d 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 

l9t 

2d 

1st 
2d 
1st 
2d 
1st 
2d 
1st 


29th 
29th 


29th 
"wih 


7th 


29th 

29th 

32d 

32d 

32d 

32d 

32d 

29th 

2(ith 

29th 

39th 

7th 

2flth 

18th 

31st 

20th 

21st 

20th 

3lst 

3l8t 

rth 

20th 

15th 

20th 

21st 

20th 

21st 


Sturgis,  J.  B - 

Satellee,  J.  E - 

Salem  Marine  Insurance  Co '. - 

Scott,  Charles  J.,  by  executor 

Strong,  Robert - 

Steaves,  William,  by  his  widow 

Sllsbee,.Z.  P - 

Spring,  Setto-- - 

Storer,  Woodburj^ 

Stephens,  "Wheelright - 

Stone,  Jonathan 

Shapley,  Reuben,  by  his  widow 

Sheaf e,  Thomas,  by  executor 

Sheafe,  William 

Sheaf  e,  Samuel 

Shoafe,  W.  M 

Sheafe,  JohnH.,  by  executor _ 

Simes,  Mark,  by  executor _ 

Smith,  Josiah,  by  executors 

Sumner,  Ebenezer,  by  heirs - 

Stanwood,  Abel 

Stone,  Isaac  .,. - 

Sweetser,  S 

Swain,  Elizabeth,  by  Charles  Butler 

Savourys,  Moses - -. 

Smith,  Nathaniel 

Stone,  Samuel  B 

Sargent,  Winthrop —  . 

Sheffield,  Aaron,  by  heirs  .-. 

Smith,  Erastus  - 

Scraaton,  John , 

Sims,  Woodrup  and  Joseph,  by  survivor . 

Summers,  Andrew,  by  assignees 

Savage  &  Dugan,  by  survivor 

Stokes,  William,  by  administrator 

Salmon,  George, by  executor.. 

.Smith,  John  C 

Smith  &  Wood,  by  survivor 

Steinmetz,  Daniel,  by  heirs 

Saltus,  Francis... 

Sedgwick,  R.,  committee 

Sears,  George,  by  administrator 

Smith,  Robert,  as  executor.. 

Smith,  Thowgood,  by  trustee 

Seavy,  William,  by  executrix 

Schaeffer,  Elizabeth,  as  executrix 

Sterrett,  Sanauel,  committee... 

Smith,  Paca,  as  administrator 

Smith,  Thomas,  by  executor 

Smith,  Hugh,  as  executor 

Southgate,  John,  as  administrator .._ 

Sonthgato,  Wright 

Smith,  Mursden 

Schultze,  Charles,  as  administrator 

Slacum,  George 

Stewart,  George  H. 

Smith,  Jeremiah 

Servis  &  Shoemaker 

Smith,  William  S. 

Stokes,  Charles 

Scott,  JohnM 

Smith,  Richard  S 

Smith,  Francis  Gurney 

Smith,  John,  by  heirs 

Sanford,  Hervey 

Smith,  Nathan 

Smith,  Laban,  by  executor. 

Taylor,  George.. 

do 

do 

do 

Tagart,  John 

...  .do 

Tittermany,  John,  &  Son,  by  survivor  and  others 

do.. » .- 

do 

Tunno  &  Cox,  by  survivor 

do 

do 

Torry,  William  T.,  and  others 

do 

Torry,  George,  by  heirs 

Tilton,  Daniel,  &  Son,  by  survivor 


New  York. 

Do. 
Salem. 
Boston. 
Salem. 

Do. 

Do. 
Portland. 

Do. 
Kennebunk. 

Do. 
Portsmouth,  N.  H. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Newburyport. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do, 

Do. 
Gloucester,  Mass. 
Providence, 
Chatham,  Conn. 
Guilford,  Conn. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
New  York. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Maryland. 
Alexandria, 

Do. 
Norfolk. 

Do. 

Do. 
Cincinnati. 
Alexandria. 
Baltimore. 
New  York. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
North  Carolina. 
New  Haven. 

Do. 

Do. 
Washington,  D.  C. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Maryland. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 

Do. 
Charleston,  S,  C. 

Do. 

Uo. 
Newport,  R.  I. 

Do. 

Do. 
Maryland. 
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Ses- 
sioa. 


Con- 

gi'ess. 


Names  of  memorialists. 


State  or  city. 


2d 
2d 

1st 
2d 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
2d 


1st 
2d 
1st 


1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
2d 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
2d 
1st 


21st 

21st 

22d 

22d 

18th 

22d 

23d 

28tli 

28tli 

29tli 

31st 

Tth 

29th 

16th 

81st 

20tlt 

20th 

29th 

16th 

16th 

16th 

16th 

rth 

9th 

15th 

7th 

9th 

15th 

Tth 

9th 

15th 

7th 

16th 

7th 

7th 

7th 

18th 

18th 

18th 

18th 

33d 

29th 

29th 


33d 

39th 

19th 


18th 

18th 

31st 

20th 

21st 

28th 

39th 

34th 

31st 

38th 

31st 

39th 

7th 

39th 

31st 


Tomlinson,  David,  by  administrator 

Truxton,  Thomas,  by  heirs 

Thorndike,  Israel,  by  executor 

Thruston,  John,  by  legal  representative  ., 

do --. 

Thompson,  William,  by  administrator 

Thor  burn.  James 

Thomas,  John,  and  others 

Towne,  Robert,  and  others- 

Taylor, Lemuel, by  trustees 

do 

Thompson,  Hugh,  by  administrator 

do 

do 

Trenchard,  John,by  administrator 

Tittermany,  Robert- 

Tunno,  A.,and  Thomas  Morris 

Thatcher,  Henry,  by  his  widow 

Thompson,  Henry 

Torrance,  Charles  __ 

Tiernan,Luke --- 

Tyson, Isaac 

Tunno,  A.  W 

do 

do- 

Tunno.P.A-- - 

do 

do — 

Teasdale,  John.by  administrator- 

do -- - 

do - 

Tenant,  Thomas .- 

do - - 

Thompson  &  Dickey,  by  survivor 

Taylor,  William,  by  trustee 

Tiddy,  William- 

Tibbits,  Elisha,  as  trustee 

Tinkham,Seth, by  heirs -. 

Townsend,  John  K 

Touro,  Abraham,  by  executor 

Tappan,  Charles _ .- 

Thomas,  Jacob  M -- --  — 

Trediok,J.M :.--. 

Tisdale,  James -- - — 

Tucker,  Richard  D  - -- 

Townsend,  M  .- - 

Tucker,  Gideon 

Tredick, Henry  jr., by  heirs.- - 

TU  ton,  Stephen - 

Todd,  Joseph,  by  executor 

Toppan, Edward  --- - 

Todd,  Jeremy,  by  administrator 

Toppan,  S - 

Talcott,  William. - --- 

Totten,  G -.- 

Turner,  captain  sloop  Polly 

Tomlinson,  Russel,  by  administrator 

Titus,  John,  as  trustee 

Tyson,  Jesse,  by  heirs 

Thompson,  William  H.,  as  administrator. 

Tunno,  Adam - — 

Teasdale,  as  administrator -. 

Thompson,  Jonah 

Tohey,  Thomas,  by  administrator 

Toby,  Simeon  -- - 

Townsend,  Isaac,  by  executor 

United  Insurance  Co 

do 

United  States  Insurance  Co 

Van  Norrden,  Hvdrianus-- 

do- 

Vanuxem,  J.,  by  administrator 

do 

do- - - 

do - 

Vowell,  Thomas,  by  administrator 

do- 

Vanuxem,  James,  by  heirs  _: 

do --- 

Varrick,  Abraham,  by  heirs. 

Van  Wyck,  William,  by  executor 

do -- - 

Vowell,  John  C,  and  others 


New  Haven. 
Philadelphia. 
Boston. 
Now  York. 

Do. 
Norfolk. 

Do. 

Do. 
Kennebunk,  Me. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Salem. 

Philadelphia. 
Charleston,  8.  C. 
Massachusetts. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Charleston.  S.C. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Charleston. 
New  York. 

Do. 

Do. 
Boston. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 
Portsmouth,  N.  H. 
Boston. 

Do. 
Salem. 

Do. 
Portsmouth,  N.  H. 
Newburyport. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Hartford,  Conn. 
New  Haven. 
Derby,  Conn. 

Do. 
New  York. 
Baltimore. 
Norfolk. 
Charleston. 

Do. 
Alexandria. 
Washington,  N.  C. 
Philadelphia. 
New  Haven. 
Philadelphia. 
New  York. 
Philadelphia. 
Washington,  N.  C. 

Do. 
Abington,  N.  Y. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Alexandria. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do.  • 
Alexandria,  Mass. 
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Ses- 
sion. 


1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
Sd 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
Ist 
1st 


2d 

3d 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

2d 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

3d 

1st 

3d 

1st 

2d 

Ist 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

3d 

1st 

2d 

1st 

2d 

1st 

2d 

3d 

ist 

l8t 

1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
Ist 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
Ist 
1st 
1st 
Ist 
1st 
1st 
1st 
Ist 
1st 


Oon- 

gl'ttflS. 


31st 

34tli 

34th 

31st 

3lst 

31st 

34tll 

34tll 

7th 

18th 

IBth 

18th 


2S)th 

29th 

18th 

31st 

31st 

18th 

31st 

2iith 

18th 

31st 

33d 

18th 

20th 

21st 

20th 

3 1st 

3!)th 

21st 

21st 

22d 

22d 

22d 

22d 

23d 

23d 

rth 

2:;id 

2.Wh 

28th 

2iJth 

7th 

29th 

3l3t 

29th 

29th 

31st 

31st 

7th 

16th 

31st 

31st 

31st 

31st 

35th 

7th 

16th 

15th 

16th 

16th 

16th 

16th 

16th 

16th 

17th 

17th 

17th 

17th 

7th 

7th 

15  th 


Names  of  memorialists. 


Vasse,  Ambrose,  by  administrator 

do 

do - 

Vinal,  Lemuel,  and  others - 

do.-. 

Vernon,  William,  by  administrator  and  others  .. 

Von  Kapff  &  Auspach,  by  heirs 

do..  

Valk  &  Co.,  by  trustees 

Van  Home,  James  ... 

Van  Home  &  Clarkson,  by  survivor 

Verplank,  Gulean,  by  executor 

Vernon,  William 

Vanuxem  &  Clark 

Van  Horn,  James  P.,  as  trustee 

Vanuxem,  J.,  as  administrator 

Van  Wyck,  John  C,  as  executor 

Von  Kapff,  B.  J.,  as  trustee 

Vowell,  John  and  Thomas,  by  survivor 

Vickery,  J 

Vickery,  Samuel 

Van  Gover,  John,  as  administrator 

Van  Hook,  William 

Vanness,  G-.  P 

Varick,  Richard — 

Wattles,  Nathaniel,  and  others 

do... - 

do 

Wood,  Abiel,  by  heirs 

do 

do. 

Wilson,  Alexander 

do 

do 

Wallace,  David... - 

Whiteside,  Peter,  by  his  widow  and  others 

do... 

Wadrobe,  John,  by  administrator 

do 

do 

White,  Stephen 

Watson,  Marsden,  by  administrator 

do... 

White,  C.J. 

White,  Joseph,  by  heirs,  executor 

West,  Nathaniel,  and  others 

Whittle,  Conway,  by  legal  representative,  heirs . 

Willock,  Thomas.. 

Wilson,  William,  by  assignee 

do 

Williams,  James,  by  administrator 

Wyatt.  Ben.]d,min 

Wood,  Wilmot,  and  others 

Warfield,  George  P.,  and  others 

do 

do 

Wheeler,  Benjamin 

White,  Gilman.by  heirs 

Walker,  Daniel,  by  heirs 

Warfleld,  William  B 

Williams,  James,  by  heirs 

do 

do... 

Wilson,  David,  by  heirs 

Wright.  Henry  Allen,  by  heirs 

Warfleld,  William  H 

Wild,  Daniel,  by  heirs 

Wilson,  William,  and  others 

do 

do 

Winchester,  David 

Wilson,  Thomas... 

Wilson,  James 

Wallace,  Joseph  A 

Williams,  George 

Williams,  Amos  A 

Warder,  Jeremiah 

Wacksmuth,  J.  G.,  by  executor •_ 

Wharton,  Robert _ 

Willing,  Thomas  M 

Willing  &  Francis,  and  others 

Williamson,  John _. 

do 


State  or  city. 


,  D.  C. 


Philadelphia. 

Do. 

Do. 
Scituate. 

Do. 
Newport,  E.  I. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 
New  York. 

Do. 

Do. 
Boston. 
Philadelphia. 
New  York. 
Pennsylvania. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
Alexandria. 
Norfolk. 

Do. 

Do. 
New  York. 

Do. 

Do. 
Alexandria, 

Do. 

Do. 
Wiscasset,  Me. 

Do. 

Do, 
Norfolk. 

Do. 

Do. 
Ocrp.colie,  N.  C, 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 
Concord,  N.  H. 

Do. 

Do. 
Salem. 
Boston. 

Do. 
Washington,  D.  C. 
Boston. 

Do. 
Norfolk. 

Do. 
Alexandria. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 
Bangor,  Me. 
Wiscasset,  Me. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 
Boston. 
Newburyport. 
Kennebunk. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
New  York. 
Baltimore. 
Boston. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Philadelphia. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Charleston. 

Do. 
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Si'S- 

Con- 

iiion. 

gress. 

lat 

7tli 

1st, 

7th 

1st 

7th 

1st 

7th 

1st 

7th 

1st 

7th 

1st 

7th 

Isr, 

18th 

1st 

18th 

1st 

18th 

1st 

18th 

1st 

ISth 

lat 

13th 

1st 

33d 

1st 

sad 

1st 

32d 

1st 

3ad 

•M 

29  th 

ad 

29th 

'"1st' 

■7th"" 

lat 

7th 

•M 

29th 

art 

j;9th 

1st 

32d 

art 

29th 

art 

29th 

ad 

21st 

lat 

31st 

1st 

L7th 

1st 

22d 

1st 

23d 

Ist 

7th 

ad 

29th 

Ist 

31st 

ad 

31st 

lat 

18th 

1st 

18th 

ad 

29th 

2(1 

29th 

1st 

30th 

1st 

26th 

Names  of  memorialists. 


State  or  city. 


Wilson  &  Maris  ._ 

"Williams,  Joseph,  by  N.  F.  Williams. 

Williams,  Benjamin,  by  administrator , 

White,  Joseph,  by  heirs 

Walsh,  Jacob,  jr 

Williams  &  Low,  by  survivor 

Walker,  Samuel 

Walley,  T.,  by  executor 

Waldo,  Samuel,  by  heirs 

Walter,  William,  by  heirs 

Winship,  by  heirs 

Willarcf,  Josiah,  by  attorney 

Winslow,  Abiel  Isaac,  hy  administrator 

Wagner,  Tobias 

White,  WilUam  R 

Withersham,  T.  W.,  &  Son 

Withersham,  Thomas. 

White,  Amibrose - _ 

Whippey,  Coffin 

Wallace,  John _ 

Winn.  John __ 

Wise,  Michael _ 

Whitmore,  Ebenezer._ 

Wood,  Abuer 

Wheelright,  Ebenezer _ 

Wheelright,  Abraham. 

Wells,  John 

Walton ,  Samuel 

Waart,  William 

Witham,  Thomas 

Warren  Insurance  Co . .  _ 

Woodbridge  &  Snow,  by  survivor 

Williams,  Joseph, by  heirs 

Williams,  E.,  for  underwriters 

Weiman,  Charles _ 

Whitmore,  Q-ordon  - 

Willing,  Thomas  M.,by  executor .  

Wain,  Jesse,  by  administrator _ 

Willing,  Richard 

Watson  &  Paul, by  survivor _ 

Welsh,  J 

Witherspoon,  Thomas,  by  assignees. 

Wain,  R., by  assignee 

Wells,  Titus,  as  administrator .-- 

Woolsey.G.  M _. 

Wells,  Titus,  as  administrator _ 

Walley,  S- H.,as  administrator 

Williams,  Samuel,  by  administrator 

Williams,  Cumberland  D 

Williamson,  David,  by  heirs  and  as  trustee 

Waesche,  Frederick,  as  trustee,  administrator  . 

Winchester,  George,  committee 

Wood,  Griel _ 

Whitehead,  N.  G __ 

Wa£f,  Thomas,  administrator _ 

Williams,  Thomas 

Wilson,  James 

Wagstaff,  William 

Weeks,  Horace 

Woodnut.W 

Woolbridge,  Sons  &I)wight 

White,  Henry 

Young,  James, by  heirs 

do 

Yard,  James,  by  assignee 

do 

Young,  James 

Yellott,  Jeremiah,  by  executor 

do 

Yerby,  William  W.,by  his  widow 

do 

Young,  William 

Young,  Joseph,  by  executor 

Young,  T.H 

Young,  William 

Young,  Joseph 

Yale  College 

Zacharie,  Stephen,  by  heirs 

Zacharie,  Coopman  &  Co., by  trustee 

Zacharie,  James  W 


Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 
Wastimgton,  D.  C. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 
Boston. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Nantucket. 
Boston. 
Salem. 
Kennebeck. 
Newburyport. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
New  York, 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Warren,  R.I. 
Norwich,  Conn. 

Do. 
Hartford,  Conn. 
New  Haven. 
Chatham,  Conn* 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Boston. 
New  York. 
Boston. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Norfolk. 
Edenton,N.C. 
Alexandria. 

Do. 
New  York. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 
New  Haven, 

Do. 
Bristol,  Me. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 
Norfolk. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
Wilkinson  County,  Miss. 

Do. 
North  Yarmouth,  Me. 
Newburyport. 
New  York. 
Philadelphia. 
Baltimore, 
New  Haven, 
New  Orleans. 

Do. 

Do. 


B46 
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lAst  of  memorials  to  the  House  of  Representatives  on  French  spoliations. 


Ses- 

Con 

sion. 

gress. 

1st 

a3d 

1st 

39tli 

1st 

26th 

1st 

30th 

ad 

24th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

28th 

Ist 

31st 

1st 

33d 

ad 

29th 

1st 

26th 

ad 

29th 

1st 

31st 

1st 

31st 

ad 

32d 

1st 

33<i 

ad 

35th 

1st 

31st 

1st 

26th 

1st 

9th 

Ist 

26th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

7th 

ad 

9th 

ad 

Uth 

Ist 

26th 

iRt 

26th 

Ist 

a6th 

ad 

29th 

ist 

2Hth 

Ist 

26  th 

Ist 

31st 

Ist 

26th 

ad 

Uth 

Ist 

26th 

1st 

a6th 

lat 

a6th 

1st 

aeth 

1st 

26th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

26th 

ad 

Uth 

1st 

7th 

1st 

7th 

1st 

16th 

"'ist' 

"7  th" 

Ist 

18th 

1st 

30th 

1st 

20th 

1st 

20th 

ad 

aoth 

1st 

aist 

ad 

aad 

1st 

22d 

1st 

23d 

1st 

26th 

1st 

7th 

1st 

24th 

1st 

26th 

Ist 

24th 

1st 

26th 

ad 

24th 

ad 

23th 

1st 

26th 

ad 

a4th 

ad 

a4th 

1st 

25th 

ad 

24th 

Ist 

26th 

Names  of  memorialists. 


State  or  city. 


Allen,  Philip,  and  others,  by  executor 

do 

—  do - 

-do 

Anderson  &  Moody,  by  heirs 

do 

Adams,  Seth,  by  heirs,  (Zanesville,  Ohio) 

do. - 

—  do. 

Atwater,  Elnathan,  by  executor,  and  others , 

do. - - 

Anthony,  David,  by  administrator. ,. _.- 

Atkins,  Ambrose,  by  heirs 

Allyn,  Robert,  by  heirs 

Allen,  Abner  W __ 

Adams,  William  A.,  and  others. 

do... 

Abbott,  J.  C-, 

Adams,  Jacob. 

Adams,  Seth,  and  Joseph  Loring 

do 

AJiert,  brig,  owners  of  (Dudley  &  Piekman)  .. 

Alexander,  David  -.. 

...  do 

do 

do... 

Amory,  Charles _ 

Amor  y,  Francis 

Anderson,  John  P 

AnderFon,  Thomas  B-- 

Armstrong,  William  M 

Arnold,  Thomas,  by  heirs 

Ashley,  Warren,  by  executor 

do 

Ash  ton,  Jacob 

Aspinwall,  Thomas 

Atalanta, brig, owners  of 

Atkinson, Amos, by  executor 

Atwater,  J.  M 

Auld,John  (Portland) 

Ayres.  Anne 

Alexandria,  merchants  of 

Ay rault,  Peter 

Arnold,  John  and  Samuel 

Alexander,  Ashton '. 

Abbott,  Samuel 

Andrews,  John  H 

Akinson,  George - 

Arnold,  James 

Atwater.  J.  M , 

Aspinwall,  Gilbert  and  John 

Aspinwall,  John 

Auchincloss,  Hugh 

Astlv,  Thomas 

Amelung,  T.  L.  E 

Anderson,  John 

Auld,  Colin 

Anderson,  Bobert 

Anderson,  John  and  Henry 

Blount,  John  G.,  and  others... 

.  ...do 

Blenkenhoff,  George 

Barry,  James  D 

Bailey  &  Torrey 

Bessom,  Philip 

do 

do 

Blatchley,  Martin,  and  J.  Scrantin — 

Brown,  Nicholas,  and  others 

do 

Beverly,  Robert - 

do 

...do 

Bronaugh,  J.  W.,  Stafford  C.  H.,Va 

do 

Boardman,  George 

do 

do 

Brickell,  Sarah  (J.  J.Brickell) , 

Borden,  Joseph,  by  heirs _ 

do 

Bowhay,  William  P 

do — 


Providence. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 

Chestertown,  Md- 

Do. 
Boston. 

Do. 

Do. 
New  Haven,  Conn. 

Do. 
Somerset.  Mass. 
Penobscot,  Me. 
New  London. 
Massachusetts. 
Cincinnati,  Ohio. 

Do. 
Castine,M6. 
Baltimore. 
Boston. 

Do. 
Salem. 
Charleston. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Boston. 

(Milton)  Boston, 
Baltimore. 
Cincinnati,  Ohio. 
Norfolk. 
New  Bedford. 
Norfolk. 

Do. 
Salem. 
New  York. 
Salem. 

Newbury  port. 
New  Haven,  Conn. 
Alexandria. 
Portland,  Me. 
Alexaadria. 
Charleston. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
Boston. 
Salem. 

Newburyport. 
New  Bedford. 
New  Haven. 
New  York. 

Do. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 
Baltimore. 
Maryland . 
Alexandria. 
Vir^nia. 
Baltimore. 
Washington,  N.  C. 

Do. 
New  York. 
Washington,  D.  C. 

Charleston. 

Do. 

Do. 
Guilford,  Conn. 
Providence. 

Do. 
Virginia. 

Do." 
Washington,  D.  0. 

Do. 
Lee,  Mass. 

Do. 

Do. 
Greenville,  N.  0. 
Beaufort,  N.  C. 

Do. 
Bedford,  Pa. 

Do. 
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Ses-    Con- 
sion.  gress. 


Names  of  memorialists. 


State  or  city. 


2d 

2a 

2d 

1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
2d 
1st 

2a 

1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
lat 
2d 
2d 
Ist 
1st 
2d 
2d 
1st 
2d 
1st 
2d 
2d 
2d 
2a 
1st 
2a 
1st 

2a 

1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
2d 
1st 
2d 
2d 
1st 
2d 
2d 
2a 
2d 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2a 
1st 
2a 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
Ist 
1st 
Ist 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 


24tli 

26tli 

27tli 

7th 

26tli 

24th 

27tli 

26tli 

29tli 

31st 

27th 

27th 

28th 

28th 

28th 

7th« 

26th 

29th 

29th 

26th 

31st 

29th 

29th 

31st 

29th 

Itth 

29th 

29th 

29th 

29th 

26th 

29th 

31st 

29th 

26th 

24th 

29th 

26th 

29th 

31st 

29th 

29th 

31st 

29th 

29th 

29th 

29th 

7th 

29th 

26th 

31st 

31st 

31st 

26th 

31st 

31st 

31st 

31st 

31st 

32a 

24th 

2.5th 

32d 

26th 

7th 

26th 

3aa 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

7th 

26th 

24th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

24th 

26th 

26th 


Burt,  John  M.,  by  aaministrator 

Blssell,  Benjamin,  ana  others 

ao _ 

Barry,  Cole  &  Barry,  by  survivor 

ao 

Bass,  Henry  &  Co.,  by  survivor 

do _. 

do 

do 

do "... 

Boyington,  Joshua 

do 

Bacon,  Judah,  by  the  widow  of  Johu  Bacon 

Banks,  John,  by  heirs 

Borden,  Wm.  and  Joseph,  by  heirs.. 

Barton,  Seth,  by  administrator 

do 

do 

Barney,  Joshua,  by  his  wiaow,  Louisville,  Ky 

ao. 

do 

Bentalon,  Paul,  by  executor 

Bolton,  C,  ana  others.. 

do 

Broadfoot,  William,  by  heirs 

do 

Burk,  John,  by  aaministrator 

Billings,  Alpheus,  by  heirs... , 

Bowers  (E.  Carrington) 

Bowers,  John,  by  heirs,  ana  others  (Paris,  Ky.) . 
do 

Brown,  Thomas,  by  heirs,  executor... 

Brazer,  John,  by  executor.. 

do. 

do 

do 

Brown,  Moses,  by  executor 

do 

Blagge,  Samuel,  by  heirs 

do 

Brown,  Samuel,  by  executor 

Besse,  Claudius,  by  heirs 

do 

Boss,  Nicholas  G 

Boss,  John  F.,  by  heirs 

Bartlett,  William,  by  executor 

Behn,  John  H.,  by  heirs 

Biays,  James,  by  trustee 

do 

ao 

do... 

Bell.  John,  by  heirs 

Boislaudry,  Robert  E.,  by  executor 

do 

Bartlett,  Samuel,  by  heirs 

Billups,  .Joice,  by  heirs 

Barnes,  Richard,  by  heirs 

Besse,  John,  by  his  widow 

Bramble,  John  Georgre,  by  administrator 

Borden,  James  W.,  by  heirs 

do 

do 

Bartlett,  Edmund 

do 

Buchanan,  Andrew,  by  heirs 

ao.... 

ao 

Bache,  Theopholis,  ana  Charles  McEvers 

Bacon,  Richard,  by  attorney 

Bagley,  John,  &  Son 

Bailey,  Joshua , 

Baker,  Charles  11 

Balch,  John,  by  heirs 

Barr,  John,  by  guardian 

Barry,  James,  by  executor 

do. 

Bartlett,  Thomas 

...ao 

do 

Basset,  Christopher 

Bates,  George 

do 

Bayard,  Anarew 


Norfolk. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
Boston. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Ohio. 

Do. 
Philaaelphia. 
Calhoun  County,  Mich. 
Richmona,  Ina. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
New  York. 

Do. 
Charleston. 

Do. 
Norfolk. 
Norwich,  Conn. 
New  York. 
Boston. 

Do. 
Newburyport. 
Boston. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Newburyport. 

Do. 
New  York. 

Do. 
Boston. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
Newport. 

Do. 
Newburyport. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
New  York. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
Wells,  Me. 
Mathews  County,  Va. 

Baltimore. 
Norfolk. 
Richmond,  Ind. 

Do. 

Do. 
Newburyport. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 
New  York. 
Hartf  ora,  Conn. 
Portlana. 
Montrose,  Pa. 
Philaaelphia. 
Newburyport. 
Salem. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
Boston. 

Do. 

Do. 
Newburyport. 
Boston. 

Do. 
Philaaelphia. 
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Ses- 
sion. 

Con- 
gress. 

Names  of  memorialists. 

State  or  city. 

1st 

28th 

29th 

l«h 

26th 

17th 

29th 

26th 

9th 

26th 

2(!th 

26th 

26th 

2eth 

2tith 

2d 

2d 

1st 

do              

Do. 

I  St 

...  do                                                                   -       - 

Do. 

3d 

Beaufort,  N.  C. 

1st 

Bell,A.W - 

Portsmouth,  N.  H. 

2d 

Bell,  John,  by  admiuisti'ator        .-              .  -. 

New  York. 

1st 

]st 

Bethel,  William                                   '     

Philadelphia. 

1st 

1st 
1st 

Bissell.  Thomas,  &  Son,  by  survivor 

Edenton,  N.  C. 

1st 

Bristol,  Me. 

1st     3«th 

Guilford,  Conn. 

1st     aith 

Bleecher,  A.  L.,  by  executor 

New  York.         ' 

1st     2t)th 
1st      2dth 

Blight,  Peter 

Blunt,  Robert 

Philadelphia. 
Portsmouth,  N.  H. 

1st 

26th 
26th 

irth 

14th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

29th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

18th 

24th 

26th 

26th 

JJ6th 

29  th 

26th 

26th 

7th 

26th 

18th 

18th 

31st 

26th 

26th 

27th 

26th 

32d 

rth 

9th 

7th 

9th 

7th 

7th 

7th 

14th 

7th 

14th 

7th 

9th 

14th 

7th 

16th 

7th 

7th 

7th 

17th 

14th 

17th 

14th 

17th 

14th 

16th 

16th 

Boardman,  Samuel  .          

Newburyport. 
Wethersfleld,  Conn. 

1st 

1st 

Bohlen,  B.  and  J 

Philadelphia. 
Do. 

2d 

do 

1st 

Do. 

1st 
1st 

Bool,  W.  H 

Do. 
New  York. 

1st 

Do. 

1st 

1st 

1st 

Breuill,  C.  P.,  by  heirs-  ..   .       

Philadelphia. 

1st 
1st 

brickell,  Josepii,  by  executor  (  Washmgton,  JN.  (J.)  ... 
Brobson,  James,  and  others 

Newbern,  N.  C. 
Wilmington,  Del 

1st 

Broiiaugh,  John  B.,  bv  administrator 

Washington,  D.  C. 
Boston 

1st 

Brooks,  Peter  C.,  and  others               _  _  .. 

1st 

do 

Do 

1st 

Brown,  Samuel _.  .... 

Do 

1st 

Brown,  Samuel,  jr 

Do 

2d 

Brown,  Samuel 

1st 

Newburyport. 

1st 

1st 
1st 

Bulkley,  Chauncey  (Chatham). 

Wethersfleld,  Conn. 

1st 

do ....-.:..::::;:"...::::::".::'".        : 

Do. 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

Bulkley,  Francis,  by  attorney  . 

1st 

3d 

Burr,  James 

1st 

Butler,  Cyrus 

2d 

Bartlett,  Edward 

Newburyport. 

1st 

Booth,  B.,&  Go 

1st 

do 

Do 

1st 

Do. 

1st 

do.: ....:::;:;:::::;::::::;::":::;;;::;;:::: 

Do. 

1st 

Do. 

1st 

Do. 

1st 

Bailey  &  Walker 

Do. 

2d 

do 

Do. 

1st 

Bold  &  Ehoes 

Do. 

2d 

do 

Do. 

1st 

Boyd,  William 

Do. 

1st 

Do 

1st 

do 

Do 

1st 

Brown,  Alexander  ..  

1st 

do 

Do 

1st 

Do 

1st 

Beverly,  Peter  R.  (Norlolk) 

Do. 

1st 

Do. 

1st 

2d 

do 

1st 

Philadelphia. 

2d 

1st 

Biddle,  Clement _. 

Do 

2d 

..    do 

Do 

Ist 

Buchanan,  James  A     ... 

1st 

Briscoe,  Samuel 

Bradbury,  Francis 

Do. 

Vergennes,  Vt 

Babcock,  S.H 

Banister, U.B 

Newburyport. 

Do 

Butler,  Charles 

Bradford,  Henry 

Bristol,  E.I. 
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Ses- 
sion. 


Con- 
gress. 


Names  of  memorialists. 


State  or  city. 


1st 


1st 


1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
2d 
1st 
2d 
2d 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
2d 
2d 
1st 
1st 
2d 
2d 
1st 
Ist 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
2d 
2d 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
Ist 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 


18th 


7th 

7th 

7th 

7th 

21st 

31st 

26th 

22d 

26th 

31st 

22d 

22d 

22d 

23d 

29th 

31st 

23d 

28th 

24th 

26th 

26th 

31st 

29th 

26th 

31st 

27th 

14th 

27th 

27th 

26th 

2«lth 

29th 

29th 

31st 

26th 

29th 

29th 

29th 

31st 

;th 

26th 

29th 

7th 

26th 

29th 

29th 

29th 

26th 

30th 

16th 

31st 

31st 

31st 

26th 

31st 

31st 

26th 

31st 

26th 


Bogert,  Ri^dolph 

Bleecker,  James 

Bell,  J 

Brown,  B.H 

BowDe, Kobt.,and  Chas.  Eddy 

Brueil,  Francis 

Bohlen,.lohn, assignee  of  Ross  &  Surison. 

Biddle,  Thomas 

Barry,  Robert 

Biays,  Philip  G 

Buchanan,  George  A 

Barney,  Louis 

Baltimore  Insurance  Company 

Brown, Stewart 

Barney,  Harriet 

Bank  of  Virginia -. 

Barton,  Thomas  B 

Bree,Ides 

Bonsai,  Calnb 

Beverly.  Robert 

Blount,  John  G.and  Thomas 

Borden,  Benjamin 

Bissel,  Nathaniel  C - 

Bowers,  J  ohn,  by  administrator 

Brown,  Noyes 

Brown,  Stephen 

Brickees,  .John 

Brown,  T 

Carpenter,  Stephen,  by  administrator  ... 

do - - --   

do 

Christopher,  Joseph,  by  his  widow 

do - - 

do 

Crowninshield,  Benjamin,  and  others 

Chever,  James    

Cross,  Joseph,  by  heirs 

Chase.  James,  by  his  widow,  executrix. __ 

do - 

do... 

Combs,  Philip,  and  others 

do   - 

Chalmers,  John  &  Son,  by  heirs. -. 

do — 

Clarke,  Ambrose 

do - 

Champayne,  John  R.,  by  administratrix  _ 

do 

do --- 

Cogswell,  Nathaniel,  by  administrator.  ._ 

Cowper,  John,  and  others    .-- 

do 

do 

do 

Coffin,  David,  by  assignee 

do 

Carlton,  Moses,  and  others 

do 

do... 

Clark.  John  G.,  by  heirs — 

Cook,  Solomon,  by  administrator 

do 

do 

Clarke,  James,  by  administrator . — 

do 

Corby,  Thomas  M.,  by  his  widow 

Causten,  Isaac,  by  his  widow 

do... .- 

.   .    do 

Chase,  James,  by  his  widow,  Sarah 

Cooper,  John  B.,  by  heirs 

Clark,  Peter,  by  administrator 

Conyngham,  D.  H.,  by  executor 

Church,  John  B.,  by  administratrix 

Collins,  Charles,  by  administratrix 

do  

Courtney,  Robert,  by  his  widow 

Crawford,  James,  by  executor 

do - 

Care,  FhUip,  by  executor 

do 


New  York. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Kentucky. 
Norfolk. 

Fredericksburg,  Va. 
Norfolk. 

Do. 
Petersburg,  Va. 
Washington,  N.  C. 
Beaufort,  N.  C. 
Edenton.N.C. 
Cincinnati.  Ohio. 
New  London. 

Do. 
Washington,  N.  C. 

Do. 
Edenton,  N.  C. 

Do. 

Do. 
Calais,  Me. 

Do. 

Do. 
Salem. 

Do. 
Portland. 
Somerset,  Mass. 

Do. 

Do. 
Bangor,  Me. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
New  Hampshire. 
Norfolk. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Boston. 

Do. 
Wiscasset,  Me. 

Do. 

Do. 
Winchester,  Va. 
Provincetown,  Mass. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
Norfolk. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 
Somerset,  Mass. 
(Hampton,  Va.),  N.  Orln'6 

Do. 

Philadelphia. 

Do. 
New  York. 
Bristol,  R.  I. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 
Castine,  Me. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 
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Ses- 1  Con- 
sion.  gress 


Names  of  memorialists. 


State  or  city. 


1st  31st 

1st  1  26th 

Ist  I  3l3t 

1st  26tli 


Ist 

31st 

lat 

18th 

1st 

31st 

1st 

21st 

lat 

26th 

lat 

31st 

1st 

26th 

lat 

31st 

lat 

32d 

lat 

32d 

iHt 

26th 

1.at 

26th 

1st 

26th 

Ist 

26th 

1st 

26th 

lat 

26th 

lat 

26th 

lat 

26th 

lat 

7th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

26th 

lat 

26th 

lat 

7th 

lat 

26th 

lat 

31st 

lat 

26th 

lat 

26th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

2eth 

lat 

26th 

1st 

26th 

Ist 

aith 

1st 

26th 

lat 

26th 

lat 

26th 

lat 

26th 

lat 

26th 

lat 

26th 

lat 

26th 

lat 

26th 

lat 

261h 

lat 

20th 

lat 

26th 

1st 

24th 

Ist 

26th 

1st 

24th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

7th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

26th 

lat 

26th 

1st 

26th 

lat 

26th 

Ist 

26th 

1st 

7th 

lat 

26th 

lat 

26th 

1st 

26th 

lat 

26th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

26th 

Ist 

26th 

tst 

26th 

2d 

24th 

lat 

26th 

lat 

28th 

lat 

26th 

Ist 

26th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

26th 

lat 

7th 

lat 

26th 

2d 

23d 

1st 

26th 

lat 

26th 

lat 

26th 

1st 

26th 

Cameron,  Geo.,  by  heirs,  W.  Cameron 

do 

Chalmers,  Samuel - 

Child,  John  T.,  and  others 

do - 

do. 

Chambers,  James  W --- 

Crooks,  William  and  James  -.- 

Chalmers,  John,  by  legal  representative 

do... 

Crosby,  John,  by  heirs 

do 

Crary,  A.,  &  Sons,  by  heirs  and  representative . 

Crary,  Frederick,  by  heirs 

Cabot,  Joseph  S - 

Caldwell,  John 

Catter,  Jacob 

Caiman,  Joseph,  by  trustees 

Cammack,  William,  by  executor 

Campbell,  Alexander,  by  heirs 

Campbell,  Alexander,  by  administrator 

Campbell,  William,  by  heirs 

Carrere,  John 

do .- 

Carter,  Joshua,  by  assignee 

Carter,  Thomas 

Caton,  Richard 

do... 

Chalmers,  John 

Chase,  Philips 

Chase,  Samuel,  by  administrator 

Chase,  Stephen,  by  administrator 

Chase,  Theodore 

Chase,  William.. 

Child,  Thomas,. 

Clapier.  Louis 

Clapp,  Sam  uel,  by  administrator 

Clarke,  Audley.- -. 

Clark,  Henry 

Clark,  John  L 

Clark  &  Jones 

Clark,  Thomas  M 

Clark  &  Vanuxem 

Clarkson  &  Van  Horn 

Clason,  Isaac,  by  executors.. 

Clements,  Jacob 

Closs  &  Stouffer 

Codman,  John,  by  executor 

do 

Codman,  Stephen 

do 

Co£&n,  Edmund,  by  agent 

do.. 

Coffin,  Samuel,  by  heirs 

Coffin,  Stephen 

Coffin.  William 

Coit,  Benjamin 

Coit,  Levi... 

Coit,  Woolsey  &  Hovrland 

Cole,  William,  by  executor 

do 

CoUes,  Salomon 

Constable,  William,  by  executor. 

Constable,  James,  by  executor 

Conynffham.  Nebit  &  Co. ,  by  survivor 

Cook,  5.  B 

Cook,  William 

Cook,  Zebedee,  and  47  others 

do.. 

Coolidge,  Jonathan,  by  heirs 

Combs,  Philip .,_ 

Coombs,  William,  by  administrator 

Coomley ,  Philip 

Coopman,  Zacharie,  by  trustees 

Coppinger,  Francis,  by  assignee 

Corkle,  John 

Cor rie,  James,  by  representative 

do. 

Cotton,  M.  T.,and  others 

Count,  James,  by  administrator 

Courtenay,  Buchanan  &  Co.,  by  trustees 

Cowper,  John  &  Co 

Coxe,  Daniel  W 


Wilmington,  N.  C. 

Do. 
Westminster,  Md. 
Warren,  B.  I. 

Do. 

Do. 


Baltimore. 

Do. 
Hampden,  Me. 

Do. 
New  York. 

Do. 
Salem. 

Hartford,  Conn. 
Portsmouth,  N.  H. 
Baltimore. 
Norfolk. 
Newburyport. 
New  Bedford. 
Washington,  D.  C. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
Boston. 

Newburyport,  Mass. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
New  York. 
Salem. 

Newburyport. 
Portsmouth,  N.  H. 
Boston. 

Portsmouth,  N.  H. 
Chatham,  Conn. 
Philadelphia. 
Boston. 
Newport. 
Boston. 
Philadelphia. 

Newburyport. 
Philadelphia. 
New  York. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 
Baltimore. 
Boston. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Portland. 

Do. 
Newburyport. 
New  Castle,  Me. 
Nantucket. 
Norwich,  N.  Y. 
New  York. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
New  Haven,  Conn. 
New  York. 

Do. 
(Philadelphia),  New  York 
Norfolk. 

Newburyport,  Mass. 
Newburyport. 

Do. 

Do. 
Bangor,  Me. 
Newburyport. 
Bangor,  Me. 
Baltimore. 
Philadelphia. 
New  York. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
Talladega,  Ala. 

Baltimore. 

Norfolk. 

Philadelphia. 
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Con- 
gress, 


Names  of  memorialists. 


State  or  city. 


2d 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

83 

1st 

2d 

1st 

1st 

1st 

2d 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

2d 

2d 

1st 

1st 

2d 

1st 

1st 

2d 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

2d 

1st 

1st 

Ist 

1st 

Ist 

1st 

1st 

2d 

1st 

1st 

1st 


Uth 

26tli 

7th 

2«tli 

7th 

aith 

2«th 

2Bth 

7tn 

9th 

2Bth 

14th 

22d 

3Bth 

2Sth 

Uth 

19th 

21)  th 

26th 

12th 

3fith 

2lith 

2Uth 

2Hth 

2Hth 

36th 

15th 

Uth 

Uth 

Uth 

7th 

9th 

llth 

7th 

9th 

Uth 

7th 

7th 

nth 

Itth 

7th 

9th 

14th 

7th 

Uth 

16th 

16th 

7th 

16th 

7th 

Uth 

7th 

18th 

16th 


1st 
1st 


7th 
7th 


1st 


7th 


Cox,  John _ - 

...do 

Cox  &Tunno 

...do 

Crafts,  William,  by  heirs 

...do - 

Craig,  John,  by  executor 

Cramond  &  Philips 

Crocker,  Hitchborn  &  Wright,  by  survivor 

...do... 

...do -.-. 

do... 

Cross,  Joseph,  by  heirs 

do - 

Crousillab,  Lewis 

do... - 

do 

Cruger,  Nicholas,  by  executor 

Cunningham,  J.  B 

Curtis,  Henry  D.  and  Charles 

Cushing.  Charles,  as  executor  of  James  Sheafe. 

Cutter,  A.  W 

Cutter,  Daniel  and  Jacob 

Cutts,  Edward 

Cutts,  Edward,  by  administrator — 

Cutts,  Samuel,  by  heirs 

Charleston,  sundry  merchants  of 

Cowper,  Joseph 

Catlett.  Charles  J 

Cripps,  William... 

do 

do - 

Cross  &  Crowley 

do 

do 

Corles,  John,  &  Co 

Campbell,  Harvey  &  Co 

do 

do. 

Corbett,  Thomas,  &  Son 

do .--. 

do 

Cripps,  John  S 

do... 

Colt.Boswell  L 

Campbell  &Eitchie 

Cox,  .Tames 

do.. 

Campbell  &  Wheeler, by  survivor  (Baltimore). 

do 

Campbell,  Archibald,  by  executor 

do 

Campbell,  James 

Clapp,  Frederick 

Chadwick.  Ebenezer 

Cummins,  D 

Coffin,  David 

Coffin,  Nathaniel 

Coffin,  John-. 

Carter,  Joshua... 

Curnier.  S.  H 

Campbell,  Duncan  P 

Craig,  William 

Champlin,  John  T 

Crary.J.S 

Caiman,  .Joseph,  &  Co 

Cross,  Truman 

Cowper,  John 

Care,  Philip,  by  executor 

Care,  William  E 

Cooper,  John  B 

Cameron,  John 

Crocher,  D... 

Carnochin,  John 

Crafts,  Harriet  and  Margaret 

Craig,  Samuel 

Cary.Joseph 

Champayne  &  Dyme 

Champayne,  Marianne  R. 

CoItRoswell  L 

Coffin,  Isaac 

Columbian  Insurance  Co 


Norfolk,  Va. 

Do. 
Charleston. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 
Charleston. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Portland. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 

Do. 
New  York. 
Norfolk. 

Portsmouth,  N.  H. 
Portland. 
Portsmouth,  N.  H. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Charleston. 
Norfolk. 

Do. 
Alexandria. 
Charleston. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
New  York. 
Charleston, 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do, 
Lowell,  N.J. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 
Norfolk. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 
Boston. 

Do. 
Salem. 
Newburyport. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
New  York. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
Norfolk. 
Port  Eoyal,  Va. 

Do. 
New  Orleans. 
Wilmington,  N.  C. 
Charleston. 

Do. 

Do. 
Alexandria. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
Paterson,  N.  J. 
Nantucket. 
New  York. 
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Ses- 

Con- 

sion. 

gress. 

1st 

26th 

■M 

19th 

1st 

18th 

2ri 

anth 

1st 

a2d 

I.St 

24th 

Hd 

arth 

Ist 

21st 

1st 

32a 

1st 

26th 

ad 

29th 

1st 

31st 

Ist 

22d 

1st 

26th 

1st 

23d 

1st 

aeth 

M 

24th 

ad 

2.5th 

2d 

24th 

1st 

a6th 

1st 

aeth 

ad 

29th 

1st 

31st 

ad 

29th 

1st 

31st 

1st 

24th 

ad 

29th 

ad 

29th 

1st 

irth 

l.st 

31st 

ad 

29th 

1st 

26th 

ad 

29th 

1st 

20th 

ad 

a9th 

1st 

31st 

ad 

29th 

1st 

30th 

1st 

31st 

ad 

29th 

1st 

30th 

1st 

31st 

1st 

30th 

1st 

3l3t 

1st 

32d 

1st 

26th 

Ist 

22d 

1st 

31st 

Ist 

26th 

1st 

24th 

M 

arth 

1st 

31st 

ad 

20th 

Ist 

26th 

1st 

31st 

l.st 

26th 

l.st 

3Dth 

1st 

7th 

1st 

35th 

ad 

29th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

17th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

2Bth 

1st 

24th 

J  St 

26th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

26th 

ad 

Uth 

l.st 

28th 

Ist 

26th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

26th 

Names  of  memorialists. 


State  or  city. 


De  Peyster,  Frederick,  and  others 

do 

Dagget,  Henry,  .ir 

Dexter,  Edward j»... 

do 

do... 

do 

Dauphin,  John,  by  his  widow 

Doane,  Nathaniel,  by  his  widow 

do 

do .  — 

do 

Douglass,  Daniel  (New  Ijondon) 

do 

De  Laporto,  Frederick,  by  administrator  - . 
do 

Dunham,  Blisha 

....do 

Davenport,  Edward  -J.,  and  others.. 

do - 

Delano,  Thomas,  by  heirs 

Dorsey ,  -J  ohn  E. ,  bv  executrix 

....do 

Dumeste,  John,  by  heirs 

do 

Dorr,  Andrew  C.,by  his  widow. ., ., 

do 

Dashiels,  Henry,  by  his  widow 

do. 

do 

Dwerhagen  &  Grovercnan,  by  survivor 

Dunham,  Daniel,  by  heirs.. _. 

do 

Dodge,  P.,  by  executor ., 

do 

do 

Dunlap,  John,  by  heirs  (Alexandria,  D.  C.)  . 

do 

do.. 

Dorsett,  Fielder,  by  heirs 

do 

do 

Derose,  John  J.,  by  heirs 

Dunant,  Edward,  by  heirs 

do 

do... _ 

Davenport,  Anthony,  by  executor __. 

do 

do 

do 

do ;.;" 

Dexter,  Stephen 

do 

do. \.^^]V^.[ 

Deale,  James 

.  ...do.. 

do ....;;.;i; 

Dunlap,  William 

do 

do.... " 

Dagell,  F.,  jr 

Dana,  Maria 

Dart,  Joseph 

Dashiel,  George  W 

do 

Davenport,  John,  by  administrator 

Davenport,  Moses 

Davenport,  S.  H , 

Davidson,  WilUam,  by  assignee 

Davis,  JohnP 

do. 


Davis,  Jonathan,  and  others 

Davis,  Mary 

Davis,  Richard 

Davis,  "William  and  Thomas,  by  survivor  . 

Dean,  Joseph,  by  executor 

do- 


Deaning.  John 

Delafield,  Henry,  by  executor. 
Delafield,  John,  by  executor. .. 

Deeming,  James 

Dennett,  Lemuel 

Dennis,  Richard _ 


New  Tork. 

Do. 
New  Haven,  Conn. 
Providence. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Chatham,  Conn. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Westford,  Conn. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
Lee,  Mass. 

Do. 
St.  Louis,  Mo. 

Do. 
New  York. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Boston. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Norwich,  Conn. 

Do. 
Salem. 

Do. 

Do. 
Camden,  S.  C. 

Do. 

Do. 
Maryland. 

Do. 

Do. 
Bridgeport.  Conn. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 

Do. 
Newburyport. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Providence,  E.  I. 

Do. 

Do. 
Maryland. 

Do. 

Do. 
Port  Eoyal,  Va. 

Do. 

Do. 
New  Haven,  Conn. 
Portsmouth,  Ohio. 
Chatham,  Conn. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
Newburyport. 

Do. 
St.  Louis,  Mo. 
Philadelphia. 
Boston. 

Do. 

Do. 
Gloucester,  Mass. 
Philadelphia. 
Plymouth,  Mass. 
Alexandria. 

Do. 
Portland. 
New  York. 

Do. 
Portland. 

Do. 
Savannah,  Ga. 
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1st 
ist 
1st 
1st 
1st 
Ist 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 


Con- 
gress, 


1st 


.St 

1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
2d 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
Ist 
1st 

l3t 


7th 

20th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

31st 

26th 

26th 

24th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

7th 

16th 

26th 

29th 

31st 

26th 

7th 

26th 

7th 

26th 

26th 

24th 

26th 

26th 

7th 

31st 

26th 

16th 

7th 

9th 

Uth 

7th 

Uth 

7th 

7th 

7th 

14th 

Itjth 

Uth 

17th 


7th 


22d 

26th 

31st 

26th 

25th 

29th 

31st 

26th 

29th 

31st 

29th 

30th 

3l3t 

31st 

24th 

26th 


Names  ot  memorialists. 


Dennison,  Elisha,  and  others 

do ; 

Derby,  John 

Derby,  Samuel  G 

Desdoity,  John  B.,  by  executor _ 

Dexter,  A.  A 

Dexter,  George  W 

Dexter,  Samuel _ 

Dexter,  Theodore 

do "....".V".'..''. 

Dole,  David _ 

Donaldson,  James,  &  Co.  (Fayetteville,  N.  C.)  . 
Donaldson,  Robert  and  James  (Fayetteville,  N. 
Donnell,  John 

do ;..\;^;ii;;..; 

Dorr,  Ehenezer,  by  executor 

Dorsett,  Samuel,  by  heirs 

do 

Downes,  Abijah,  by  attorney *. 

Dubernat,  John  A 

do ...; 

Dugan,  Cumberland 

do 

Duncan,  "William,  by  trustee 

Dunham,  Elisha,  and  George Boardman  ... 

do 

Dunlap,  William,  by  heirs  

Dunlap,  William,  &  Co.,  by  survivor , 

do.. 

do 

Denton,  Hall  &  Nathan,  by  survivor 

Davidson,  Gilbert  and  John 

do 

do 

Depau,  Francis 

do , 

Depau  &  Teretain 

Dairal,  E.,  &  Co 

De  Saussure , 

....  do 

Douglass,  Georgre 

Dunlap  &  Herbert,  by  survivor 

Donath.  Joseph  

Dennet,  Lemuel 

Dodd,  Ben.iamin 

Davis,  John  

Dorr,  Nathaniel 

Dorr,  John 

Derby,  Eiias  H.,  by  executor __. 

Devereaux,  H 

Deman,  O.  N.  A.,  by  administrator 

Dunham,  John 

Delaplaine,  John  F  

Dickinson,  Charles 

Dias,  .Joseph  Lopez 

Dunant  &  Gilpin,  by  survivor 

Dugan.  .Joseph 

Donaldson,  Samuel  I „. 

Donaldson,  John  1 

De  la  Roche.  George  F 

Digrgrs.  Beverly , 

Dickson,  James 

Donaldson,  Robert 

Dyme,  John,  jr 

Dunlap  &  Irwin _ 

Dennison,  John  J 

Delaware  Insurance  Co 

Ell  well,  Payne,  by  heirs  and  executor 

do 

do 

Edmunds,  Thomas;  by  executor  _- 

do.- 

do 

do 

Eckert,  John,  jr.,  by  administrator 

do 

do 

Etting,  Reuben.. 

do.... 

Emerson,  Edward,  by  heirs 

Edwards,  Thomas,  by  executor 

Eddy,  Caleb,  by  administrator 

do 


C). 


State  or  city. 


New  London. 

Do. 
Salem. 
Boston. 
Philadelphia. 
Cross  Keys,  Ala 
Gloucester,  Mass. 

Do. 
Boston. 
Do. 
Newburyport. 
Norfolk. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
Boston. 
Nottingham,  Md. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 
Baltimore. 

Do 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Lee,  Mass. 

Do. 
Port  Royal,  Va. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Maryland. 
Charleston. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 
AlexandTia. 
Philadelphia. 
Portland. 
Boston. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Salem. 

Do. 
Newburyport. 
Norwich,  (Jonn. 
New  York. 

Do. 

Do. 
Wilmington,  Del. 
Philadelphia. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Wilmington,  N.  C. 
Norfolk. 
Baltimore. 
Camden,  S.  C. 
New  London. 
Philadelphia. 
Waldoboro,  Me. 

Do. 

Do. 
Virginia. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Maine. 

Boston. 
Do. 


S.  Doc.  231,  pt.  1- 
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Ses- 
sion. 


Con- 
gress. 


Names  of  memorialists. 


State  or  city. 


1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
Jst 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 


Ist 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

2d 

2d 

1st 

2d 

1st 

2d 

1st 

2d 

2d 

1st 

2d 

2d 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

2d 

1st 

1st 

1st 

2d 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

2d 

2d 

1st 

1st 

2d 

1st 

1st 


26th 

26th 

31st 

26th 

26th 

26th 

17th 

26th 

2ith 

26th 

26th 

7th 

7th 

loth 

16th 

leth 

7th 


2Bth 

18th 

26th 

17th 

18th 

18th 

19th 

26th 

29th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

29th 

29th 

26th 

29th 

29th 

31st 

31st 

26th 

31st 

33a 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

31st 

26th 

14th 

17th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

7th 

26th 

26  th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

Uth 

26th 

24th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

29th 

Uth 

7th 

9th 

Uth 

7th 

7th 


Eddy,  Thomas 

Edmunds,  Nicholas 

Edwards,  Seth 

Eiseleu,  Conrad,  by  administrator  (Philadelphia) . . 

Ellis,  George,  by  administrator 

Elmendorf,  Edmund 

Emerson,  Joseph 

do 

Emery,  Moses  ._ 

do 

English,  Thomas .- 

Easton,  David 

—  do 

—  do.— 

EUicott,  Andrew 

Etting,  Solomon _ 

Eiselen  &  Home 

Eddy,  Benjamin,  by  administrator  ...: 

Eddy,  Thomas,  by  executor 

Eckert,  George 

Ellicott,  EliaSj  trustee,  David  Stewart  &  Sons 

Ellis,  Amarylis , 

Edmonston,  Charles 

Ellicott,  Thomas 

Evans,  Hugh  W 

ElUs,  John  S 

Edmonds,  Nicholas 

Forbes,  Jehial 

do 

Fitch,  Pelatiah 

do 

do 

Fry, Benjamin 

do 

do 

B^letcher  &  Otway,  by  survivor,  by  heirs 

do 

Falconer,  Abraham,  by  heirs 

do 

Fanning,  Patrick,  by  heirs 

Fuller,  Belcher,  by  administrator  (Beaufort,  N.  C. ) . 

do _ 

Fuller,  Nathan,  by  heirs  (Beaufort,  N.  C.) 

Eraser,  Thomas,  by  heirs _ 

Foster,  William,  by  heirs,  by  his  widow 

Francis,  Daniel,  by  heirs 

do... 

Fort,  Glovina 

Falls  &  Brown,  by  survivor 

Farris,  William _ 

Fellows,  Nathaniel 

Ferguson*  Gibson 

Ferguson,  Robert,  by  executor 

do 

Fette,  M.  M.  and  H.  G 

Fisher,  James  G , 

do. 

do. 


Fitzsimons,  Charles  (Christopher) 

Fletcher,  John  W.,  by  representative 

Fohoy,  Thomas,  by  executor  (Washington,  N.  C.) 

do 

Foord,  E.  G 

Forrest,  Daniel  D 

Foster,  William,  by  administrator ' 

Francis,  Daniel _ \ 

Eraser,  Thomas,  by  attorney 

do ^1 

Frazar,  Samuel  A.,  and  others 

...do ;.; 

Frost,  John,  by  heirs _ ._ 

Frothingham,  Andrew,  and  others,  survivor II 

Frothingham,  Benjamin 

Frothingham,  Henry '_ 

Frothingham,  Stephen '"'.'. 

Fry,  Christopher _ 

Fuller.  Nathan  Ss  Belcher,  by  heirs ...' 

Finley,  David 

Fitzsimmons,  Christopher 

do 

...do '.'.'..'..'." 

Fuller,  Abraham 

Ferguson  &  Robertson ....... 


Rahway,  N.  J. 
Virginia. 
Gloucester,  Mas.^ 
Baltimore. 
Newbern,  N.  C. 
New  York. 
Limerick,  Me. 

Do. 
Newburyport. 

Do, 
Boston, 
Alexandria. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 
Boston. 
New  York. 
Milton,  Pa. 
Baltimore. 
Newborn,  N.  C. 
Charleston. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
Newbern,  N.  C 
Virginia. 
New  Haven,  Conn. 

Do. 
Athens,  N.  Y. 

Do. 

Do. 
Newport. 

Do. 

Do. 
Alexandria. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
Norwich,  Conn. 
Houston,  Tex. 

Do. 

Do. 
Charleston. 
Wiscasset,  Me. 
Hartford,  Conn. 

Do. 

Baltimore. 

Newburyport. 

Boston. 

Port  Tobacco,  Md. 

Do. 

Do. 
St.  Louis,  Mo. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 

Do. 
Charleston. 
Alexandria. 
Beaufort,  N.  C. 

Do. 
St.  Loxiis,  Mo. 
Wilmington,  N.  C. 
Wiscasset,  Me. 
Wethersfleld,  Conn. 
Hamburg,  S.  C. 

Do. 
Bordentown,  N.  J. 

Do. 
Salem. 
Newburirport. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Norfolk. 
Beantort.  N.  C. 

Charleston. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
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Ses- 
sion. 


Con- 
gress. 


Names  of  memorialists. 


State  or  city. 


1st 

1st 

1st. 

2i 

1st 

Ist 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

2d 

1st 

2d 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

2d 

2d 

let 

1st 

2d 

1st 

1st 

1st 

Ist 

1st 

2d 

Ist 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

let 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

2d 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

Ist 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

Ist 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

2d 

1st 

1st 

2d 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

Ist 

1st 

1st 


7th 

ISth 

26th 

29th 

20th 

14th 

22d 

24th 

23d 

26th 

37th 

18th 

29th 

7th 

16th 

18th 

26th 

29th 

29th 

29th 

26th 

30th 

31st 

26th 

31st 

3lBt 

31st 

29th 

7th 

14th 

31st 

31st 

31st 

31st 

26th 

31st 

31st 

26th 

31st 

32d 

34th 

34th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

7th 

14th 

7th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

7th 

16th 

26th 

7th 

24th 

26th 

26th 

14th 

17th 

26th 

26th 

24th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

19th 


Frazer,  Samuel  A 

Franklin,  Robinson  &  Co 

Fisher,  Thomas - 

Ferguson,  James 

Ferguson,  John _ 

Fletcher,  Charles - 

Frost,  John _ 

Fitzhugh,  Alexander - 

FendalT,  Philip  Richard 

Goodrich,  James,  and  others 

do 

do , 

Groning,  Lewis,  and  others 

do... 

Greene, David, by  administrator  (Roxbury, Mass.) 

do 

Gladding,  Nathaniel,  and  others 

do - 

Griswold,  George,  and  others 

do 

Gibson,  John,  by  administrator,  and  others 

Gilmer,  Robert,  by  executor 

do 

do 

do 

do 

Gilbert,  George,  by  executor. _ 

do 

do 

Glassell,  Andrew,  by  heirs  and  executor 

do 

Goodhue,  Benjamin,  by  executor 

do 

Gaylord,  Lucinda,  and  others _ 

Groverman,  Anthony,  by  administrator 

do ...- 

Gairdner,  James,  by  administrator 

do 

do. 

Gibbs,  William  R.,  and  others 

Gait,  Alexander — 

Gait,  William  R 

Griffith,  Stephen,  by  heirs,  and  others , 

do 

Geyer,  F.  W.,  by  heirs,  and  others 

Glavary,  Francis  R., by  heirs 

do. 

Gullego,  Joseph,  by  heirs - 

Gibbs,  George,  by  executrix 

do 

Gage,  Jonathan 

Gardner,  Caleb,  by  executor 

Gardner,  James 

Gardner,  Paul  &  Sons 

Gatewood,  F  

Gatewood,  Rlo^iard 

Gaylord,  Aaron,  by  administrator  (Augusta,  Ga.).. 

Gaylord,  William  (Hartford,  Conn.J 

Granish,  Jacob 

Geyer,  John 

do 

Ghequire,  Charles,  by  trustees 

Gilbert,  George 

Gilbert,  William  R 

Gilbert  &  Aspinwall 

Gilman,  Nicholas  (Kennebunk) 

Gilmer,  Robert  &  Son 

do 

do. 

Gilmer,  Robert,  and  others 

do 

Gilpatrick,  Richard 

Gilpin,  Joshua  (Wilmington,  Del.) 

Girard,  Stephen ._ 

do 

Glazier.  Benjamin 

Goddard,  Nathaniel 

Goddard,  Thatcher,  by  administrator 

....do... 

Goelet,  Peter,  by  executor 

Glouveneur,  .Joseph,  by  executor 

Gouveneur,  S 

Gracie,  Archibald 


Boston. 

New  York. 

Philadelphia. 

Baltimore. 

Port  Tobacco,  Md. 

Alexandria. 

Do. 
Virginia. 
Alexandria. 
New  Haven,  Conn. 

Do. 

Do. 
Charleston. 

Do. 
Concord,  N.  H. 

Do. 
Bristol,  R.  I. 

Do. 
New  York. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Norwich,  Conn. 

Do. 

Do. 
Fredericksburg,  Va. 

Do. 
Salem. 

Do. 
Hartford,  Conn. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
Charleston. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 


Chatham,  Conn. 

Do. 
Charleston. 
New  Orleans. 

Do. 
Richmond,  Va. 
New  York. 

Do. 
Newburyport. 
Newport. 
Charleston. 
Nantucket. 
Norfolk. 

Do. 
Hartford,  Conn. 
Augusta,  Ga. 
Newburyport. 
Charleston. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 
Norwich,  Conn. 

Do. 
New  York. 
WeUs,  Me. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Kennebunk,  Me. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 

Do. 
Newburyport. 
Boston. 

Do. 

Do. 
New  York. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
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Ses- 
sion. 


Con- 
gress. 


Names  of  memorialists. 


State  or  city. 


1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 


1st 
1st 


1st 
1st 
1st 
Ist 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
2d 
1st 
2d 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 


26tll 

glith 

Uth 

28th 

Uth 

28th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

24th 

28th 

18th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

31st 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

Tth 

rth 

Tth 

9th 

Tth 

9th 

Tth 

9th 

Tth 

14th 

ITth 

loth 


Tth 
Tth 


Tth 

liith 

ICth 

18th 

lath 

16th 

Tth 

3Uth 

1+th 

ITth 

Uth 

ITth 

Uth 

luth 

ITth 


Gracie,  W - 

Graham,  G.,  by  administrator 

Graham,  T.,  by  heirs 

do 

Granbury,  John,  by  administrator,  widow  . 

do 

Granbury,  Mary 

Granger,  I.,  Doctor 

Gray,  Edward 

Gray,  Francis  C 

Gray,  William,  by  executor 

do - 

Gray,  William,  and  others 

Gray,  William 

Green,  Charles  W.,  by  administrator, 

Green,  Samuel,  by  attorney 

Greenleaf,  Jacob - 

Gregory,  George,  by  heirs 

Griffith,  Francis  B 

Griffith,  Robert  E 

Groning,  Lewis  and  R '. 

Grubb,  James,  by  executrix 

Grundy,  George,  by  trustee 

George,  schooner,  owners  of 

Gairdner,  Edward  &  Co 

Gadsen,  Phillip 

Gordon,  James 

.....do 

Gregory,  James 

Gilchrist,  A 

...do 

Gordon,  Peter 

Goddard,  John - 

do 

Gilmer,  William 

Geyer,  Frederick  W 

Green,  David 

Goddard,  William  D 

Gregory,  John 

Gray,  John  C 

Gunchard,  John 

Gibson,  James 

Gurney  &  Smith,  by  survivor 

Grubb,  Hannah 

Gilmer,  Robert,  &  Sons 

Granberry,  Susannah _ 

Granberry,  James 

Gardner.  Paul,  jr 

Gilmer,  Robert,  &  Co 

Goddard,  John 

Gettings  &  Smith 

Hilldeap,  Thomas  I 

Hoffman,  George 

Hindman,  James, _ 

HoUins  &  McBlair 

Hutton,  James 

Hawkins,  James  L 

Holmes,  Hudson  &  Co.,  by  survivor.. 

Huggins,  B6n.]amin,  by  administrator 

Hunt,  William.. 

Henry,  Alexander 

do. 


Harrison,  George 

do 

Hoffman,  John 

Hunt,  Wilson. 

Hatch,  Mark 

Holbrooke 

Hancock,  John 

Haskell,  Solomon 

Hoy  t,  Nathan 

Ham,  Thomas 

Hale,  Thomas 

Haskell,  Mark _, 

Hunt,  Betsy 

Hunt,  Elias 

Haskell,  Ignatius 

Holmes,  James  L 

Hatch,  Amos 

Hart,  William,  by  administrator  . 

Hotchkiss.  William  S.,jr 

Hoffman,  Martin 


New  York. 
Norfolk. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Edenton,  N.  O. 
New  York. 
Boston. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Boston.  Mass. 
Boston. 
Concord,  N.  H. 
Newburyport. 
Boston. 

Owings's  Mills,  Md, 
Philadelphia. 
Charleston. 
Philadelphia. 
Baltimore. 

Charleston. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 
Portsmouth,  N.  H. 

Do. 
Baltimore, 
Boston. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Salem. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 
Norfolk. 
Edenton.  N.C. 
Nantucket. 
Baltimore. 
Philadelphia. 
Baltimore. 
Charleston. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Bustleton.Pa. 
Newburyport. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 
Boston. 
Castine,  Me. 
Boston. 

Do. 
Newburyport. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Plympton. 
Newport. 
Saybrook,  Conn. 
Ne'w  Haven,  Conn. 
New  York. 
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Ses- 

Con- 

sion. 

gress. 

"fst" 

Yih" 

1st-, 

Tth 

1st 

7th 

Isr, 

ISth 

1st-, 

26th 

ad 

29th 

1st, 

31st 

1st 

2+th 

iRt 

18th 

1st 

26th 

Ist 

19th 

1st 

19th 

ad 

19th 

1st 

aeth 

1st 

20th 

1st 

31st 

1st 

24th 

1st 

26th 

■M 

21st 

1st 

22d 

2d 

21st 

1st 

24th 

ad 

23d 

1st 

26th 

ad 

29th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

26th 

Ist 

28th 

1st 

26th 

ad 

29th 

l.st 

31st 

ad 

29th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

29th 

ad 

29th 

1st 

24th 

Ist 

26th 

1st 

31st 

•ad 

29th 

ad 

29th 

1st 

3l8t 

1st 

26th 

ad 

29th 

ad 

29th 

ad 

29th. 

1st 

7th 

l.st 

30th 

ad 

14th 

1st 

31st 

1st 

26th 

1st 

31st 

1st 

26th 

1st 

31st 

1st 

26th 

1.st 

31st 

1st 

7th 

Ist 

26th 

ad 

14th 

Ist 

irth 

1st 

31st 

1st 

31st 

1st 

28th 

1st 

31st 

l.st 

26th 

1st 

31st 

1st 

31st 

l.st 

31st 

1st 

31st 

Ist 

31st 

1st 

31st 

1st 

26th 

1st 

31st 

1st 

26th 

ad 

28th 

1st 

31st 

2d 

32d 

1st 

26th 

Ist 

31st 

Names  of  memorialists. 


State  or  city. 


Hoyt.G 

Havens,  Gabriel 

HoUingsworth,  Samuel 

Holmes,  rTohn,  by  administrator 

Hoffman,  David 

Hartshorne.  William 

Hamilton,  Robert _ 

Hampson,  Beyard 

Henshaw,  David,  by  heirs 

do 

do 

do 

....do 

Hooper,  William  and  Natlianiel 

Hays,  Samuel 

Haskel,  Ignatius  and  Solomon __ 

do 

.....do. 

Huttleson,  Henry 

Hathaway,  James,  by  administrator 

do 

do 

Hatch,  Crowell,  by  administrator 

do 

do 

do 

Hudson,  Jonathan,  by  administrator 

do 

do 

Hay  man,  Casper,  by  attorney 

Hammond,  Henry,  by  heirs 

do 

Hemstead,  Josiah,  by  executor.. 

do... 

Handy,  William,  by  executor.. 

do 

do 

Hedge,  Benjamin,  by  administrator 

Holmes,  Barzilla,  by  heirs 

do 

do 

...do 

Hammond,  Philip,  by  heirs 

do 

Hogg,  John,  by  heirs  and  by  trustee.. 

do 

Halsey,  ThomasL 

Holmes,  Pelham,  by  heirs 

Hodgson,  William,  by  his  widow. 

do 

do 

do 

Ham,  William,  by  administrator 

do 

Howland,  Cornelius,  by  executor 

do 

Huntress,  David  or  Daniel,  by  administrator  . 
do 

Haga,  Godfred,  and  others 

do 

do 

do 

do 

Hooper,  Isaac,  by  heirs 

Huntington,  Jabez,  by  heirs 

do 

Higgenbotham,  Thomas,  by  heirs... 

do 

Hill,  Samuel,  by  heirs 

Hooker,  Homer,  by  heirs .- 

Hartshorne.  Richard,  by  heirs 

Hathaway,  T.  V.,  by  administrator 

Hill,  Edward,  and  others 

Henderson,  Ferguson  &  Gibson,  by  survivor.. 
do 

Hall,  Elijah,  by  heirs 

do 

do 

do 

Hacketer,  James 

do 


New  York. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 
Alexand  ria. 

Do. 

Do. 
Middlebury,  Vt. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Marblehead,  Mass. 

Do. 
New  York. 
Bangor,  Me. 

Do! 

Edenton,  N.  C. 

Do. 

Do. 
Boston. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do, 

Do. 
Alexandria. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 
Hartford,  Conn. 

Do. 


Plymouth.  Mass. 

Do. 
Boston. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Salem. 

Do. 
Fayetteville,  N.  C. 

Do. 
Providence. 
North  Plympton,  Mass. 
Alexandria. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Portsmouth,  N.  H. 

Do. 
New  Bedford. 

Do. 
Portsmouth,  N.  H. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Marblehead. 
Norwich,  Conn. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
Portsmouth,  N.  H. 

New  York. 
Edenton,  N.C, 
Swansboro,  N.C. 
Port  Tobacco,  Md. 

Do. 
Portsmouth,  N.H. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Bristol,  Me. 

Do. 
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Ses- 
sion. 


Con- 
gress. 


Names  of  memorialists. 


State  or  city. 


1st 
1st 
1st 

l9t 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

3d 

Ist 

1st 

ad 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

Ist 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

Ist 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

lat 

1st 

1st 

1st 

Ist 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

2a 

1st 

1st 

2d 

1st 

1st 


1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
2d 

3a 

1st 


28th 

26th 

2flth 

7th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

7th 

9th 

Uth 

26th 

26th 

27th 

26th 

26th 

2«th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

7th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

24th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

7th 

16th 

26th 

7th 

16th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

24th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

31st 

26th 

36tn 

17th 

26th 

26  th 

Uth 

7th 

9th 

Uth 

7th 

Uth 


7th 

7th 

23d 

Uth 

26th 

29th 

26th 


HaU,  Thomas  B 

Hallam,  George 

Hallet,  Richard  8 

Hamilton,  James,  by  attorney 

do. 

Hart,  Richard  W  

Hartshorne,  Rhinelanders  &  Co. 

Harvey,  John,  by  heirs 

Haslett,  John - 

.—do 

do 

do 

Hasty,  William 

Hatch,  Henry , 

Havens,  John 

Havens,  Nathaniel  A.,  by  executor 

Havens,  Philetus,  by  administrator. 

Hays,  Judah.. 

Henry,  Thomas,  by  executor 

Hersey,  Eliza _ 

Hewton,  Solomon,  by  administrator 

Higginson,  Stephen 

Hill,  Mark  L.,and  others 

Hillen.John 

do 

Hillebarton,  A - - 

Hilton,  Hall 

Hinton,  J.  B.,  by  administrator 

Hodgson,  Charlotte  .-'. 

Hodges,  Benjamin 

Hoffman,  Peter,  &  Sons,  by  survivor 

Hoffman  &  Seton,by  survivor 

Holbrook,  Edward 

do. 

Hall,  Edward,  by  executor 

Holland,  Stephen 

HoUingsworth,  Thomas  and  Samuel,  by  survivor  . 

do 

do 

HoUins,  John 

do 

do 

Holmes,  Hudson  &  Co 

Holmes,  John,  by  administrator 

Hoovey,  Thomas 

Horne,.Tohn  S.,  by  trustees 

Horner,  Benjamin  P 

do 

Horton,  Rufus  and  John 

Hough,  Benjamin  R 

Howard,  William 

Howland,  Joseph,  by  assignee 

Hoyt,  Joseph  

Hoyt  &  Tom, by  survivor 

Hudson,  Jonathan,  by  heirs 

Hume, Henry - 

Hunt.W.G 

Huntress,  Daniel, by  administrator  __ 

do 

Hurd,  Jesse, by  heirs  (Chatham) 

Hasty,  Robert 

Hartford,  Conn.,  underwriters,  by  E.  Williams 

Howland, Daniel, for  Marine  Insurance  Company. 

Hooe, Robert  F.,&  Co., by  survivor 

Hazlehurst,  Richara,  &  Co 

do 

do 

Hargreavea,  T.  and  I 

Haga,  Godfred,  &  Co.'" '...'.. 

Hastings,  Jonas 

Haskins,  Govert.. 

Hall,  George  William 

Houston,  John  H 

Harvey,  Henry 

Hathaway,  Thomas  N - 

Holmes,  Jabish ._ 

Hanrahan,  John 

Ives,  Thomas  P 

Irwin,  Thomas,  and  James  Dnnlap,  by  executor. . 

do 

Ives,  Charles  I 

Israel,  Samuel,  by  assignee,  administrator. 


Boston. 
New  London. 
New  York. 
Charleston. 

Do. 
Saybrook,  Conn. 
Shrewsbury,  N.  J. 
Washington,  N.  G. 
Charleston. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Hope,  Me. 
Boston.  . 
Portsmouth,  N.  H. 

Do. 
New  York. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 

Newbnryport. 
Boston. 

Phippsburg,  Me. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
Portsmouth,  N.  H, 
Somerset,  Mass. 
Raleigh,  N.C. 
Alexandria. 
Salem. 
Baltimore. 
New  York. 
Boston. 

Do. 
Romney.Md. 
Bangor,  Me. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Portland. 
Baltimore. 
Boston. 

Do. 
Portland. 
Gloucester,  Mass. 
Portland. 
New  York. 
New  bury  port. 
New  York. 
Baltimore. 
Bristol,  R.I. 
Newburyport. 
Portsmouth,  N.  H. 

Do. 
Middle  Haddam,  Conn. 
Hope,  Me. 
Hartford,  Conn. 
Baltimore. 
Alexandria. 
Charleston. 

Do. 

Do. 
Charleston. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
Romney,  Md. 
Washington,  D.  O. 
Newbern,  N.  G. 
Edenton,  N.  C. 
New  London. 
Washington,  N.  CL 
Providence. 
Alexandria. 

Do. 
Providence- 
Philadelphia. 
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Ses- 
sion. 

Con- 
gress. 

Names  of  memorialists. 

State  or  city. 

1st 

17tli 

7tli 

14th 

IStll 

29tli 

24tli 

81st 

18th 

29th 

31st 

18th 

26th 

31st 

29th 

26th 

26th 

7th 

18th 

9th 

14th 

17th 

27th 

7th 

18th 

29th 

26th 

31st 

7th 

18th 

31st 

7th 

18th 

25th 

7th 

18th 

31st 

18th 

26th 

31sit 

23d 

26th 

31st 

31st 

31st 

26th 

26th 

7th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

?6th 

26th 

12th 

29th 

26th 

31st 

26th 

26th 

7th 

14th 

7th 

7th 

16th 

Philadelphia. 
Alexandria. 
Do 

1st 
2d 

Irwin,  Thomas,  ,ir 

.do .      , 

1st 

Do. 

2d 

Do. 

2d 

..:..do  

Do. 

1st 

do 

Do. 

1st 

do 

2d 

do 

Do. 

1st 

do 

Do. 

1st 

do 

New  Haven,  Conn. 

2d 

do        ..                                     .         . 

Do. 

1st 
2d 

do 

do - 

Do. 
Do. 

1st 

do .           .                .         . 

Hartford.  Conn. 

1st 

do 

Portland. 

1st 
1st 

do 

do 

Philadelphia 
Do. 

2d 

....do 

Do. 

2d 

do 

Do. 

1st 

do 

Do. 

3d 

do 

Do. 

1st 

do       ..                                                 .                    .      . 

Baltimore. 

1st 

.  -do   . 

Do. 

2d 

do - 

Do. 

1st 

do 

Do. 

1st 

....  do   .    ...                                          ...  ... 

Do. 

Ist 

Ist 

do -.- 

Do. 

1st 

do 

Do. 

1st 

..do     ...                 .          -            -   .              

New  York. 

1st 

do 

Do. 

1st 

do 

Do. 

1st 

do 

1st 

.do.      ..                                  

Do. 

1st 

....  do 

Do. 

Ist 

do - 

1st 

....do 

Do. 

1st 

.do       

Do. 

1st 

Jackson,  Richard                                .  .. 

Do. 

1st 
1st 

do - 

Do. 

Hudson,  N.  Y. 

1st 

1st 

1st 

Jackson,  Abraham,  by  heirs 

Newburyport. 

1st 

1st 
1st 

Jaffray,  James, by  administrator.  B.C. Howard 

Baltimore. 
Do. 

1st 

Jan verin, George, by  executor - 

Portsmouth,  N.  H. 

1st 

Newburyport. 
Do. 

Ist 

1st 

1st 

.Johnson,  Eliazer       ..-                 

Do. 

1st 

Middletown,  Conn. 

1st 

2d 

1st 

Philadelphia. 

1st 
1st 

Boston. 
Do. 

1st 
1st 

Philadelphia. 

2d 

Do. 

1st 

Johnston,  Christopher,  by  executrix   ...... 

Baltimore. 

1st 

Do. 

1st 

do 

Do. 

Newburyport. 

Philadelphia. 

.Johnston,  Maria  S        ..    

Do. 

1st 

7th 

Janney,  Elisha                                                 .    . 

Alexandria. 

Virginia. 

1st 

18th 

26th 

20th 

14th 

23d 

24th 

7th 

26th 

agth 

7th 
26th 

Ketchum,  John  J.,  by  his  widow           

Newburyport. 

1st 

Do. 

1st 

1st 

Do. 

1st 

do ---- 

Do. 

Ist 

do 

Do. 

lat 

Korn,  John  Jacob,  by  heirs    

Alexandria. 

1st 

Do. 

2d 

do : 

Do. 

1st 

Do. 

Ist 

do -- 

Do. 
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Con- 


Names  of  memorialists. 


State  or  city. 


2d 
2d 
2d 
2d 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
Ist 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
Ist 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
Ist 
1st 


1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
8d 
1st 
2d 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
Ist 


39th 
14th 
29th 
29th 

aiat 

31st 

31st 

26  th 

31st 

rth 

26th 

31st 

33d 

33d 

24th 

2Bth 

26th 

28th 

2«th 

26th 

7th 

9th 

14th 

26th 

24th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

23d 

14th 

17th 

26th 

rth 

14th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

7th 

26th 

81st 

7th 

9th 

14th 

7th 

14th 


7th 

7th 

18th 

24th 

26th 

29th 

31st 

27th 

Slat 

29th 

7th 

29th 

31st 

31st 

26th 

31st 

26th 

31st 

82d 

83d 

33d 

84th 

34th 

21st 

30th 

26th 

26th 

26th 


Kennedy ,  James,  by  his  widow 

do - 

Knox,  George,  by  administrator 

Keating,  Oliver,  by  heirs 

Kingsbury,  Joseph 

Kearney ,  James,  by  administrators 

do - - 

Knapp,  Anthony,  bv  administrator 

do ." 

Koneg,  Frederick,  and  Others 

do - 

Kimes,  G-eorge,  by  his  widow 

King,  I.  Glenn - 

Keating,  Mary  B 

Karthaus,  Peter  A 

do... 

Kemble,  William,  by  executor 

Kinnard,  James 

Kennard,  John  S.,  and  wife ^ 

Keunard,  Samuel,  and  wife 

Kern,  John  F 

do 

do 

Ketland,  Thomas,  by  assignee 

Kettle,  Thomas 

.....do 

Kimball,  Edmund -. 

King,  James 

King,  Joshua 

Kingston,  Stephen _ .- 

Kentzing,  Abraham _ 

do 

do -—.. 

Kerk  &  Lnkens _ 

do.. 

do 

Knapp,  Josiah 

Knight,  Amos 

Knight,  Joseph,  by  administrator 

Konig.  F.  and  H.,  by  survivor 

do. 

Kouslan,  F.  A.,  and  others 

Kohne,  Frederick  I 

do... 

do 

Krupping  &  Steinmetz 

do 

Ketchum,  John  I.,  by  his  widow 

Ketchum,  Susanna 

Kemble,  William.  __ , 

Kemble,  Peter 

Kennedy,  Letitia . 

Kennedy,  William  L 

Kirk,  John 

Keaton,  John 

Korn  &  Wisemiller 

Kennedy,  I 

Leffengwell,  William,  and  others 

Lobdell,  Ebenezer,  by  administrator 

do 

do : 

do 

Leonard,  John,  by  his  widow 

do. 

Leach,  William,  by  executor 

Le  Rov,  Lewis,  by  his  widow 

do". : 

do ^ 

Latting,  Jacob,  by  heirs 

Little,  Otis,  by  administrator., 

—  do 

Lockwood,  Buckingham,  and  others 

do 

Leed,  Jeremiah,  by  executor 

Low,  Caleb 

Lovett,  Pyam,  and  others 

Lamont,  Samuel 

do. 

Lacy,  John 

Ladd,  Alexander 

Ladd,  Eliphalet,  by  executor 

Laight.  William  and  Charles,  by  survivor  . 
Lamb,  William  B 


Alexandria. 

Do. 
New  York, 
Boston. 
York,  Me. 
Perth  Amboy,  N.  J. 

Do. 
Newburyport. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
Newborn,  N.  C. 
Salem. 

Baltimore. 

Do. 
Newburyport. 
Portsmouth,  N.  H. 
Chestertown,  Md. 

Do. 
Charleston. 

Do. 

Do. 
New  York. 
Boston. 

Do. 
Newburyport. 
SaleuL 

Ridgefield,  Conn. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Charleston. 

Do. 

Do. 
Boston. 
Newburyport. 

Do. 
Baltimore, 

Do. 
Versailles,  Mo. 
Charleston. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do, 

Do. 
New  York. 

Do, 

Do. 

Do. 
Washington,  D.  C. 

Do. 
Charleston. 
Paris,  Ky. 
Alexandria. 
Washington,  N  C. 
New  Haven.  Conn. 
Plympton,  Mass." 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Shrewsbury,  N.  J. 

Do. 

Washington,  N.  C. 

Do. 

Do. 
Glen  Cove,  N.  Y. 
Oastine,  Me. 

Do. 
Norwalk,  Conn. 

Do. 
Richmond,  Va 
Massachusetts. 
Beverly,  Mass. 
Greene,  Me. 

Do. 

Portsmouth,  N,  H. 

Do. 
New  York. 
Norfolk. 
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Ses- 
sion. 


Con- 


Names  of  memorialists. 


State  or  city. 


1st 

1st 

2d 

1st 

ad 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

2d 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

2d 

1st 

2d 

1st 

2d 


1st 


1st 
1st 
1st 


26th 

26tli 

29  th 

26th 

14th 

17th 

26th 

2Uth 

~'6th 

7th 

26th 

26  th 

26  th 

2Bth 

26th 

26th 

24th 

25th 

15th 

26th 

17th 

26th 

26th 

30th 

19th 

25th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

7th 

16th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

2Bth 

26th 

28  th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

33d 

17th 

7th 

14th 

7th 

9th 

14th 

7th 

14th 

7th 

7th 

7th 

17th 

14th 

17th 

14th 

17th 

14th 


7th 


23d 
28d 
26th 


Lambert,  William,  by  executor --. 

Latimer,  James,  and  executor  of  George  Salmon  . 

Law,  George,  for  Marine  Insurance  Co 

Lawrence,  A.  H 

Leamy,  John 

do 

Leavenworth,  Edmund,  and  others 

Le  Breton,  Peter,  by  executor 

Lee,  Henry , 

Lee,  Joseph  J.,  and  others 

Leet,  G.  I,  (Portsmouth,  Ohio) 

Lefflngwell  &  Pierpont 

Lefiingwell,  William j ' 

Lovell,  Jacob- 

Lewis,  Edmund __. 

Lewis,  E.  E.  (New  Haven) _ 

Lewis,  Ezra,  by  administrator 

do _ _ 

Lewis,  Thomas,  &  Son,  by  survivor 

Lewis,  Thomas,  by  administrator 

Libby,  Daniel 

...  do 

Lindley,  .Joseph,  by  executor 

Line,  William _ 

Little,  Doty 

Livingston,  P.  W 

Lockwood,  Eliphalet,  by  administrator  __ 

Lock  wood,  William 

Lord,  Samuel,  by  executor - 

Lorman,  William 

do 

do 

Low,  John ^ ■ _ 

Lowe,  Joseph 

Ludlow,  Daniel. ._ 

Ludlow,  Thomas,  by  executor 

Lunt,  Abiel,  by  heirs _ _ _ 

Lunt,  Benjamin,  jr 

Lunt,  Benjamin,  sr _ _ _ 

Lunt,  George.- , 

Lunt,  J.  C 

Lunt,  Micajah 

Lunt,  Thomas _ __ 

Lyman,  Theodore 

Low,  Jacob... 

Libby,  Jonathan,  by  executor 

Laurison,  James,  and  others 

do- 

Locky,  George _ 

do 

do 

Latham,  D-.- - —  . 

Lukens,  John , 

Lowry,  William : 

Lorman  &  Pulford,  by  survivor 

Lawson,  Richard 

Lewis,  David 

do 

Large,  John 

do - 

Latimer,  George 

.....do 

Ladd,  Eliphalet,  by  executor 

Lewis,  Samuel  S 

Loring,  Charles  G 

Lewis,  Philip  B'. _ 

Lewis,  Edmund 

Long,  Nathan 

Lewis,  John 

Lewis,  James,  by  administrator 

Lockwood,  William 

Ludlow,  Gulian 

Laight,  H 

Longstreth,  Joshua 

Lanahan,  J.  J.  W 

Lemmon,  Robert 

Lester,  John 

Lance.  William - 

Lincoln,  Lemuel  Louis 

Latham,  A.  W - 

Monroe,  Henry 

Mason,  Amasa 

do 


Boston. 
Philadelphia. 
Baltimore. 
New  York. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 
Derby,  Conn. 
Nowburyport. 
Gloucester,  Mass. 
Boston. 

Lafayette,  lud. 
New  York. 

Do. 
Boston. 
New  Bedford. 
Naugatuck,  Conn. 
New  York. 

Do. 
Boston. 
Derby,  Conn. 
Scarboro,  Me. 

Do. 
New  York. 
Pennsylvania. 
Castine,  Me. 
New  York. 
Norwalk,  Conn. 

Do. 
Portsmouth,  N.  H. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 
Kennetaunk. 
Portsmouth.  N.  H. 
New  York. 

Do. 
Newburyport. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Portsmouth,  N.  H. 
Boston. 

Portland. 
Alexandria. 

Do. 
Charleston. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Portsmouth,  N.  H. 
Boston. 

Do. 
Marblehead. 

Do. 
Newburyport. 
Derby,  Conn. 

Do. 
Norwalk,  Conn. 
New  York. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 
Charleston. 
New  Orleans. 
Charleston. 
Providence,  R.  L 

Do. 

Do. 
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Ses- 

Con- 

sion. 

gress. 

1st, 

24th 

iRt, 

asth 

1st 

31st 

1st 

26th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

18th 

1st 

26th 

2(i 

26th 

1st 

7th 

Sir! 

37th 

1st 

30th 

•M 

a7th 

•id 

29th 

1st 

31st 

Ist 

sad 

1st 

aeth 

iKt 

asth 

M 

aiith 

Isf, 

3l3t 

M 

a9th 

1st 

3l5t 

M 

39th 

1st 

32d 

■M 

29th 

1st 

7th 

ad 

a9th 

ad 

a9th 

2(1 

29th 

1st 

7th 

•M 

agth 

ad 

29th 

1st 

31st 

ad 

29th 

1st 

31st 

1st 

31st 

Ist 

31st 

Ist 

31st 

1st 

31st 

1st 

31st 

1st 

31st 

Ist 

31st 

Ist 

26th 

•M 

29th 

Ut 

31st 

Ist 

aeth 

Ish 

31st 

ad 

aiith 

1st 

31st 

1st 

31st 

Ist 

24th 

1st 

3l3t 

ad 

31st 

1st 

32d 

art 

83d 

1st 

34th 

arl 

34th 

1st 

18th 

ad 

10th 

ad 

nth 

ad 

35th 

1st 

26  th 

Ist 

26th 

Ist 

a4th 

1st 

26th 

Ist 

aoth 

Ist 

26th 

1st 

7th 

Ist 

17th 

Ist 

16th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

36th 

Ist 

7tU 

1st, 

26th 

1st 

24th 

Iflt 

26th 

ai 

23d 

Ist 

7th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

2«th 

1st. 

26th 

1st 

26th 

Names  of  memorialists. 


State  or  city. 


McCulloch,  John,  by  executor.. 
Miissi,  Joseph,  by  heirs 


.do. 


do 

Marchand,  D 

Milbery,  William,  by  his  widow.  - 
Morgan,  John  (Hartford,  Conn.). 


.do. 
.do. 


Massi,  Joseph,  by  his  widow- 

do 

Marchand,  L.D 

do 


.do. 
-do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 


McClintock,  John,  and  20  others  . 


-do. 


Milligan,  John,  by  executor.. 
do -- 

Macy,  Thomas,  and  50  others., 
do. 


Massy,  G-eorge,  by  his  widow  . 

Massy,  William,  by  heirs 

do. 


Macauley,  Patrick,  by  administrator  (Williamsburg, 
Va.). 

Miller,  Joseph  J.,  by  heirs 

McCreery ,  Wm. ,  by  administratrix 

do. 


Martin,  Jeremiah,  by  heirs 

...do 

Miller  &  Eobertson,  by  executor 

ilarrast,  John,  by  heirs  (G-reensboro) 

Melcher,  William,  by  heirs 

Manchester,  Isaac,  by  heirs 

Miller,  James,  by  heirs 

Morris,  J.,  by  administrator 

Miinikeysen,  John,  by  heirs ,_ 

Miller,  Thomas,  by  heirs , 

Moody,  George  B.,  and  others 

McCauloy,  Alexander,  by  administrator 

-do 

..    do 

McCausland,  Marcus,  by  administrator 

do 

McCandless,  Robert,  by  executor  and  heirs  . 

—  do 

Miller,  James  R.,  and  others __ 

Morse,  Eliakim,  and  others 

do 

Mc  Williams,  Clara 

Macy,  Thomas,  and  50  others , 

Murray,  James  B _ 

Mereen,  JohnP , 

do-. 

MuUony ,  John. by  heirs... 

do - 

do  — 

do  - - 

Macauslan,  John 

Macdonald,  Alexander 

Mackay,  R.  C,  by  administrator 

do. 


Mackay,  W.,  and  others- 
Mackrider,  W.  R , 


Mactier.Alexander,  and  others 

do 

do 

do 

Macy, Francis  G.- 

Magruder,  Wm.  B.,  &  Co.,  by  trustees _ 

do - 

Maine  Fire  and  Marine  Insurance  Co--- 

do 

Makepiece,  George,  by  administrator  and  heirs. 

Man&Foltz 

do     --- 

Manchester,  Isaac 

Manning,  Thomas,  by  administrator ._ 

March,  Nathaniel 


Philadelphia. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Little  Rock,  Ark. 
Ovid,  Ohio. 
New  York. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
Little  Rock,  Ark. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Portsmouth,  N.  H. 

Do. 
Montville,  Me. 

Do. 
Nantucket. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Philadelphia. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
Washington,  N.  O. 

Do. 
Charleston. 
Tuscaloosa,  Ala. 
New  Castle,  Me. 
Bristol,  R.  I. 
Gordonsville,  Va. 

Baltimore. 

Bangor,  Me. 
Williamsburg,  Va. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Newborn,  Va. 
Boston. 

Do. 
Fredericksburg.  Va. 
Nantucket. 
New  York. 
Phiosburg,  Me. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Wilmington,  N,  0. 
Baltimore. 
Boston. 

Do. 

Do. 
Norfolk. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Nantucket. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
Portland. 

Do. 
Boston. 
Charleston. 

Do. 
Bristol,  E.I. 
Portsmouth,  N.  H. 

Do. 
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Con- 
gress. 


Names  of  memorialists. 


State  or  city. 


1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
Ist 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
Ist 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
Ist 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
3d 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 

l9t 

1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 


30th 

31st 

29th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

25th 

a6th 

7th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

36th 

26th 

31st 

26th 

81st 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26  th 

26  th 

7th 

26th 

7th 

26th 

2«th 

26th 

7th 

26  th 

7th 

26th 

7th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26  th 

26th 

33d 

a6th 

14th 

24th 

26th 

3l8t 

26th 

20th 

31st 

Uth 

17th 

26th 

26th 

17th 

Uth 

17th 

lith 

26th 

26th 

26th 

Slat 

29th 

26th 

31st 

26th 

26th 

26th 

7th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26  th 

26th 

28th 

26th 

26th 

g6th 

28th 


Marohand,  Lours  (New  Orleans) 

do _ _ ; 

do __ 

Marine  Insurance  Co 

do... 

Mark,  Jacob,  &  Co 

Marquand,  Joseph,  by  administrator 

Marr, Samuel 

Marsh,  Oteorge  M.,  by  administrator 

Maryland  Board  of  Trade 

Maryland  insurance  companies .^ -... 

Massachusetts  merchants  (repeatedly)  

Massy,  Charles,  jr 

Macy, Joseph- 

Mayer,  Charles  P.,  executor  of  Wm.  Cole 

McAlester,  Charles 

McAlester,  Charles,  for  Pennsylvania  Insurance  Co. 

McCall,  Archibald,  by  administrator 

McCall,  Peter,  by  administrator , 

McCandless,  Robert  and  George,  by  trustees 

McClellen,  Arthur 

McClintock,  John,  by  executor 

McGlintock,  John , 

McClure,  Thomas 

McCuUoch,  John  W. ,  by  executor 

McCuUoch,  Samuel,  by  executor.. 

McEvers,  Charles,  for  New  York  Insurance  Co 

McEvers,  Charles 

McBvers  &  Bache 

McFadon,  John,  &  Co.,  by  survivor , 

do 

McPadon,  William,  &Co., by  survivor 

do : 

McKean,  Robert,  by  heirs 

McKensie,  Donald _ , 

McKim,  Alexander 

do 

McKim,  John,  &  Son 

do 

McKim,  Robert,  by  executor , 

do 

McPherson,  Daniel,  by  heirs,  by  widow 

McQuillan,  Hugh 

Meany,  John,  by  assignees 

Melchor,  "William,  by  administrator ■ 

Merchand,  Louis,  by  administrator  

Meredith,  Jonathan,  trustee  of  William  Taylor 

Merry,  Jonathan,  by  administrator... , 

do 

do 

Mille,  Thomas,  by  heirs 

Miller.  James 

Miller,  James  J.,  by  heirs 

do... 

Miller,  John,  jr 

do 

do .-.. 

Miller,  Robert 

Montgomery,  William 

do 

Mazarue,  V.  J — 

do 

Miller,  Samuel 

Miller,  Simon  F 

Miller,  W.  J.,  by  attorney 

Miller  &  Wells 

Milliken,  John 

do -. 

Milliken,  Soth,  by  executor 

Milne,  Joseph 

Minturn,  William,  by  executor 

Minturn,  William 

Messonier,  Henry,  by  executor 

do. 

Mitchell,  Aaron 

Mitchell,  Samuel 

Montgomery,  Robert  and  John,  by  assignees.. 

Moody,  John 

Moody,  Joseph 

Moore,  Mary,  by  administrator 

Moore,  Thomas  Lloyd,  by  attorney,  administrator.. 
Morgan,  John 


Little  Rock,  Ark. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimoi-e. 
Boston. 
New  York. 
Newburyport. 

Portsmouth,  N.  n. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
Boston. 
Philadelphia. 
Massachusetts. 
Ualtimore. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 
Portland. 
Portsmouth,  N.  H. 
Maine. 
Bristol,  Me. 
Philadelphia. 
Baltimore  County. 
New  York. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 
Dumfries,  Ta. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 
Norfolk. 
Philadelphia. 
New  Castle,  '^Te. 
Little  Rook,  Ark. 
Baltimore. 
Boston. 

Do. 

Do. 

Belfast,  Me. 


Philadelphia. 

Do. 

Do. 
Belfast,  Me. 


Philadelphia. 

Do. 
Wiscasset,  Mo. 
Gloucester,  Mass. 
Philadelphia. 
Baltimore. 
Montville,  Me. 

Do. 

Fayetteville,  N.  C. 
New  York. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
Nantucket. 

Do. 
Gloucester,  Va. 
Newburyport. 
Kennebunk. 
Portsmouth,  N. 
Philadelphia. 
Hartford,  Conn. 

Do. 


H. 
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Ses- 
sion. 


Con- 


Names  of  memorialists. 


State  or  city. 


1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

2d 

1st 

1st 

2d 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

2a 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

Ist 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

2d 

2d 

2d 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 


1st 
1st 
2d 
2d 
1st 
Ist 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
2d 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 


26th 

20th 

2tith 

26th 

21st 

7th 

14th 

26th 

26th 

24th 

2tith 

26th 

2lith 

26th 

14th 

20th 

26th 

7th 

7th 

7th 

7th 

7th 

7th 

9th 

7th 

14th 

7th 

14th 

16th 

16th 

16th 

16th 

16th 

7th 

7th 

7th 

7th 

36th 

36th 

37th 

16th 

16th 

16th 

17th 


7th 

18th 

23d 

19th 

24th 

28th 

7th 

14th 

15th 

18th 

28d 

24th 

7th 

15th 

16th 

18th 

23d 


Morgan,  John 

Morgan  &  Price 

Morgan,  T.  A .- 

Morrell,  Nahum  (Kennebunk)  . 

Morris,  J 

Morris,  Thomas 


.do. 


do 

Morse,  Eliakim -.- 

Morton,  Perez,  and  50  others --. 

Muir,  William,  by  administrator 

Murray,  Hamilton,  by  administrator . 

Mushet,  James,  by  heirs 

Myer,  Jacob,  by  heirs 

Myers,  Moses 

do. 


Marine  Insurance  Co 

Muir  &Boyd 

Miller  &  Robertson.. 

Muir,  Patrick,  &  Co 

Maodonald,  Mrs 

McFarlane 

McClure,  John 

...do 

McClure.  Cochran 

.  -do... 

Miller,  James,  &  Son 

do 

McKim,  Isaac 

McKim.Wm.,  and  Wm.  D.  McKim.. 

McKim,  Samuel 

Maris,  George 

Mayer  &  Brantz. 

McCormick,  James,  jr 

Massy,  WiUiam 

Monroe,  Jonathan 

Marcau,  Jonas 

Montmollin  &  Notenagle,  by  survivor 

Montgomery,  Robert,  by  heirs 

Michard,  Joseph 

McKim,  John,  jr 

Mathews,  William 

McDonald,  William 

Murray,  A 

Miller,  Samuel » , 

Marr,  James 

McLellan,  Arthur 

Moore,  Samuel 

Marsh,  Mathew  S.,  by  administrator 

Massachusetts  Fire  and  Marine  Insurance  Co 

May,  Joseph 

Mount,  John  F 

Mason,  John 

Murray,  John  B.- _ 

Murray,  John  B.. 

Minturn*;  Champlin 

Minturn, Benjamin  G.. _, 

MoPherson,  Ann,  as  administratrix  of  Daniel  McPher- 
son. 

Miller,  Wilham 

McFadon,  John 

Mayer,  Christian 

Mundell,  Henry  and  James 

Myers,  John 

Maund,  Thomas 

McKenzie,  Donald ['.'.."[" 

Merchants,  sundry 

do. 


.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
-do. 
.do- 
.do. 
-do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
do. 
.do. 


New  York. 
Philadelphia. 
Do. 

Wells,  Me. 

Charleston. 

Do. 

Do. 
Boston. 

Charleston. 
New  York. 
Brentsvillo,  Va. 
Baltimore. 
Norfolk. 

Do. 
Alexandria. 
Charleston. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Lexington,  Ky. 

New  York. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 
Wisconsin. 

Do. 
Portland. 
Portsmouth,  N.  H. 

Do. 
Boston. 

Do. 
Salem. 
Providence. 
New  York. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 

Baltimore. 

Do. 
Port  Tobacco.  Md. 
Norfolk. 
Aldie,  Va. 
Petersburg,  Va. 
Salem.  ■ 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Alexandria. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
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Ses- 
sion. 

Con- 
gress. 

Names  of  memorialists. 

State  or  city. 

8d 

25th 

7th 

18th 

19th 

23d 

28th 

Tth 

18th 

20th 

7th 

15th 

19th 

23d 

25th 

26th 

26th 

34th 

34th 

31st 

27th 

7th 

22d 

7th 

14th 

15th 

22d 

25th 

27th 

7th 

15th 

22d 

23d 

35th 

7th 

15th 

14th 

18th 

23d 

24th 

27th 

18th 

23d 

2ad 

18th 

23d 

7th 

15th 

9th 

15th 

24th 

24th 

27th 

18th 

7th 

23d 

7th 

23d 

7th 

18th 

26th 

28th 

24th 

24th 

25th 

31st 

31st 

27th 

7th 

18th 

23d 

7th 

18th 

31st 

23d 

7th 

24th 

28th 

28th 

7th 

18th 

24th 

27th 

TVTftrp.hn.Tit.RjRniidry            . 

1st 

do ^ 

1st 

do 

Do. 

2a 

do 

Do. 

i.'d 

do 

Do 

1st 

ao - 

Do. 

1st 

do 

1st 

....  do 

Do 

2d 

do 

Do. 

1st 

do 

Philadelphia. 

1st 

....  do                           .  . 

2a 

do 

Do. 

2d 

do 

Do. 

2d 

.  ..  do 

Do. 

1st 

do - 

Do. 

2d 

do     .... 

Do. 

1st 

—  -  do 

Do. 

2d 

do 

Do. 

2d 
3d 

do 

do 

Do. 
Do. 

Ist 

do 

1st 

do     

Do. 

Ist 

do. 

Norfolk  and  Portsmouth 

2d 

do 

Va. 
Do. 

1st 

....  do         .       -                   

Do. 

1st 

do                                                                                 .     . 

Do. 

2d 

do - - --. 

Do. 

3d 

do 

Do. 

1st 

—  do 

Boston. 

1st 

do 

Do. 

2d 

do - --.. 

Do. 

1st 

....do        

Do. 

2d 

Do. 

1st 

do - 

1st 

do 

Do. 

2d 

....  do 

Do. 

1st 

..do                                 .                .                

Do. 

1st 

do - -.- 

Do. 

2d 

....  do 

Do. 

3d 

.  ..  do .-                  

Do. 

1st 

Providence. 

2d 

ao - -.- 

Do. 

2d 

....do     

1st 

2a 

do 

New  Bedford. 
Do. 

1st 

....  do  

Portsmouth,  N.  H. 

1st 

_  do         

Do. 

2a 

do                                                                  .         .  .. 

Do. 

1st 

do   --- 

Do. 

1st 

..  do   

Do. 

2d 

Do. 

3a 

do 

Do. 

1st 

do         

Do. 

1st 

do           .                                  .                      

Norwich,  Conn. 

2d 

.  ..  do   - 

Do. 

1st 

2a 

do --— 

do                                                  .      .           

Hartford,  Conn. 
Do. 

1st 

..  do   -- 

1st 

.do    -- 

Do. 

1st 

do                                        .               .               

Do. 

1st 

.  do .... 

Do. 

1st 

do 

Do. 

2d 

do 

Do. 

2d 

do  

Do. 

1st 

do                        

Do. 

2d 

...  do - 

Do. 

3d 

do    

Do. 

1st 

do 

Washington,  N.  0. 

1st 

do  

Do. 

2a 

do    ...                

Do. 

1st 

do                                           .      •                       .      . 

New  Haven,  Conn. 

1st 

do. 

Do. 

1st 

..  do 

Do. 

2a 

do 

Do. 

1st 

do 

1st 

do 

Do. 

1st 

...do. 

Do. 

2a 

..do 

Do. 

1st 

do 

1st 

...do 

Do. 

2d 

do 

Do 

3d 

do 

Do. 
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Sea- 
sion. 

Con- 
gress. 

Names  of  memorialists. 

State  or  city. 

1st 

28tli 

33d 

27th 

7tli 

19tli 

28th 

7th 

18th 

7th 

9th 

nth 

18th 

loth 

16th 

31st 

7th 

18th 

26th 

28th 

33d 

27th 

31at 

7th 

15th 

18  th 

14th 

9th 

27th 

35th 

7th 

26th 

do                  

Do. 

3d 

Do. 

1st 

do                                                                          

Rhode  Island. 

2d 

do - 

Do. 

1st 

..    do     

Do. 

1st 

do,                                    

1st 

do            ,           .                              

Do. 

1st 

do 

Charleston. 

2d 

...do       

Do. 

1st 

.    do                                     

Do. 

1st 

do                                                        

Do. 

1st 

do                                                                           -  . 

Do. 

1st 

do         

Do. 

1st 

..      do         .                  .                

Do. 

1st 

.  do                                                                     

Pennsylvania. 

1st 

do 

Do. 

1st 

....do 

Do. 

1st 

do 

Do.  . 

1st 

....  do.     ..              .      -                     

Do. 

3d 

.do                                 -                   .            

Do. 

1st 

Do. 

1st 

do 

New  Hampshire. 

1st 

1st 

do -  

Do. 

2d 

Do. 

2d 

do        .              .                   

Do. 

3d 

Do. 

1st 

do 

Do. 

1st 

do --- - 

Ist 

do 

Do 

Do 

Louisville,  Ky. 

lat 

7th 

McPherson,  Isaac       .. 

Kentucky. 

MuUowny ,  John  F .                         

1st 

7th 
7th 
7th 
7th 
7th 

1st 

Mitchell,  Obed 

Do. 

1st 

1st 

Do. 

1st 

Magruder,  William  B _ 

Do 

Philadelphia. 

1st 

19th 
25th 
31st 
26th 
25th 
31st 
26th 
29th 
29th 
31st 
31st 

3l3t 

18th 

31st 

18th 

31st 

18th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

29th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

7th 

9th 

14th 

15th 

27th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

7th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

12th 

26th 

2d 

Annapolis,  Md. 
Do 

1st 

do 

1st 

2d 

do - 

Do 

1st 

do- 

Do 

1st 

Nones,  Benjamin,  by  heirs 

1st 

do 

Do 

2d 

do 

Do 

1st 

do - 

1st 

Norman,  Thomas  W.,  bv  heirs 

1st 

1st 

Neal,  John,  and  others 

Portland 

1st 

Do 

1st 

New  Haven,  Conn.,  sundry  merchants  of 

1st 

do 

Do 

1st 

New  York  Insurance  Company 

New  York 

1st 

1st 

Nash,  Thomas,  by  heirs 

Norfnllf 

1st 

Neilson,  William 

2d 

Neill,  Alexander,  executor  of  Lake  Tiernan 

rat 

1st 

Nesbit  &  Co 

1st 

Newburyport. 
Now  Hampyhire. 

Do. 

Do 

1st 

New  Hampshire,  sundry  merchants  of  . 

2d 

do 

2d 

do 

1st 

do 

Do. 

Do. 
New  London. 
Newburyport. 
Norfolk.Va. 
New  York. 

Do. 

3d 

do 

1st 

New  London  Insurance  Company 

1st 

Newman,  Samuel,  by  administrator 

1st 

Newton,  George 

Ist 
1st 

New  York  city  and  State,  sundry  merchants  of  ....'"' 
do 

1st 

Nichols,  lohabod 

1st 

Nichols,  William 

Newburyport.  Mass. 

1st 

JNlckels,  William,  by  executor  . 

1st 

Nickerson,  Ebenezer,  and  others 

1st 

Nones,  David  B 

Philadelphia. 
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Ses- 
sion. 


Con- 
gress. 


Names  ot  memorialists. 


State  or  city. 


1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
3d 
1st 


1st 


2d 

1st 

1st 

2d 

2d 

1st 

1st 

1st 

2d 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

2d 

1st 

1st 

Ist 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

2d 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

3d 

2d 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

Ist 

1st 

2d 

2d 

1st 

1st 

1st 

2d 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

2d 

1st 

1st 

lat 

1st 

1st 


26th 

17th 

24th 

26th 

26th 

7th 

14th 

15th 

22d 

27th 

17th 


7th 


29th 

30th 

31st 

29th 

29th 

26tJl 

7th 

9th 

14th 

26th 

26th 

26tb 

16th 

26th 

7th 

26th 

29th 

31st 

31st 

7th 

9th 

7th 

7th 

7th 

7th 

7th 

23d 

23d 

28th 

24th 

26th 

33d 

35th 

31st 

27th 

29th 

31st 

31st 

31st 

31st 

31st 

31st 

26th 

31st 

14th 

14th 

31st 

32d 

32d 

a5th 

35th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

16th 

26th 

7th 

14th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

7th 

16th 


Norris,  John,  by  administrator 

North  American  Insurance  Companj  

—  .do - 

...do 

New  Haven  Insurance  Company 

Norfolk,  Va.,  sundry  merchants  of 

do 

.....do - 

do 

do 

Norris.  J.  W.,  by  administrator .- 

Nichols,  William,  by  executor 

Nelson,  Jeremiah 

Nones,  A.  B 

Nichols, Haskins  &  Co 

Niokols.J.B 

Negus,  John 

Negus,  I.  Engle 

Newport  Insurance  Company - 

O'Brien,  Richard,  by  heirs 

do -- 

do - -- 

Owings,  Nicholas,  by  heirs 

Owings,Beale.  by  heirs 

Ogden,  William 

O^arra,  Daniel,  and  son,  by  survivor 

do 

do -. 

.-  ..do --. 

Olcott,  Samuel-- — 

Oldden,  James,  by  assignee - 

Oliver,  Robert  and  John,  by  survivor  - 

-.do - 

Oliver,  Robert,  &  Bros. ,  by  survivor 

....do - 

Owings,  Caleb  D.,and  others 

Owings,  Cornelius  H 

Owing^  Sarah  R 

Ogier,  Thomas 

do- - 

Oliver  &  Thompson 

Ogleby,I.,and  David  Winchester 

Owings,  Beale,  of  H 

O'Harra,  Daniel 

Oliver,  Robert-- 

Powell,  Levin,  by  executor 

Pearson,  John,  by  executor 

do 

Pomeroy,  Samuel  W.,and  others - 

do 

do 

do 

Pollock,  George,  by  administrator 

-  do -. 

Patrick,  John,  by  administrator  - 

Prescott,  Benjamin,  by  his  widow 

Pickman,D.L., by  executor  .- - 

Powell,  Thomas, by  administrator 

Pierce,  James,  by  executor - 

Potter,  John,  and  others  (Charleston) 

Pollard,  George,  by  administrator 

Page,  Samuel,  by  administrator  and  heirs  . 

do -- 

Proudflt,  John,  by  heirs 

do 

do 

Pragar,  Adams,  by  heirs 

Page,  Benjamin,  by  heirs  (Ohio) 

do 

do-- 

Page,  William  P 

Penfleld,  Hiram  (Chatham) 

Parry,  Martin,  by  administrator 

Parsons,  Thomas 

Patterson,  William,  &  Sons 

do - - 

Patton, James  (Alexandria)--- 

do -.. 

do - 

Patton,  Robert -- 

Paul  &  Watson, by  survivor.-- 

Payson,  Henry,  and  executor  of  Geo.  Sears 
do : 


Salem. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 

Do. 
New  Haven,  Conn. 
Norfolk. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 
Wiscasset. 
Newburyport. 
Now  York. 
Baltimore. 
Alexandria. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 
Newport. 
Pennsvlvania. 

Do. 

Do. 

Baltimore. 
New  York. 
Charleston. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Hartford,  Conn. 
Philadelphia. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Maryland. 

Do. 

Do. 
Charleston. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 
Charleston. 
Baltimore. 
Virginia. 
Bangor,  Me. 

Do. 
Cincinnati,  Ohio. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
New  York. 

Do. 

Do. 
Portsmouth,  N.  H. 
Salem. 
Alexandria. 

Princeton,  N.  J. 

Boston. 

Do. 
Norfolk. 

Do. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 
New  York. 

Do. 

Do. 
Boston. 

Middlebury,  Conn. 
Portsmouth,  N.  H. 
Boston. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
Fredericksburg,  Va. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 


368  FRENCH    SPOLIATION    CLAIMS. 

List  of  memorials  to  the  House  of  Representatives  on  French  spoliations— Coni' A. 


Ses- 

Con- 

sion. 

gress. 

lat 

36tli 

1st. 

26th 

Ist, 

18th 

iHt 

28th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

26th 

iRt 

26th 

Ist 

26th 

1st 

28th 

1st 

23d 

1st 

28th 

lat 

28th 

1st 

23d 

1st 

26th 

•M 

Uth 

lat 

28th 

Ist 

15th 

1st 

18th 

■M 

19th 

1st 

26tK 

■M 

27th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

28th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

26th 

Ist 

26th 

1st 

26th 

'M 

Uth 

1st 

26  th 

lat 

26th 

Ist 

26th 

Ist 

31at 

1st 

26th 

lat 

26th 

lat 

26th 

iRt 

18th 

lat 

26th 

lat 

26th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

28th 

1st 

28th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

31st 

3d 

27th 

1st 

26th 

lat 

31st 

lat 

26th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

7th 

1st 

9th 

M 

Uth 

1st 

26th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

28th 

1st 

17th 

ad 

Uth 

lat 

26th 

1st 

26th 

lat 

26th 

lat 

28  th 

Ist 

7th 

lat 

26th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

28th 

1st 

32d 

1st 

33d 

ad 

35  th 

1st 

7th 

•M 

7th 

lat 

10th 

1st 

17th 

1st 

7th 

1st 

ath 

1st 

7th 

2d 

Uth 

Ist 

18th 

Names  of  memorialists. 


8tate  or  city. 


Peabody  &  Huntingdon,  by  survivor  — 

Peabody,  John,  by  assignee 

Peabody,  Joseph,  and  others 

do - 

Peabody, N. P., by  heirs 

Pearce,  David,  by  heirs 

Pearce,  Mathew 

Pearce,  William,  and  others 

Pierson,  Amos 

Pierson,  John,  and  others 

do 

Pearson,  John,  by  executor 

do.... 

Pieraon,  William 

Pennock,  William,  by  administrator 

do 

Philadelphia,  by  sundry  merchants 

do 

do 

do 

do - 

Philadelphia  Insurance  Co 

Perkins,  Andrew  and  Joseph 

Perkins,  James  &  Son , 

Perkins,  Thomas,  by  executor 

Peters  &  Pond 

Pettingel.  John,  by  executor 

Pettit  &  Bayard 

Pettit,  Charles,  by  administrator.. 

Petroline,  P.,  by  attorney 

Patton  &  Timley 

Phillips,  Cramond  &  Co... 

Phillips,  Thomas,  by  administrator 

Pickman,  D.  L-- 

Pickman,  W.  D.,  by  executor 

Pierce,  James,  by  administrator 

Pierce,  M.  W 

Pierce,  Nicholas,  by  heirs 

Pierpont,  Hezekiah  B. ,  and  oth  ers 

do... 

Pike,  Daniel 

Pike,  Joseph  S 

Pike,  Richard 

Pingree,  David,  by  executor 

Plumer,  David 

Plumer,  Joshua 

Plumer,  Joshua 

Plumstead,  George,  by  administrator  ... 

Pollard,  Carlisle,  by  assignees 

Pollock,  George,  by  executor 

Pollock,  Hugh,  by  as.aignee 

Porter,  John,  and  others 

Pote,  Greenleaf,  by  administrator 

Potter,  Barret 

Potter,  John,  of  South  Carolina 

do 

do 

do 

Pragers,  Mark  &  Co.,  by  assignee 

Pratt,  brig,  owners  of 

Pratt,  Henry 

do 

do 

Price,  .lames,  by  executor  

Price,  James 

Price,  Risdon  H.  (Mine  au  Breton.  Mo.)  . 

Prieatman,  William,  by  admin  :.ytrator  .. 
do 

Prince,  James,  by  executor 

Prince,  James 

Pringle,  Mark,  by  executor 

Page,  H.  E , 

Pomeroy,  S.  W 

.  ...do 

Potts,  John 

do ...» 

do 

Plumer,  Jeremiah 

Price,  John ' 

do 

Price,  William a 

do 

Poultney,  Thomas 


Norwich,  Conn. 

Newburyport. 

Salem. 

Do. 
Norwich,  Conn. 
Boston. 
Philadelphia 
Gloucester,  Mass. 
Newburyport. 

Do. 

Do. 
Bangor,  Me. 

Gloucester,  Mass. 
Norfolk. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Norwich,  Conn. 
Kennebunk. 
Salem. 
Boston. 
Newburyport. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 

Do. 
Alexandria. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 
Salem. 


Portsmouth,  N.  H. 
Newburyport. 
New  York. 

Do. 
Newburyport,  Mass. 
Newburyport. 

Do. 
Salem. 

Gloucester,  Mass. 
Portland. 
Searboro,  Mass. 
Philadelphia. 
New  York. 
New  Orleans. 
Philadelphia. 

Preeport,  Me. 
Portland. 
Princeton,  N.  J. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 
Do. 
Do. 

Clarksville,  Tenn. 
Baltimore,  Md. 
Staunton,  Va. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
Newburypc'i-     Mass. 
Newburyport 
Baltimore. 
Ohio 
Cincinnati,  Ohio. 

Do. 
Alexandria. 

Do. 

Do. 
Portland. 
Charleston. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 
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1st 
ad 
1st 
1st 
1st 

l9t 

1st 


1st 
2d 
1st 


1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 


1st 
2d 
1st 
2d 
1st 
2d 
2d 
1st 
Ist 
2d 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
2d 
1st 
2d 
2d 
.1st 
Ist 
1st 
Ut 
1st 
Ist 
2d 
1st 
2d 
Ist 
lilt 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
Ist 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
Jst 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 


Con- 
gress, 


7th 

Uth 

17tli 

16th 

Itith 

16th 

17th 


7th 

Uth 

7th 


7th 
32d 
7th 
7th 


20th 

25th 

26th 

28th 

31st 

29th 

29th 

31st 

26th 

29th 

31st 

26th 

29th 

31st 

29th 

31st 

29th 

29th 

31st 

2tith 

31st 

31st 

31st 

7th 

Uth 

31st 

Uth 

31st 

26th 

31st 

31st 

31st 

31st 

26th 

31st 

32d 

33d 

31th 

34th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

14th 

17th 

31st 

26th 

7th 

28th 

26th 

26th 

28th 


Names  of  memorialists. 


Pascault,  Lewis 

Perott,  EUiason  and  John 

do 

Partridge,  John 

Patterson,  Robert 

Partridge,  James 

Pettit, Archibald  ..- _ 

Pickering,  Jacob  S.,  by  executor  --.-. 

Pearson,  John  S 

Pierce,  Jacob  W __ 

Patch,  Joseph ._ 

Plumer,  Addison _ 

Providence  Insurance  Co 

Perkins,  Joseph 

Pollock,  Hu^h 

Pennsylvania  Insurance  Co  _ _ 

Price,  Chandler,  by  administrator _ 

Paul,  .Tames„ _ 

Priestman,  Thomas 

Pearce,  C.  E 

Pottinger,  Thomas  B 

Patton,  John,  and  James  Dykes 

do 

Powell,  Cuthbert 

Patterson,  Ida 

Page,  Ambrose  S .-. 

Patrick,  Muir _ __ 

Page,  Ben,iamin,  and  others 

Phelps,  Stiles.- 

Pendleton, Charles  ..- 

Parrot,  Ellirttou  and  John 

Phoenix  Insurance  Co 

Riley,  James,  and  others 

Roberts,  Robisrt 

do 

Ropes,  Benjamin 

Rotch,  'William,  by  executor 

do 

Rutter,  Thomas,  by  heirs 

do 

Rutter  &  Etting,  by  survivor 

do 

do 

Respass,  Wm.,  by  heirs  and  attorney  

!iiiidoi-r""iiJj"-"iiiirriiiii""ii-- J"  """""""" 

Ross,  John,  by  heirs - 

do 

Rosset,  D.  D 

Ross,  William,  by  heirs; 

Ricketson,  Daniel,  &  Son - 

do.  

Russell,  John  W.,  by  administrator 

Ring.  Thomas,  by  his  widow 

Robinson,  Jonathan,  by  heirs 

Ramsay,  John,  by  administrator 

do 

do 

Rogers,  Mary  G.  H 

do 

Rogers,  Philip,  by  heirs 

do 

Rogers,  Elizabeth 

Redgrave,  J.,  and  others 

Rogers,  Ebenezer  P 

Rilev,  Justus,  by  heirs  (Hartford) 

do 

Rangeley,  James 

Rathbone,  Thomas  W 

Reinoudt,  Peter 

do 

Ramsay,  John,  by  administrator 

Band,  Edwards 

Reed,  William,  &  Co.,  by  survivor 

Reed.  "William 

do. 

Redgen,  J.,  and  others 

Reinouldt,  George 

Repold,  George,  Dy  representative,  administrator 

do 

Rhinelander,  William,  by  executor 

Rhinelander,  Hartshorne  &  Co 

Rhode  Island  Insurance  companies _ 


State  or  city. 


Baltimore. 
Philadelphia. 
Do. 

Baltimore. 

Philadelphia. 
Portsmouth,  N.  H. 
Newburyport. 

Do. 

Do. 
Gloucester,  Mass. 
Providence. 
Norwich,  Conn. 
New  York. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
Washington,  D.  G. 
Alexandria. 

Do. 

Do. 
New  Orleans. 
New  York. 
Charleston. 
Sycamore,  111. 
New  London,  Conn. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 


New  Hampshire. 
New  Bedford. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Mathews,  Va. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
New  York. 
Washington,  N.  O, 
New  Bedford. 

Do. 

Baltimore. 
Gloucester,  Mass. 
Alexandria. 

Do. 

Do. 


Baltimore. 

Do. 
Augusta,  Ga. 

Do. 

Wethersfield,  Conn. 

Do. 
Maryland. 
Amelia.  Ohio. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 
Alexandria. 
Newburyport. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
New  York. 

Do. 
Rhode  Island. 
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Con- 
gress, 


Names  of  memorialists. 


State  or  city. 


2d 

1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
S6. 
1st 
1st 
2d 
2d 
1st 
1st 
.1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 

l8t 

1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 


1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

2d 

1st 

1st 

3d 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

2d 

1st 

2d 

1st 

1st 

2d 

1st 

2d 

2d 

Ist 

1st 

3d 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

2d 

2d 

1st 


19th 
26th 
2eth 
26th 
Sbth 
26th 
26th 
26th 
26th 
26th 

aeth 

36th 

2„th 

2uth 

36th 

3iith 

15th 

26th 

26th 

11th 

26th 

26th 

39th 

29th 

26th 

31st 

31st 

26th 

26th 

14th 

7th 

Hth 

7th 

7th 

7th 

7th 

7th 

26th 


7th 

7th 

7th 

7t,h 

7th 

19th 

31st 

26th 

19th 

21st 

26th 

31st 

22d 

3r)th 

26th 

23d 

26th 

7th 

23d 

86th 

34th 

29th 

31st 

26th 

27th 

28th 

29th 

26th 

31st 

29th 

39th 

26tli 


Rhode  Island  Instirance  companies... 

Riketson,  Joseph 

Riston,  Thomas,  by  heirs _ 

Robb,  John,  by  executors 

Robinson,  Franklin  &  Co.,  by  attorney 

Robinson,  Jonathan,  jr 

Robinson,  William,  jr 

Rockwell,  Charles _. 

Rogers,  Ann,  administratrix  of  N.  Cruger 

Rodman,  Samuel _....... _ 

Rogers,  James 

Rogers,  Joseph,  by  heirs 

Rogers,  N.,and  J.  Bell 

Rogers,  S.  G -. 

Rollins,  James 

do 

Rollins,  John _ _ 

Rollins,  John,  by  administrator. , 

Rollins,  John  James,  by  attorney 

Ross,  John,  and  others _ 

Ross,  John,  by  administrator  (Washington,  N.  C.)  . 

Ross,  John , _ _, 

Ross  &  Surrison,  by  assignee 

Rotch,  William,  and  William  Handy _ , 

Rotoh,  William,  jr 

do _ 

Russell,  John,  by  administrator,  guardian.. 

Russell,  Seth,  cfe  Son _ 

Rutgers,  N".  G 

Ricketts  &  Newton,  by  survivor.. 

Russell,  Nathaniel 

do :.:; 

Rouse,  Lewis 

Ridgely,  NicholasG _ ""_"! 

Robb,  William,  by  assignees 

Robinson,  William '.' 

Rogers  &  Owings,  by  survivor 

do 

Ried,  William __*_*. 

Rodman,  Samuel V.'.II' 

Richmond,  John  W "'.'.'.V, 

Rogers,  James 11111  "I.IIII 

Roosevelt,  James  I. .,'.'.'.'.'.[ 

Robinson  &  Hartshorne,  by  survivor.. 

Rogers,  N _ ',.'.'.'.'.." 

Kemsen,  Henry "" 

Rhinelander '.'.V.V.'.'.'.'.'". 

Robinson,  George  W V.".W. 

Rose,  David "" "" 

Raborg.  Mary,  administratrix  of  ConradEiseTen"  ' 

E.iddle,  James 

Ricketts,  John  Thomas.. 

Ross,  William """.IJ"* 

Robinson,  William. 

Rhodes,  Fenner \'_\l " 

Rhodes,  William _'"" 

Sheafe,  Thomas,  and  others 

do _ 

do.  


Sprmger,  William,  by  executor,  and  others 
Shaw,  Thomas  M.,  by  heirs 

do. 

do '."".'. 

Scranton,  John 

do 

do .".'..".".".'.".'."."■.;"',■ 

Simpson,  Samuel 

...do ;"".".'..""...":.;"" 

Stewart,  James,  by  his  widow 
do. 


SimWns,  Covington,  by  administrator ." 

do 

do... " 

.....do .""."i."."i.';;.";ir.."." 

Skinner,  John,  by  executor 

Smith,  William '.;." 

Stanwood,  William,  by  heirs "-.".".I.".'.". I." 

Seamen  &  Rind,  by  administrator,  by  survivor" 

Smith,  Robert,  by  executor 

...do 

...do .".".■■."".'.'."; 

StoufEer,  Henry,  by  heirs 

Stouffer  &  Gloss,  by  survivor 


Rhode  Island. 
New  Bedford. 

Baltimore. 
New  York. 
Gloucester,  Mass. 
Bald  wins  ville,  N.  Y. 
Norwich,  Conn. 
New  York. 
New  Bedford. 

Newport. 
New  York. 
Gloucestej',  Mass. 
'South  Berwick,  Me. 
Do. 
Do. 
.Somersworth,  N.  H. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 
Louisville,  Ky. 
Baltimore,  Md. 
Philadelphia. 
New  Bedford. 
Do. 
Do. 
Salem. 

New  Bedford. 
New  York. 
Alexandria. 
Charleston. 
Do. 
Do. 
Baltimore. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Portsmouth,  N.  H. 
Boston. 
Providence. 
Newport. 
New  York. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Baldwinsville,  N.  Y. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 
Newcastle,  Del. 
Alexandria. 
Washington,  N.  C. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Portsmouth,  N.  H. 
Do. 
Da 
Hallowell,  Me. 
Portsmouth,  N.  H. 
Do. 
Do. 
Guilford,  Conn. 
Do. 
Do. 
Washington,  N.  C. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
Johnsontowu,  Va. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Boston. 
Boston,  Mass. 
Brunswick,  Me. 
New  York. 
Philadelphia. 
Do. 
Do. 
Baltimore, 
Dp, 
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Ses- 

Con- 

sion. 

gress. 

2rt 

29th 

M~ 

29tll 

•M 

29th 

2d 

29th 

Ist 

7th 

Ifit. 

17th 

1st 

36th 

1st, 

31st 

2rt 

29th 

1st, 

26th 

1st 

31st 

M 

2flth 

1st 

30th 

1st 

31st 

1st 

26th 

1st 

31st 

1st 

31st 

1st 

31st 

1st 

31st 

M 

Uth 

1st 

31st 

1st 

31st 

1st 

31st 

lat 

26th 

1st 

31st 

Ist 

26th 

1st 

31st 

1st 

34th 

2c1 

34th 

1st 

26th 

Ist 

31st 

1st 

34th 

lat 

26th 

2d 

31st 

1st 

;52d 

1st 

33d 

1st 

26th 

1st 

28th 

1st 

26th 

I.St 

2Bth 

l.st 

26th 

1st 

2Bth 

I.St 

26th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

26th 

2d 

24th 

1st 

24th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

26th 

Ist 

26th 

l.st 

26th 

1st 

l&th 

1st 

7th 

1st 

Uth 

Ist 

26th 

1st 

26th 

Ist 

7th 

1st 

26th 

Ist 

26th 

l.st 

26th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

31st 

1st 

26th 

1st 

7th 

1st 

28th 

lat 

26th 

1st 

28th 

1st 

26th 

lat 

26th 

1st, 

26th 

lat 

26th 

lat 

26th 

Ist 

26th 

Ist 

26th 

1.st 

26th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

31st 

lat 

26th 

1st 

26th 

lat 

26th 

1st 

26tb 

Names  of  memorialists. 


State  or  city. 


Stouffer  &  Cloas,  by  survivor. 

Smith,  Samuel,  by  heirs 

Sebor,  Jacob _. 

Smith,  Thomas,  by  heirs 

Stewart,  Archibald,  by  executor 

do 

Stone,  Seman,  by  administrator 

do 

do 

Savage,  Timothy,  and  others 

do 

...do....; 

Smith,  Eobert,  by  executor  to  William  Smith  . 

Saywood,  Joseph — 

do 

Savage,  Henry  B 

Snow,  Benjamin,  by  his  widow 

Storer,  John,  by  heirs 

Stewart  &  Barr,  by  executors 

Swift,  Ann  P.,  widow  of  J.  Swift 

do 

Skyren,  John,  by  heirs 

Simpson.  John,  by  heirs 

Sontag,  WilUamL.,  &Co... 

do — 

Seavy,  William,  by  executrix 

do 

do 

do 

Skipwith,  Fulwar 

do 

do 

Sasportas,  Abraham,  by  his  widow 

do.. 

Sage,  Ebenezer,  by  heirs 

Sontag,  Charles,  and  others 

Sears,  G-eorge,  by  executor.. 

Sadler,  Henry,  &  Co.,  by  survivor. 

Salmon,  George,  by  executor 

Saltus,  Francis 

Saltus,  Solomon 

Saltus,  Son  &  Co.,  by  survivor 

Sands,  Joshua 

Sands,  Comfort 

Sands,  Joseph — 

Sanford,  Thomas  (Hartford,  Conn.) 

Sanf ord,  Thomas,  by  attorney 

Sarazin,  Bartholomew 

Bargent,  Daniel 

Sargent,  Winthrop  

Savage  &  Dugan,  by  survivor 

Savoury,  Moses,  by  assi.s^nee 

Shefflin,  Jacob,  &  Son 

Shult,  C.  C,  by  heirs ..- 

do 

...do 

Scott,  Charles  I.,  by  executor. 

Schwartze,  August  1 

do 

Seamen,  Benjamin,  &  Co 

Seamen,  John  E.,  by  representative 

Serross,  Jacob,  by  adm  nistrator 

Searcy,  William,  by  administrator 

Seaward,  John  H  

Seekamp,  Albert,  by  administrator 

do -- 

Shapley,  Ann,  by  assignees,  administratrix  — 

Shapley,  Eeuben.  — .-. — 

Shapley,  James,  by  executor 

Sheaf e,  Jacob,  by  executor 

Sheaf e,  .James,  by  executor 

Sheafe,  John  H 

Sheaf e,  Joseph,  by  executor.. 

Sheafe,  Samuel .- 

Sheafe,W.  M 

Sheafe,  William 

Sheffield,  Aaron,  by  attorney 

Shoemaker,  Eli,  by  heirs 

Silsbee,  Z.  F 

Simes,  Mark,  by  executor 

Sims,  Joseph — 

Sims,  Woodrup  and  Joseph 


Baltimore. 

Middletown,  Conn. 

Alexandria. 

Baltimore. 

Do. 
Derby,  Conn. 

Do. 

Do. 
Middletown,  Conn. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 
Gloucester,  Mass. 

Do. 
Middletown,  Conn. 
Norwich,  Conn. 
Wells,  Me. 
Philadelpbia. 
Alexandria. 

Do. 
Philadelphia, 

Do. 
Do. 

Portsmouth,  N.  H. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baton  Eouge,  La. 

Do. 

Do. 
New  York. 

Do. 
Middletown,  Conn. 
Philadelphia. 
Baltimore. 
New  York. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do 
Aiigusta,  Ga. 
Hartford,  Conn. 

Boston. 
Do. 
Gloucester.  Mass. 
Philadelphia. 
Newburyport. 

Charleston. 

Do. 

Do. 
Boston. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
New  York. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 
Portsmouth,  N.  H. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 
Portsmouth,  N.  H, 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Providence. 
Philadelphia. 
Salem. 

Portsmouth,  N.  H. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 
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Ses- 

Con- 

sion. 

gress. 

Ist, 

31st 

Ist 

36tll 

lat 

aith 

lat, 

31st 

lat 

3«th 

1st 

26th 

Ist, 

26tli 

1st 

2Httl 

1st 

7t.li 

1st 

14th 

Ist 

26th 

1st 

25th 

■M 

Uth 

1st 

211th 

1st 

2«th 

Ist 

2iith 

1st 

26th 

lat 

26th 

Ist 

a6th 

1st 

2fith 

'M 

2»th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

14th 

1st 

26th 

Ist 

26th 

Ist 

2eth 

lat 

26th 

Ist 

2eth 

lat 

26th 

1st 

26th 

Ist 

2«th 

8d 

Uth 

lat 

17th 

1st 

aeth 

lat 

7th 

1st 

26th 

Ist 

26th 

lat 

26th 

Ist 

26th 

lat 

28th 

lat 

7th 

■M 

9th 

lat 

15th 

lat 

16th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

26th 

Ist 

26th 

1st 

26th 

Ist 

26th 

Ist 

26th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

26th 

Ist 

26th 

1st 

7th 

lat 

26th 

Zd 

29th 

1st 

24th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

26th 

1st 

26th 

lat 

26  th 

lat 

26th 

1st 

26th 

lat 

26th 

1st 

26th 

lat 

26th 

•M 

Uth 

M 

15th 

2d 

Uth 

1st 

26th 

1st 

26th 

lat 

26th 

lat 

26th 

lat 

15th 

1st 

32d 

art 

Uth 

1st 

Uth 

ad 

Uth 

1st 

7th 

1st 

7th 

Name  of  memorialists. 


State  or  city. 


Simpson,  John,  and  William  Ross. . 
Skinner,  John,  &  Son,  by  survivor- 
Skinner,  Richard 

Skipwith,  G.  0-.,  and  others 

Smith,  Abigail  P 

Smith,  Benjamin,  and  others. 

Smith,  Charles 

Smith,  Daniel 

Smith,  Desaussure  &  Darrel , 

.....do. 


do 

Smith,  Erastus . 
Smith,  Francis  - . 
do- 


Smith, Isaac,  by  Francis  H.  Smith 

Smith,  Job,  by  attorney 

Smith,  John,  by  executor , 

Smith,  John,  by  agent  (Hartford,  Conn.)  .. 
Smith,  John  C,  as  assignee  of  Robt.  Walm, 

Smith,  John,  by  administrator , 

Smith,  John  Spear 

Smith, Joseph,  jr... 

Smith,  Josiah,  by  executor 


-do. 


Smith,  Josiah 

Smith,  Kenderton _ , 

Smith,  Mursden 

Smith,  Nathaniel 

Smith,  Paca 

Smith,  Pachal  N.,  by  executor 

Smith,  Robert,  assignee  of  James  Yard. 
Smith,  Robert,  &  Co.,  by  survivor 


-do. 
.do. 


Smith,  Thorogood,  by  trustee  . 
do- 


Smith,  William 

Smith,  William,  by  executor , 

Smith  &  Wood,  by  survivor 

Snider,  Jacob,  for  John  Vaughaii. ., 
South  Carolina,  sundry  merchants. 
do 


...-do 
do 

Southgate,  John,  administrator  of  McCaustand  (Nor- 
folk). 

Southgate,  Wright _ 

Sprague,  Margaret,  by  executrix 

Spring,  Setto 

Sproul,  William 

Steavens,  Sarah  W.,  by  executrix , 

Steinmetz,  Daniel,  by  heirs 

Stephens,  Wheelright 

Stephens,  Samuel 

Stephens,  Zachariah  ■ , 

Stewart,  Ann,  by  heirs  of  Jas.  Stewart 

Stewart,  David,  &  Sons,  by  trustees 

do- 


Stewart,  George  H.,  administrator  of  Hugh  Thompson. 

Stocker,  Ebenezer,  by  administrator . ,. , 

do 


Stokes,  William,  by  administrator 

Stone,  Isaac - 

Stone,  Jonathan 

Stone,  Samuel  B 

Storer,  Woodbury,  and  others  (Portland)  . 

Stott,  Ebenezer,&  Co.,  by  survivor _,. 

Strong,  Robert 

Summerl,  Joseph,  by  administrator 

do 

Summerl  &  Brown. 

do 

Summers,  Andrew,  by  assignee 

Sumner,  Ebenezer 

Swain,  Elizabeth,  by  attorney 

Sweetzer,  S 

Salem,  by  sundry  merchants , 

Starkweather,  D.  A 

Swift,  I.,  by  his  widow 

Stone,  Daniel „_ 

....do. 


Simmons,  Francis,  by  John  Lloyd,  jr. 
Simons,  Keating . 


Boston. 

Do. 
Baton  Rouge,  La. 
Gloucester,  Mass. 
Boston. 

Gloucester.  Mass. 
Philadelphia. 
Charleston. 

Do. 

Do. 
ChathamLConu. 
Norfolk,  Va. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
Philadelphia, 
Augusta,  Ga. 
Philadelphia. 
Beaufort,  N.  C. 
Philadelphia. 
Gloucester,  Mass. 
Alexandria. 

Do. 
Newburyport,  Mass. 
Philadelphia. 
Norfolk. 
Boston. 

Havre  de  Grace,  Md. 
New  York. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
Boston. 
Baltimore. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 
Charleston. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Norfolk. 
Salem. 
Portland. 
Bristol,  Me. 
Salem. 

Philadelphia. 
Kennebunk. 
Gloucester,  Mass. 

Do. 
New  York. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 
Newburyport. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 
Newburyport. 
Kennebunk. 
Newburyport. 
Portsmouth,  N.  H. 
Petersburg,  Va 
Salem,  Mass. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 

Do, 

Do. 

Do. 
Newburyport. 

Do. 

Do. 
Salem. 
Ohio. 

Alexandria. 
Norfolk. 

Do. 
Charleston. 

Do. 
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List  of  memorials  to  the  House  of  Representatives  on  French  spoliations— Cont'd. 


Ses- 
sion. 


Con- 
gress. 


Name  of  memorialists. 


State  or  city. 


1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
lat 
1st 
Ist 
1st 
let 
1st 
Ist 
1st 
1st 
2d 

1st 
3d 
Ist 


1st 

"ist 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

2d 

2d 

1st 

1st 

2d 

2d 

1st 

2d 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

2d 

2d 

1st 

2d 

1st 

2d 

1st 

2d 

1st 

1st 

1st 

2d 

1st 

Ut 


9th 

Uth 

rth 

9th 

7th 

7th 

7th 

9th 

7th 

16th 

7th 

7th 

7th 

36th 

14th 

17th 

Uth 

17th 


7th 

7th" 
7th 
7th 
7th 
7th 
7th 
7th 
7th 
7th 
18th 
Uth 
20th 
22d 
23d 
29th 
24th 
'leth 
37th 
25th 
28th 
28th 
26th 
29th 
39th 
26th 
29th 
26th 
27th 
81st 
29th 
26th 
7th 
16th 
26th 
16th 
28th 


Simons,  Keating 

do 

Somersell,  William :... 

—  do. , 

Smith,  Joeiah,  &  Co 

Stewart,  T 

Stromer,  H.  W 

Smith,  William- 

Strieker,  John 

do 

Sommerville,  James 

Schroeder,  Henry 

Smith,  Thorogoodand  Isaac 

Sinclair,  John,  by  his  widow 

Smith,  James 

do... ., 

Savage,  John 

do 

Storrer,  John 

Stooker,  Ebenezer,  by  administrator 

Snelling,  N.  G 

Shepard,  Michi 

Salem  Marine  Insurance  Co 

Sprague,  Joseph 

Sprague,  Joseph,  as  attorney 

Steaves,  William,  by  his  widow 

Stone,  Ebenezer 

Sumner,  John 

Stanwood,  Abel 

Smith,  Nathaniel 

Shuaton,  Elizabeth 

Stewart,  James 

Sedgwick,  B 

Salter,  Jacob 

Smith,  Edward 

Steinmetz,  John 

Smith,  Stevenson 

Schaeffer,  Elizabeth... 

Sterett,  Samuel ... 

Smith,  Hugh... 

Stoney,  John 

Schutt,  JohnG 

Smith,  Josiah 

Schultz,  Charles 

Smith,  John,  by  administrator 

Slacum,  George 

Stump,  John  W 

Suan,  P 

Smith,  Benjamin 

Stanton,  Ebenezer 

Simpson,  John 

Smith,  John 

Smith,  Thomas 

Smith,  Lambert 

Sears,  George 

Taylor,  George,  by  heirs 

do 

...  .do 

do 

do 

Townsend,  Moses,  by  executor 

do 

Tallmau,  Peleg 

do 

Torry,  Charles  F 

Thomas,  John,  and  others 

do 

Tappan,  Eichard,  by  heirs 

Tilton,  Stephen,  by  heirs 

do 

Townsend,  John  K.,  and  others 

Thruston,  John,  by  executor  (Norwich,  Conn.). 

do 

Tucker,  Gideon,  and  others 

do 

do 

do 

Thordike,  Israel,  by  executor 

Thompson,  Hugh,  by  administrator 

do 

do 

Tiernan,  Luke,  by  executor 

do 


Charleston. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
New  York. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Kennebunk. 
Boston. 

Do. 
Salem. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Newburyport. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Philarlelphia. 
New  York. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
Alexandria. 
Charleston. 

Do. 

Do. 
Cincinnati,  Ohio. 
Norfolk. 
Alexandria. 
Maryland. 
Charleston. 
Nantucket. 

Do. 
Washington,  N.  C. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
Washington,  D.  C, 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Salem. 

Do. 
Bath,  Me. 

Do. 
Boston. 
Massachusetts. 

Do. 

Boston. 

Do. 
New  York. 

Do. 

Do. 
Salem. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Boston. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
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Ses- 
sion. 

Con- 
gress. 

29th 

31st 

31st 

31at 

Uth 

17th 

3;!d 

7th 

26th 

10th 

26th 

19  th 

26th 

31st 

26th 

2fith 

7th 

26th 

3.th 

26th 

2ith 

2Bth 

26th 

26th 

28th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

2uth 

28th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

28th 

26th 

;»th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

31st 

26th 

7th 

Uth 

26th 

7th 

Uth 

26th 

7th 

9th 

Uth 

18th 

26th 

28th 

14tll 

Uth 

14th 

14th 

7th 

9th 

Uth 

7th 

7th 

7th 

7th 

14th 

7th 

14th 

7th 

Uth 

16th 

16th 

16th 

7th 

16th 

Names  of  memorialists. 

State  or  city. 

2d 

Tiernan,  Luke,  by  executor  _. .. , 

Baltimore. 

1st 

Taylor,  Lemuel,  oy  trustee  ...._ . -.      ...  .  . 

Do. 

1st 

Philadelphia. 

lat 

Taft,  William  S 

2d 

Do. 

1st 

do ...                         

Do. 

1st 

.    do 

Do.     , 

1st 

1st 

do 

Do. 

1st 

Tabn,  Constant,  and  others  - 

1st 
2d 

Taggart,  John _.. 

Baltimore  County. 

1st 

Talbot,  William 

1st 

Taylor,  Samuel      ..    

1st 

Teasdale,  Richard 

Charleston. 

1st 
1st 
1st 

Tellott,  Jeremiah,  by  executor 

Thompson  &  Dickey,  by  suryiyor 

do 

Baltimore. 
Do. 
Do. 

1st 

ThnmpsnTij  Winiain  TT  ,  by  n.HTniTii.;trfl.tnr 

Norfolk. 

l3t 

3d 

Do. 

1st 

Tilton,  Daniel,  &  Sons 

Maryland. 

1st 

Tinkham,  Seth 

New  York. 

1st 
1st 

Tisdale,  James,  by  administrator 

Tittermary,  Robert,  i&  Son 

Boston. 
Philadelphia. 
New  York. 
Do. 

1st 
1st 

Titus,  John... 

Tibbitts,  Elisha . 

1st 

iRt 

Todd,  Jeremy,  by  executor 

Do. 

1st 

Todd,  Robert  M           .... 

1st 

Tom,  of  Hoyt  &  Tom 

New  York, 

1st 

1st 
lat 

Tomlinson,  Peter,  by  administrator  and  ottiers... 

Toppan,  Edward,  executor  of  Jo.siah  Smith 

Derliy,  Conn. 
Newburyport. 
Brunswick,  Me. 

1st 

Toppan,  Richard,  and  William  Stauwood 

1st 

Toppan,  S 

Newburyport. 
Newport. 

1st 

Torry,  Georare 

1st 

Torry,  William  T 

1st 

1st 

1st 

Townsend,  John  A . 

1st 

Townsend,  M 

Salem. 

1st 
1st 

Tredick,  Henry,  jr  ....  

Tucker,  Catherine,  heir  of  F.  W.  Goyer 

Portsmouth,  N.  H. 
Boston. 

1st 

Tacker,  Ricnard  D 

Do. 

1st 

2d 

....  do 

Do. 

1st 

do 

Do. 

1st 

Tunno  &  Cox  ar.d  others 

Do. 

1st 

do 

Do 

1st 

do 

Do 

1st 

Tunno,  Thomas 

Do 

1st 

do 

Do 

l3t 

do ::    

Do 

1st 

do 

Do 

1st 

...do 

Do. 

1st 

2d 

Taylor,  Francis  P  . 

Norfolk. 

1st 

do 

Do 

2d 

Taylor,  J.,  by  administrator 

2d 

Thomson  &  Veitch,  by  survivor 

Do 

1st 

Teasdale,  John,  by  administrator . 

1st 

do 

Do 

2d 

....do 

Do 

1st 

Theus,  James 

Do 

1st 

Teasdale,  Isaac 

Do 

1st 

Tiddy,  William 

Do 

1st 

Do 

1st 

do 

Do 

1st 

Tunno,  P.  A 

Do 

1st 

do 

1st 

1st 

do.. 

Do 

1st 

Thompson,  Henry ', 

Baltimore. 
Do 

1st 

Torrance,  Charles 

1st 

Tyson,  Isaac 

Do 

1st 

Tenant,  Thomas... 

Do 

1st 

do 

Do. 
Portsmouth,  N.  H. 
Boston. 
Newburyport. 

Do 

Tyler,  John  S 

Tilton,  Stephen 

Todd,  John 

Talcott,  William  (Augusta,  Ga.) 

Hartford.  Conn. 
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Ses- 
sion. 


Con- 
gress. 


Names  of  memorialists. 


State  or  city. 


1st 


1st 
1st 
3d 


1st 
2d 

za 

1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
2d 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
Ist 
ad 
1st 
1st 
3d 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
3d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 


1st 
1st 
1st 
Isc 
2d 
2d 
3d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
Ist 


7th 


19th 
26th 
27th 


18th 
19th 
24th 
31st 
28  th 
28th 
29th 

3l3t 

26th 

7th 

26th 

29th 

26th 

29th 

29th 

31st 

2«th 

31st 

26  th 

33d 

33d 

7th 

26th 

24th 

34th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

15th 

24th 

26th 

31st 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

7th 

7th 

7  th 

14th 

15th 

22d 

22d 

27th 

31st 

26th 

26th 

14th 

14th 

26th 

14th 

14th 

7th 


7th 

7th 

16th 

19th 

19th 

20th 

27th 

24th 

22d 

36th 

7th 

ii5th 

26th 


Tomlinson,  Busael,  by  administrator 

Tinknam,  Joseph 

Thompson,  Eliza,  executrix  of  John  Smith 

Tittermany,  Robert  &  Son,  by  survivor 

Tyson,  Thomas _ 

Tilton,  Daniel __ 

Thompson,  William,  by  administrator 

Thompson,  Jonah 

Trump,  JohnW _ 

Thompson,  Ambrose  W 

Taylor,  R.  A 

United  Insurance  Company __ 

United  States  Insurance  Company  ._ _. 

do 

Union  Insurance  Company 

VanNoorden,  Hadrianus 

do 

Vowell,  Thomas,  by  administrator 

do _ 

Vanghan,  John,  by  Jacob  Snyder _ .. 

Vanuxem,  James,  by  administrator  (Abington,  Pa.) . 

do 

do 

do.. 

Van  Wyck,  William,  by  executor. 

do 

do 

Vernon,  Samuel,  by  executor 

do 

Vernon,  William,  by  executor 

do. 

Vowell,  John  C 

do 

Vasse,  Ambrose 

do 

Veith,  Richard 

Valk  &  Co.,  by  trustee 

do. 

Van  Gover,  administrator  of  John  M.  Burt 

Van  Home  &  (^larkson 

Van  Home,  Garret 

Van  Home,  James  P 

Vanuxem  &Clark  (Philadelphia) 

Vermilyea,  Thomas 

do 

Vernon,  William,  and  others .. 

do. 

Verplank,  Gnlian 

Verplank.  Johnson 

Vickery,  J.  (Norfolk) 

Vickery,  Samuel 

Virginia,  sundry  merchants  of 

Portsmouth,  sundry  merchants  of 

Norfolk,  sundry  merchants  of 

do 

do. 

do 

Norfolk  and  Portsmouth,  sundry  merchants  of 

do 

Vochez.  John  B .- 

Von  Kapff  &  Anspach  

Von  Kapff,  B.  J.,  trustee  of  R.  C.  Boislandry 

Vowell,  John  and  Thomas... 

do 

do. 

Veale,  George 

do 

Von  Kapff,  Ansprch  &  Brune 

Van  Wyck,  John  C 

Vowell,  J.  &T 

Valk,  Adreon 

Williams,  James,  by  executor 

do. 

do 

do 

do 

do 

Walley,  Thomas,  by  administrator 

do. 

do 

Williams,  John,  by  heirs 

do 

do 


Derby,  Conn. 
New  York. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 
Maryland. 
Alexandria. 

Do. 
Bustleton,  Pa. 
Philadelphia. 
Alexandria. 
New  York. 
Philadelphia, 

Do. 

Do. 
Greenville,  N.  O. 

Do. 
Alexandria. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 
Newport. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Alexandria. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 
Alexandria. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
Norfolk.^ 
New  York. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Boston,  Mass. 

Do. 
New  York. 

Do. 

Do. 
Norfolk. 
Virginia. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 
Alexandria. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
Alexandria. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Boston. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
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sion. 


Con- 
gress. 


Names  of  memorialists. 


Stato  or  city. 


Ist 

2a 

1st 

1st 

1st 

2d 

2d 

1st 

3d 

2d 

1st 

1st 

2d 

2d 

1st 

2d 

1st 

1st 

za 

1st 

1st 

2d 

2d 

1st 

1st 

2d 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

2d 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

Ist 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

2d 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

1st 

Ist 

Ist 

l3t 

1st 
Ist 

Ist 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
lat 
1st 
1st 
Ist 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 


Tth 

7th 

10th 

16th 

30th 

27th 

27th 

31st 

27th 

29th 

2fith 

31st 

29th 

29th 

2ath 

29th 

7th 

31st 

29th 

26th 

31st 

14th 

29th 

7th 

26th 

29th 

26th 

30th 

30th 

31st 

31st 

26th 

31st 

Uth 

26th 

31st 

26th 

31st 

31st 

7th 

31st 

31st 

3:)d 

3Sth 

26th 

14th 

17th 

26th 

26th 

21st 

26th 

8th 

24th 

26th 

Slst 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

24th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

20th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

2Tth 

24th 

26th 

26th 

aith 

26th 

16th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

29th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 


Wilson,  Wilson,  by  administrator . 
do - 


-do- 
-do- 
.do. 
.do. 


Williams,  James,  by  administrator . 
do - 

Wheelright,Ebenezer,  and  others. . 

Williams,  John,  by  his  widow 

Wardrobe,  John,  by  heirs 


-do. 
.do. 


Woodbury,  Samuel,  by  administrator. 
White, Gilmau, by  heirs.. 


.do. 


Warfleld,  George  F.,  and  others  . 
do 


.do. 


Whitesides,  Peter,  by  his  widow 

..  .do 

Whittle,  Conway,  by  administrator . 


-do. 


White,  Joseph,  by  heirs  . 
do 


.do. 


Wilson,  Alexander,  by  administrator  . 

do... 

Walker,  Robert,  by  heirs 


.do. 


Warfleld,  William  and  William  H. 
Walker,  Daniel,  by  heirs 


Wattles,  Nathaniel- 
.do 


.do- 


Wilson,  David,  by  heirs 

do.. 

Wrujht, Henry  Allen... 

Walker,  Samuel  P.,  by  his  widow  . 
do. 


Wells  &  Miller 

White,  Henry,  by  heirs 

Wild, Daniel, by  heirs.. 

Warren  Marine  Insurance  Company. 
Wacksmuth.I.  G.,  by  executor 


.do. 
.do. 


Waesche,  Frederick,  administrator  of  Geoi'ge  Repold. 
Waff , Thomas, administrator  of  Stephen  Carpenter., 


.do. 


Wait,  John 

Waldo,  W.T.,  by  heirs 

do.... 

Walker, D.,  by  attorney 

Wallace,  David,  sr.,  by  representative 

Wallas,  John 

Wain,  Robert, administrator  of  Jesse  Wain.. 

Wain, R., by  assignee 

Walter,  Lynde  and  W - 

do.... - 

Walton,  Samuel , 

Watson,  Benj.M.,  by  administrator. 

Watson,  James,  by  his  widow.: , 

Watson  &  Paul,  by  survivor 

Watson,  Marsden,  by  administrator 

Weisman,  Charles. -- 

Wells,  John,  and  others 

Wells,  Titus,  by  Ab.  Truro  and  others 

do 

Welsh,  J 

West,  Judith 

West,  Nathaniel 

Williams,  Amos  A 

Wheeler,  Benjamin 

White,  Gilmau,  executor  of  Thomas  Drown , 

White,  Stephen,  by  executor 

White,  Thomas  B 

Whitehead,  N.  C 

Whitmore,  Ebenezer 

Whitmore,  Gordon _ 

Willard,  Josiah,  by  attorney ., 

Williams,  Cumberland  D.,by  administrator. 


Alexandria. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Annapolis,  Md. 

Do. 
Newburyport. 
New  LisDon,  Ohio. 
Concord,  N.H. 

Do. 

Do. 

Newburyport. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 
Kemberton,  Pa. 

Do. 
Norfolk. 

Do. 
Salem. 

Do. 

Do. 
Norfolk. 

Do. 
Fredericksburg,  Va. 

Do. 
Baltimore  County. 
Kennebunk. 

Do. 
Alexandria. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
New  York. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 

Boston. 
Warren,  R.T. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 
Edenton.N.O. 

Do. 
Maine. 
Boston. 

Do. 
Kennebunk. 
Ocracock,  N.  O. 
Boston. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 
Boston. 

Do. 
Newburyport. 
Boston. 

Philadelphia. 
Boston. 

New  Haven.  Conn. 
Newburyport. 
Boston. 
Do. 
Philadelphia. 
Gloucester,  Mass. 
Salem. 
Baltimore. 
Boston. 
Newburyport. 
Salem. 

New  Bedford. 
Norfolk. 
Newburyport. 
Chatham,  Coun. 
Boston. 
Baltimore. 
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List  of  memorials  to  the  House  of  Representatives  on  French  spoliations — Cout'd. 


Ses- 
sion, 


Con- 
gress. 


Names  of  memorialists. 


State  or  city. 


1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
Ist 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 

ad 

1st 
2d 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
Ist 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
1st 
Ist 
1st 
1st 
1st 
2d 
1st 
2d 
1st 
2d 
1st 


26th 

16th 

26th 

26th 

7th 

26th 

26th 

Tta 

26th 

7th 

14th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

14th 

26th 

26th 

7th 

16th 

29th 

26th 

29th 

7th 

14th 

26th 

16th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

31st 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

7th 

26th 

26th 

31st 

29th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

35th 

7th 

14th 

14th 

16th 

16th 

7th 

7th 

7th 

7th 

I4th 

17th 

14th 

17th 

14th 

17th 


Williams,  E.,  for  underwriters 

Williams,  George,  administrator  of  Benjamin  Williams 
do 


Williams,  John  and  Mary 

Williams,  Joseph,  by  attorney 

do 

Williams,  Nathaniel  P 

Williams,  Timothy ..- i 

Williamson, David, trustee  of  Coopman  &  Co  _. 

Williamson,  John _ _. 

do 

do 

Willing  &  Francis,  by  survivor 

Willing,  Richard  and  Thomas  M.,by  executor  . 

Will  ock,  Thomas 

...  do 

Wills, John 

Wilson,  James,  by  heirs 

do. 

do 

Wilson,  John,  by  attorney _ 

Wilson,B.J.T   

Wilson,  William, by  trustte _. 

do 

do 

Winchester,  David 

do 

Winn,  Joseph 

Winship,  Abiel,  by  heirs 

Winslow,  Frederick,  and  others 

Winslow,  Isaac 

Wise.Machel 

Witham, Thomas.. 

Witherspoon,  Thomas 

Waart,  William 

Wood,  Abiel 

Wood,Abner 

Wood,  Gabriel-— 

do. 

Woodbridge  &  Snow,  by  survivor 

Woodbury,  H.,by  attorney 

Woodbury,  Samuel,  by  attorney 

Woodrup,and  Joseph  Sims 

Woolsey,  G.  M : 

Wyatt,  Benjamin 

Wild,  Samuel,  by  heirs 

Williams,  Thomas 

do 

do 

Wilson,  Thomas 

Wallace,  Joseph  A 

Williams,  Benjamin,  by  administrator 

Wilson  &  Mans 

Walsh,  Jacob,  jr — 

Williams  &  Low 

Warder,  Jeremiah 

do .- 

Wharton,  Robert 

do 

Willing,  Thomas  M 

do -- 

Wood,  Abiel 

Walley,  S.  H -. 

Waldo,  T 

Waldo,  Samuel 

Walter,  W 

Whice,  Stephen .- 

White,  Joseph 

Wheelright,  Abraham '. 

Williams,  Joseph , 

Whlte,P.  M 

Wain,  Jesse,  by  administrator 

Wilson,  John 

Willing,  Richard 

Williams,  Samuel,  by  administrator 

Winchester,  George 

Wilson,  Ann 

White,  G.J. 

White,  Joseph 

Wilson,  Louis  D 

Wallace,  William  H 

Williams,  Thomas 

Wallay,  Samuel  H 


Hartford,  Conn. 
Baltimore. 
Do. 

Do. 
Do. 
Do. 

Boston. 

Baltimore. 

Charleston. 

Do. 

Do. 
Philadelphia, 

Do. 
Norfolk. 

Do. 
I^  ewburyport. 
Alexandria. 

Do. 

Do. 
Norfolk. 

Alexandria. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
Salem. 
Boston. 

Do. 

Kennebunk,  Me. 

Newbury  port. 

Philadelphia. 

Newburyport. 

Wiscasset. 

Newburyport. 

Baltimore. 

Do. 
Norwich,  Conn. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 
New  York. 
Bangor,  Me. 

Alexandria. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Wiscasset. 
Boston. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Newburyport. 
Norwich,  Conn. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 

Do. 
Washington,  D.  C. 

Do. 
Washington,  N.  C. 
Ocracoct,  N.  C. 
Norfolk. 
Roxbury,  Mass. 
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List  of  memorials  to  the  House  of  Representatives  on  French  spoliation — Cont'd. 


Con- 
gress. 


Names  of  memorialists. 


State  or  city. 


1st 
1st 


1st 
1st 
21 
1st 
1st 
1st 
3d 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 
1st 


1st 
1st 
Ist 


7th 
7tli 


2Zd 

7th 

29th 

31st 

31st 

31st 

Uth 

17th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

26th 

3eth 

26th 


31st 
30th 
26th 


White,  Joseph,  sr _ 

Wilson,  William  , , 

Woods,  William  J — 

Younp:,  William 

Yellott,  Jeremiah,  by  heirs,  executor  — 

do   

Yerby,  Elizabeth 

Yerger,  John,  by  heirs 

Young,  James,  by  heirs - 

Yard,  James,  by  assignee. 

do -.- -. 

do - .-. 

Young,  James,  by  assignee 

Young,  .Tames - 

Young,  James 

Young,  Joseph,  by  executor 

Young,  Joseph,  by  executor 

Young,  William,  executor  of  Wm.  Jones 

Young.  John --. 

Young,  .James,  by  heirs 

Zacharie,  Stephen ,  by  heirs 

Zacharie,  Coopman  &  Co.,  by  trustee 


Baltimore.  ■ 

Do. 

Do. 
North  Yarmoiith,  Me. 
Baltimore. 

Do. 
Willilnson  County,  Miss. 

Norfolk. 
Philadelphia. 

Do. 

Do. 

Bristol,  Me. 
Virginia. 

Newburyport,  Mass. 
Baltimore. 
Philadelphia. 
Baltimore. 
Bristol,  Me. 
Baltimore. 
Do. 


[See  Claims  against  Mexico,  Gen.  Index.] 
May  19,  1864. 

[Senate  Report  No.  70.] 

Mr.  Foster  made  the  following  report: 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  iielations,  to  whom  was  referred  the 
memorial  of  Alexander  J.  Atocha,  praying  that  his  claims  against 
Mexico,  disallowed  by  the  commissioners  under  the  treaty  of  Quada- 
lupe  Hidalgo,  may  be  investigated,  and,  if  found  just,  paid  by  the 
United  States,  have  considered  the  sub.ject,  and  now  report: 

That  said  claim  has  been  pending  before  this  body  for  some  ten 
years  past,  and  has  always  been  regarded  with  favor  by  the  commit- 
tees who  have  acted  upon  it.  Your  committee  consider  the  claim  to 
have  substantial  merits,  and  they  adopt  as  their  own,  with  slight 
alterations,  the  report  of  a  former  committee  of  this  bodj'. 

[See  Senate  Report  304,  third  session  Thirty-fourth  Congress,  p.  244.] 


[See  Claims  against  France,  Gen.  Index.] 
FORTIETH  CONGRESS,  FIRST  SESSION. 
March  12,  1867. 

[Senate  Report  No.  1.] 

Mr.  Sumner  made  the  following  report: 

The  Committee  on  E'oreign  Relations,  to  whom  was  referred  Senate 
bill  47,  to  provide  for  the  adjustment  and  satisfaction  Of  claims  of 
American  citizens  for  spoliations  committed  by  the  French  prior  to 
the  31st  day  of  July,  1801,  beg  leave  to  report: 

That  they  now  adopt  the  report  of  the  committee  on  this  bill  made 
to  the  Senate  April  4,  1864,  as  follows: 

[See  Senate  Report  41,  Thirty-eighth  Congress,  first  session,  p.  3.] 
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[See  Claims  against  Mexico,  Gen.  Index.] 
FORTIETH  CONGRESS,  SECOND  SESSION. 

July  22,  1868. 

[Senate  Report  No.  183.] 

Mr.  Sumner,  from  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  submitted 
the  following  report: 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  to  whom  was  referred  the 
petition  of  Jonas  P.  Levy,  with  the  accompanying  papers,  have  had 
the  same  under  consideration,  and  ask  leave  to  submit  the  following 
report: 

The  facts  in  this  case  appear  to  be  substantially  as  follows :  By  the 
treaty  of  Guadalupe  Hidalgo  between  the  United  States  and  Mexico, 
concluded  on  the  2d  of  February,  1848,  the  United  States  assumed 
the  responsibility  for  the  claims  of  our  citizens  upon  the  Mexican 
Government  and  undertook  to  make  satisfaction  for  them  to  an 
amount  not  exceeding  three  and  a  quarter  millions  of  "dollars.  The 
claims  were  to  be  examined  by  a  board  of  commissioners,  whose 
awards  should  be  "final  and  conclusive." 

To  carry  into  effect  these  stipulations,  an  act  was  passed  bearing 
date  the  3d  of  March,  1849,  to  take  effect  on  the  10th  of  the  same 
month,  authorizing  the  appointment  of  three  commissioners.  The 
duration  of  the  board  was  limited  to  two  years  from  the  date  of  its 
organization.  It  was  empowered  to  receive,  examine,  and  decide  aU 
claims  presented  to  it,  and  "all  records,  documents,  and  papers  which 
now  are,  or  hereafter,  until  the  close  of  the  commission,  may  come 
into  the  possession  of  the  Department  of  State  having  relation  to  such 
claims,"  were  by  the  terms  of  the  act  to  be  delivered  to  the  board, 
and  at  the  close  of  its  sessions  returned  with  the  journal  of  proceed- 
ings to  the  Department.  Under  this  act  Messrs.  George  Evans,  Caleb 
B.  Smith,  and  Robert  T.  Paine  were  appointed  commissioners,  and  to 
the  board  thus  constituted  Captain  Levy  presented  his  case  in  a 
memorial  bearing  date  November  16,  1849. 

The  commissioners  examined  the  case,  rejected  some  portions  of  the 
claim  for  want  of  proof,  others  as  not  being  a  ground  for  claim,  and 
allowed  only  one  item,  for  which  they  awarded  him  $3,675,  which  sum 
was  paid. 

This  award  was  final  and  conclusive  by  the  terms  of  the  treaty. 
The  claimant,  however,  applied  to  Congress  to  have  the  case  reopened 
on  the  ground  that  he  had  not  been  allowed  an  opportunity  to  prove 
his  case,  and  that  important  papers,  necessary  to  establish  his  claim, 
and  deposited  by  him  or  his  counsel  in  the  State  Department,  had 
been  lost.  The  facts  as  to  this  alleged  loss  are  doubtful,  and  the  point 
has  been  discussed  with  much  acrimony  and  personality  without  any 
satisfactory  conclusion.  The  committee  of  the  Senate  to  wliich  Cap- 
tain Levy's  memorial  was  referred,  however,  came  to  the  conclusion 
that  there  was  sufficient  evidence  of  the  loss  to  make  "a  clear  c;ise 
for  equitable  relief,"  and  accordingly  reported  a  bill  authorizing  the 
accounting  officers  of  the  Treasury  to  "examine,  adjust,  and  settle 
the  claim,"  which  was  passed  by  both  Houses,  and  became  a  law  on 
the  3d  of  August,  1854.  The  effect  of  this  act  was  to  grant  the  claim- 
ant a  new  hearing. 

In  conformity  with  this  act,  the  claim  was  examined  by  Mr.  Pleas- 
onton,  the  Fifth  Auditor  of  the  Treasury,  who  allowed  Captain  Levy 
$54,669.40.     This  decision  then  went  to  the  First  Comptroller  for  final 
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action.  Before,  however,  the  papers  were  sent  to  him  they  were 
examined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  himself,  the  Hon.  Janies 
Guthrie,  who  came  to  the  conclusion  that  the  evidence  did  not  justify 
the  award  of  Mr.  Pleasonton,  and  informed  Mr.  Whittlesey,  the  First 
Comptroller,  of  his  opinion.  Mr.  "Whittlesey  next  examined  the  case 
with  great  care,  collected  a  mass  of  evidence  not  before  introduced, 
and,  in  an  elaborate  opinion  of  220  printed  pages,  overruled  the 
decision  of  Mr.  Pleasonton,  and  disallowed  every  item  of  the  claim. 
This  opinion  is  dated  March  31,  1855. 

On  the  l<Sth  of  the  next  December  Captain  Levy  again  applied  to 
Congress  for  relief,  and  the  Committee  on  Claims,  to  which  his  memo- 
rial was  referred,  reported  "leave  to  withdraw"  on  the  24th.  His 
petition  was  again  presented  on  the  11th  of  February,  1856,  and  on 
the  24th  of  the  ensuing  March  the  committee  reported  a  resolution, 
which  was  passed,  referring  the  case,  with  all  the  documents  and 
proofs  relating  to  it,  to  the  Court  of  Claims.  The  court  examined  it 
carefully,  after  arguments  on  both  sides,  and,  in  May,  1858,  gave  a 
unanimous  decision  against  the  claimant,  thus  sustaining  Mr.  Whit- 
tlesey. 

Captain  Levy,  still  dissatisfied,  petitioned  Congress  again  on  the 
13th  of  December,  1858,  and  on  the  25th  of  January,  1859,  Mr.  Sew- 
ard, from  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  to  whom  the  petition 
had  been  referred,  made  an  adverse  report  recommending  that  it  be 
rejected  on  the  ground  that  the  petitioner  presented  no  reasons  sulfi- 
ciently  strong  to  justify  the  committee  in  disturbing  a  decision  con- 
curred in  both  by  the  First  Comptroller  and  the  Court  of  Claims. 

During  the  year  1859  the  case  was  examined  by  a  clerk  in  the 
Treasury  Department,  who  made  an  adverse  report. 

At  the  first  session  of  the  next  Congress,  on  the  24th  of  January, 
1860,  a  memorial  from  Mr.  Levy  was  again  presented  and  referred  to 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  who  reported,  by  Mr.  Sumner, 
two  resolutions,  the  first  on  the  15th of  May,  1860,  referring  "so  much 
of  the  memorial  as  relates  to  the  discovery  and  production  of  new  tes- 
timony material  to  the  adjudication  of  his  claim"  to  the  Court  of 
Claims,  and  the  second  on  the  22d  of  the  same  month,  authorizing  the 
court  to  call  for  original  or  authenticated  copies  of  all  documents 
deemed  by  the  parties  necessary  to  the  just  settlement  of  the  case. 

On  the  2d  of  November,  1860,  Mr.  Levy  averred  that  there  were 
important  documents  in  the  State  and  Treasury  Departments,  which, 
if  produced,  would  establish  his  claim.  He  alleged  that  the  court 
refused  to  order  them  to  be  produced,  and  therefore  declined  to  pro- 
ceed further,  and  had  recourse  again  to  Congress. 

His  memorial  was  presented  in  the  House  and  referred  to  the  Com- 
mittee of  Claims,  who  on  the  25th  of  January,  1861,  made  a  report 
briefly  recapitulating  the  facts  above  stated,  and  accompanied  it  by  a 
joint  resolution,  referring  the  case  again  to  the  accounting  officers  of 
the  Treasury.  The  reasons  given  by  the  committee  were,  substantially, 
that,  while  there  was  not  evidence  enough  to  justify  them  in  allowing 
the  claim,  still  the  petitioner  alleged  that  the  necessary  evidence  could 
be  produced,  and  he  had  a  right  to  another  opportunity.  This  reso- 
lution was  never  passed,  and  the  case  is  brought  before  Congress  now 
in  exactly  the  same  condition  as  in  1861. 

It  seems,  then,  that  the  case  has  been  examined  no  less  than  six 
times — by  the  board  of  commissioners  in  the  first  instance,  by  Mr. 
Pleasonton,  by  Mr.  Guthrie,  by  Mr.  Whittlesey,  by  the  Court  of 
Claims,  and  by  the  oificer  in  the  Treasury  Department  referred  to  in  the 
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report  from  the  Committee  of  Claims  in  the  House  of  Representatives — 
and  that  there  have  been  five  adverse  reports  or  opinions.  The  pres- 
ent petition  is  in  the  nature  of  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  a  motion  which 
should  not  be  granted  unless  there  is  good  reason  to  suppose  that  jus- 
tice has  not  been  done  in  the  former  trials,  or  unless  new  evidence  can 
be  produced,  which  would  probably  have  affected  the  decision  had  it 
been  introduced  at  the  former  trials. 

It  may  be  remarked  that,  if  there  was  any  proof  not  produced  at  the 
former  hearings  which  it  is  in  the  petitioner's  power  to  supplj;^,  he  can 
do  it  now,  for  it  is  now  seventeen  years  since  he  first  became  aware 
of  the  defects  in  his  evidence,  and  there  is  no  reason  to  believe  that 
anything  not  in  the  case  now  can  be  produced.  Captain  Levy  has 
submitted  to  the  committee  a  brief  statement  of  his  case,  with  the 
evidence  under  each  item  of  the  claim,  on  which  he  relies.  This  has 
been  carefully  compared  with  the  evidence  before  the  Court  of  Claims, 
and  it  is  found  that,  in  support  of  four  out  of  five  items,  he  brings 
forward  nothing  which  was  not  before  the  Court  of  Claims  and  by 
them  carefully  considered  in  making  up  their  opinion.  Under  the 
fifth  head  he  gives  the  titles  of  a  few  papers  which  do  not  appear  to 
have  been  before  the  court,  but  they  are  not  found  among  the  papers 
on  file,  and,  so  far  as  their  character  can  be  judged  from  their  titles, 
they  are  immaterial.  The  committee  find  that  there  is  no  reason  to 
suppose  that  the  hearings  already  had  in  this  ease  have  been  other- 
wise than  perfectly  impartial,  and  they  are  not  aware  of  any  newly 
discovered  evidence  material  to  the  issue.  They  therefore  recommend 
that  the  petition  be  rejected. 

They  append  to  their  report  a  letter  from  Mr.  Tayler,  the  Comp- 
troller of  the  Treasury,  which  sustains  their  conclusion. 


Treasury  Department,  June  SO,  1868. 
Sir:  In  response  to  your  letter  of  the  16th  instant  respecting  the  claim  of  Jonas 
P.  Levy,  I  have  the  honor  to  transmit  herewith  a  copy  of  a  report  from  the  Comp- 
troller of  the  Treasury  of  yesterday,  and  a  printed  copy  of  the  decision  of  his 
predecessor  in  ofBce,  made  March  31,  1855,  and  referred  to  therein.  The  papers 
referred  by  you  are  also  returned. 

I  am,  sir,  very  respectfully,  H.  McCulloch, 

Secretary  of  the  Treasury. 
Hon.  Chas.  Sumner, 

Chairman  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  Senate, 


Treasury  Department,  Comptroller's  Office, 

June  I'J,  1868. 

Sir:  I  have  the  honor  to  acknowledge  the  reference  for  report  of  the  letter  of 
the  16th  instant,  addressed  by  Mr.  Sumner,  chairman  of  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations,  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  respecting  the  claim  of  Jonas 
P.  Levy. 

Mr.  Sumner  says  he  is  instructed  by  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  to 
transmit  for  your  examination  the  petition  of  Jonas  P.  Levy,  with  the  accompa- 
nying papers,  by  a  perusal  of  which  you  will  see  that  an  act  of  Congress  was 
passed  for  his  relief  on  the  3d  day  of  August,  1854,  and,  as  the  latter  alleges,  that 
the  proper  officers  of  the  Treasury  Department  have  failed  to  comply  with  its 
requirements,  and  to  adjust  and  settle  his  claim;  and  the  committee  desire  to 
know  the  reasons  of  the  Department  for  this  action,  and  what  judgment  has  been 
formed  by  it  on  the  case,  and  whether  there  is  any  reason  why  the  request  of  the 
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petitioner  should  not  be  granted,  "which  is  for  a  further  act  of  legislation  by 
which  the  Treasurer  of  the  United  States  may  be  directed  to  pay  the  several 
amounts,  with  interest  thereon  at  the  rate  of  6  per  cent  per  annum,  due  to  the 
petitioner,  in  accordance  and  under  the  regulations  governing  the  treaty  of  the 
United  States  and  Mexico,  dated  February  2,  1848." 

In  examining  the  communication  you  will  perceive  it  is  assumed  by  the  com- 
mittee -'that  the  proper  officers  of  the  Treasury  Department  have  failed  to  com- 
ply "with  the  requirements  of  the  act  of  August  3,  1854,  and  have  failed  '-to 
adjust  and  settle  his  (Levy's)  claim." 

If  the  act  of  18o4  simply  submitted  to  the  Department  the  inquiry  how  much 
Mr.  Levy  claimed,  and  required  that  that  claim  should  be  paid,  then  the  officers 
of  the  Department  have  wholly  failed  to  comply  with  the  requirements  of  the 
act;  but  if  that  act  submitted  to  the  proper  officers  of  the  Department  the  inquiry 
what  was  due  to  Mr.  Levy  in  accordance  with  law  and  treaty  stipulations,  not- 
withstanding the  finding  of  the  commission  to  which  the  subject  had  been  origi- 
nally committed,  then  it  is  clear  that  the  proper  officers  of  the  Department  have 
faithfully,  laboiiously,  and  discreetly  discharged  their  whole  duty  toward  both 
Mr.  Levy  and  the  Government. 

A  brief  reference  to  Mr.  Levy's  proceedings  to  recover  for  the  items  constitut- 
ing his  present  claim  will,  I  think,  show  that  he  has  had  all  the  consideration  he 
is  entitled  to  from  the  Government. 

1.  In  Mexico  he  recovered  |2,500  or  $3,000  for  a  portion  of  the  items  embraced 
in  his  present  claim,  and  in  the  claim  passed  upon  in  this  office;  and  there  is 
nothing  beyond  the  unsustained  assertions  of  Mr.  Levy  to  show  that  the  trial  was 
not  fair  nor  that  the  judgment  failed  to  do  justice. 

3.  His  claims  were  presented  to  the  commission  appointed  to  adjust  the  Mex- 
ican claims,  and  that  commission  allowed  him  $3,625.  There  is  nothing  to  show 
that  the  case  was  not  fully  heard  and  fairly  considered  and  justly  decided  by  the 
commission.  It  is  true  Mr.  Levy  claims  that  a  considerable  number  of  important 
papers  disappeared  from  the  files  of  the  Department  of  State  or  of  the  commission 
which,  had  they  been  considered,  would  have  induced  a  different  decision  and  the 
allowance  of  a  larger  sum.  But  this  claim  is  not  sustained.  The  opinion  of  the 
Court  of  Claims  upon  this  point  may  be  regarded  as  settling  it. 

3.  The  act  of  1854  was  passed,  in  compliance  with  which  each  item  of  the  claim 
was  carefully,  thoroughly,  and  impartially  examined  and  decided  by  Mr.  Comp- 
troller Whittlesey,  as  appears  by  the  printed  volume  of  220  pages  herewith  trans- 
mitted.   The  whole  claim  was  rejected  as  groundless. 

4.  Mr.  Levy  then  appealed  to  the  President,  in  a  'long  letter  accusing  Mr. 
Comptroller  Whittlesey  of  partiality  and  improper  motives  in  deciding  the  case. 
The  President  examined  the  case  sufficiently  to  satisfy  himself  that  the  decision 
was  correct. 

5.  Again  Mr.  Levy  appealed  to  Congress,  and  the  claim  was  referred  to  the  Court 
of  Claims  for  adjudication.  That  court  fully  and  carefully  examined  it  and  gave 
an  elaborate  opinion,  rejecting  each  item  in  detail,  and  concluding  with  the  decison 
"that  the  petitioner  is  not  entitled  to  relief."  This  decision  was  reported  to  the 
House  of  Representatives  May  4,  1858,  at  the  first  session  of  the  Thirty-fifth  Con- 
gress.    (See  Report  No.  173  of  the  Court  of  Claims.) 

6.  A  new  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  and  a  new  Comptroller  having  been 
appointed  subsequently  to  Mr.  Whittlesey's  decision,  Mr.  Levy  applied  to  them  to 
reopen  and  allow  his  claim.  But  both  Secretary  Cobb  and  Comptroller  Medill 
refused. 

7.  After  the  present  Comptroller  came  into  office,  Levy  again  made  his  appear-: 
ance  by  letter  and  in  person,  demanding  a  rehearing  and  payment  of  his  claims. 
Regarding  the  case  as  having  been  once  thoroughly  investigated  in  this  office,  and 
once  by  the  Court  of  Claims,  I  declined  to  comply  with  his  demand.  Since  the 
reference  of  Mr.  Sumner's  letter,  I  have  read  the  material  portions  of  the  case 
and  of  the  evidence,  and  I  concur  in  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Whittlesey  and  of  the  Court 
of  Claims.  The  pertinacious  audacity  with  which  the  claim  is  prosecuted  may 
induce  some  persons  to  think  there  is  some  justice  in  it,  but  can  not  remove  it 
from  the  class  to  which  the  Gardner  claim  belonged. 

The  proceedings  to  which  I  have  referred  supply  ample  "reason  why  the  request 
of  the  petitioner  should  not  be  granted; "  but  if  Congress  think  otherwise  I  pray 
them  not  to  impose  on  the  Department  the  duty  of  again  examining  and  deciding 
upon  a  claim  that  does  not  possess  even  the  shadow  of  substance. 
1  am,  very  respectfully,  your  obedient  servant, 

R.  W.  Tayler,  Comptroller. 
Hon.  H.  MoCuLLOCH, 

Secretary  of  the  Treasury, 
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[See  Claims  against  France,  Gen.  Index.] 

FORTY-FIRST  CONGRESS,  SECOND  SESSION. 

January  17,  1870. 

[Senate  Eeport  No.  10.] 

Mr.  Sumner  made  the  following  report: 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  to  whom  was  referred  Senate 
bill  No.  35,  to  provide  for  the  adjustment  and  satisfaction  of  claims 
of  American  citizens  for  spoliations  committed  by  the  French  prior 
to  the  31st  day  of  July,  1801,  beg  leave  to  report  that  they  now  adopt 
the  report  of  the  committee  on  this  bill  made  to  the  Senate  April  4, 
1864,  as  follows: 

[See  Senate  Report  41,  TIiirty-Eighth  Congress,  first  session,  p.  3.] 


April  8,  1870. 

[Senate  Heport  No.  95.] 

Mr.  Sumner,  from  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  submitted 
the  following  report : 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  to  whom  was  referred  the 
petition  of  Marcus  Bernhard,  complaining  of  the  minister  of  the  United 
States  at  Berlin,  and  praying  that  the  Prussian  Government  be 
requested  to  return  to  him  a  fine  of  $50,  have  had  the  same  under  con- 
sideration, and  beg  leave  to  report: 

The  petition  of  Marcus  Bernhard  was  transmitted  by  the  comm^ittee 
to  the  Secretary  of  State,  with  the  request  that  it  be  communicated  to 
the  minister  of  the  United  States  at  Berlin.  The  petition  and  corre- 
spondence are  hereby  given. 

POSEN,  August  6,  1869, 
To  the  honorable  body  the  Senate  of  the  United  States  of  America, 

Washington  City,  D.  C: 

As  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  1  deem  it  my  duty,  on  behalf  of  other  Ameri- 
can citizens,  who  also  travel  in  Europe,  to  report  to  your  honorable  body  the  fol- 
lowing facts: 

On  my  arrival  here  on  a  visit  in  the  year  of  1868,  I  was  requested  by  the  court 
of  Trzemeszrio,  Prussia,  to  pay  a  fine  of  50  thaler,  or  be  imprisoned  four  weeks, 
for  emigrating  without  permission,  although  at  the  time  of  my  emigration,  in  the 
year  1860,  in  my  eighteenth  year. 

Knowing  that  the  fine  was  also  on  account  of  military  service,  I  feared  the  con- 
sequence, and  therefore  requested  the  United  States  minister  plenipotentiary,  Mr. 
Bancroft,  at  Berlin,  to  notify  the  said  court  that,  after  the  treaty  of  1868  with 
North  Germany,  the  Prussian  Government  has  agreed  to  trouble  American  citi- 
zens no  more  about  a  fine  or  serving  in  the  army.  I  sent  my  citizen  paper  and 
passport  to  Mr.  Bancroft,  identified  myself  at  the  American  legation  in  Berlin, 
and  begged  the  minister  to  give  me  the  certificate  (that,  on  my  pleading  of  being 
an  American  citizen,  and  exempt  from  fine  regarding  military  affairs  the  court 
required  of  me)  that  a  five  years'  residence  in  the  United  States  is  required  to 
become  a  citizen. 

Mr.  Bancroft  has  paid  no  attention  to  my  request,  nor  has  he  done  anything 
before  the  authorities  that  the  treaty  should  be  regarded. 

The  consequence  of  this  was  that  the  court  has  compelled  me,  through  the 
executor,  to  pay  the  fine  and  declared  me  subject  to  military  service.  On  the  16th 
of  July  a  warrant  was  issued  to  the  police  of  this  town,  and  1  was  sent  with  a  guard 
to  a  military  office  which  a  lieutenant  named  Breslauer  from  here  had  in  charge. 
This  officer  questioned  me  in  a  very  insulting  way;  called  me  by  ever}'  mean  name 
he  could  think  of;  said  that  the  scrap  of  English  writing  (meaning  my  citizen 
paper)  is  not  worth  reading,  and  that  the  treaty  is  a  njere  act  not  to  be  regarded. 
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This  lieutenant  sent  me  with  a  military  guard  to  the  military  physician  to  be 
examined  if  bodily  strong  enough  for  military  service,  but  of  the  result  of  this 
examination  I  have  not  heard  anything  yet. 

Being  compelled  to  pay  the  fine  of  50  thaler  or  be  four  weeks  impiisoned,  I  paid 
it  under  condition  that  upon  decision  of  higher  authority  to  have  the  fine  returned 

to  me.  ■.■■.„ 

A  little  note  of  Mr.  George  Bancroft  to  Count  Bismarck,  or  any  other  high  Prus- 
sian olficer,  in  this  affair  would  have  been  for  the  future  to  other  American  citi- 
zens a  great  benefit,  and  would  have  saved  me  of  all  these  military  troubles  and 
insults. 

I  beg  your  honorable  body,  ttie  Senate  of  the  United  States,  to  have  the  Ameri- 
can minister,  Mr.  Bancroft,  instructed  in  this  affair,  that  he  should  take  steps 
required  for  the  protection  of  his  fellow-citizens;  also,  to  have  the  Prussian  Gov- 
ernment requested  to  return  me  the  fine  of  50  thaler  and  to  relieve  me  of  these 
military  troubles. 

"Very  respectfully,  Marcus  Beenhaed, 

At  present  No.  9  Kleine  Oerber  street,  Posen,  Prussia. 

P.  S. — My  citizen  papers  and  passports  were  registered  at  the  superior  court  in 
New  York  on  the  7th  of  February,  lBli7. 


Depaetmbnt  of  State, 

Washington,  April  S,  1870. 
Sie:  Referring  to  your  letter  of  the  15th  of  February  last,  relative  to  the  case  of 
Marcus  Bernhard,  an  alleged  citizen  of  the  United  States,  I  have  now  the  honor  to 
inclose  for  your  perusal  a  dispatch  of  the  11th  ultimo  (No.  76)  and  its  accompani- 
ment, from  Mr.  Bancroft,  the  United  States  minister  at  Berlin,  to  whose  attention 
a  triiuscript  of  your  communication  was  brought. 
Be  pleased  to  return  the  inclosed  when  you  shall  have  done  with  it. 
I  have  the  honor  to  be,  sir,  your  obedient  servant, 

Hamilton  Fish. 
Hon.  Chaeles  Sdmner, 

Chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  United  States  Senate. 


[G.  Bancroft  to  Department  of  State.] 

No.  76.]  Bbelin,  March  11, 1870. 

[Case  of  Marcus  Baer.] 

He  returned  to  Germany  early  in  1867.    He  goes  by  two  names.    He  is  not  liable 
to  military  duty.    His  case  has  been  thoroughly  attended  to. 


No.  76.]  Ameeican  Legation, 

Berlin,  March  11,  1870. 

Sir:  Your  dispatch,  No.  183,  inclosing  communication  from  the  chairman  of  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  respecting  Marcus  Bernhard  and  a  copy 
of  his  petition  to  the  Senate,  has  been  received. 

Mr.  Bernhard  omits  to  mention  that  he  addressed  to  the  legation  six  long  letters, 
all  of  which  received  prompt  attention  and  reply. 

He  also  omits  to  mention  the  essential  point  in  his  case.  It  is  this;  Mr.  Bernhard 
not  only  changed  his  nation  but  his  name,  or  rather  he  has  now  two  different 
names.  He  writes  himself  " Marcus  Baer,  alias  Marcus  Bfrnhard."  Hence  arose 
a  question  of  identity.  It  appears  that  one  Marcus  Baer  emigrated  from  Posen  to 
America.  Upon  returning  some  years  after  to  reside  in  Posen  he  claimed  to  be 
an  American  citizen,  and  produced  in  proof  thereof  a  certificate  that  "Marcus 
Bernhard"  is  an  American  citizen,  and  a  corresponding  passport.  The  court 
declined  to  accept  this  proof,  and  "  Baer,  alias  Bernhard. "  called  upon  this  legation 
to  vouch  for  his  identity.  This  the  legation  could  not  do.  I  inclose  a  copy  of  the 
letter  of  the  legation  replying  to  this  request. 

The  legation  subsequently  authenticated  some  papers  from  America  presented 
by  Mr.  Baer,  tending  to  prove  his  identity  with  Mr.  Bernhard,  so  that  they  could 
be  produced  before  the  court  if  necessary. 
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I  apprehend  Mr.  Baer  is  in  no  danger  of  being  compelled  to  do  military  duty  in 
the  Prussian  army. 

The  fine,  which  he  seems  to  have  paid,  became  due  and  he  returned  to  Germany 
not  only  before  our  naturalization  treaty  was  ratiSed,  but  before  it  was  made,  and 
even  before  my  arrival  as  minister.     He  returned  to  Germany  early  in  1S67.    His 
case  in  no  wise  merits  your  attention. 
I  remain,  sir,  yours,  sincerely, 

Geo.  Bancroft. 
Hamilton  Fish,  Esq., 

Secretary  of  State,  etc. 


Berlin,  March  17,  JM9. 
Sir:  Your  letter  of  the  14th  instant  is  received.     This  legation  has  no  means  of 
knowing  that  you  are  the  Marcus  Bernhard  whose  certificate  of  citizenship  you 
have  in  your  possession,  and  can  only  regret  that  the  court  finds  your  identity 
with  that  person  not  established. 

Neither  has  this  legation  any  evidence  of  your  having  resided  in  America  the 
years  requisite  for  naturalization.  You  do  not  mention  anything  with  precision 
relating  to  the  time  of  your  emigration  to  America,  the  place  of  your  residence  in 
America,  the  time  when  you  made  your  declaration  of  intention  to  bacome  a  citi- 
zen, nor  of  the  dates  fixing  the  time  and  place  of  your  continuous  residence  of  five 
years. 

Upon  your  procuring  from  America  satisfactory  proofs  of  your  identity  as  well 
as  ol"  your  citizenship,  the  legation  will  cheerfully  give  to  them  its  authentication, 
that  they  may  be  used  before  the  courts  here. 
Respectfully,  yours, 

Alexander  Bliss. 
Mr.  Marcus  Bernhard,  alias  Baer, 

Qresen. 

The  committee  recommend  that  the  petition  be  indefinitely  post- 
poned. 

[See  Claims  against  China,  Gen.  Index.] 

FORTY-FIRST  CONGRESS,  SECOND  SESSION. 

June  24,  1870. 

[Senate  Report  No.  230.] 

Mr.  Sumner  made  the  following  report: 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  to  whom  was  referred  the 
message  of  the  President  of  March  10,  1870,  covering  a  report  of  the 
Secretary  of  State  and  correspondence  concerning  the  Chinese  indem- 
nity fund,  also  certain  petitions  on  the  same  subject,  have  had  the 
same  under  consideration  and  beg  leave  to  report: 

The  origin  and  history  of  the  Chinese  indemnity  fund  is  found  in 
authentic  documents,  so  that  little  need  be  done  except  to  state  the 
case  from  these  authorities. 

The  British  and  French  expeditions  of  1858,  which,  after  capturing 
Canton,  turned  their  combined  forces  toward'  Pekin  and  ascended 
the  Peiho  as  far  as  Tientsin,  opened  the  way  to  the  presentation  of 
claims  of  our  citizens,  which  were  promptly  recognized  by  the  Chinese 
Government.  Though  taking  no  part  in  the  war,  our  people  profited 
by  the  result.     The  convention  that  ensued  was  born  of  the  war. 

THE   CONVENTION   AND   PAYMENT   OF   CLAIMS. 

Claims  were  brought  forward  amounting  to  more  than  one  and  a 
half  million  of  dollars,  but  Mr.  Reed,  our  minister  in  China,  con- 
cluded, after  examination,  that  600,000  taels,  or  about  $840,000,  was  a 
proper  estimate  for  all  rightfully  due.     Accordingly  he  entered  into  ari 
■S.  Doc.  231,  pt.  1 25 
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arrangement  with  the  Chinese  plenipotentiaries  for  their  prospective 
liquidation.  At  first  there  was  nothing  but  an  agreement  in  corre- 
spondence, being  a  sort  of  executory  contract,  which  was  unsatisfac- 
tory in  form,  incomplete  in  stipulations,  and  embarrassed  by  the  con- 
dition that  in  the  adjudication  of  the  claims  a  Chinese  officer  should 
take  part.  All  this  involved  delay  at  least,  if  not  more.  At  last  this 
agreement  was  embodied  in  the  terms  of  a  convention  between  the 
two  governments,  dispensing  with  Chinese  cooperation,  and  the  amount 
of  damages  was  reduced  to  500,000  taels,  to  be  paid  from  the  maritime 
revenues  of  Shanghai,  Foo-chow,  and  Canton,  in  complete  discharge 
of  all  demands. 

The  original  agreement  was  at  Tientsin,  where  the  Chinese  met  the 
British,  French,  and  Russian  negotiators;  but  the  convention  was 
finally  executed  at  Shanghai,  November  8,  1858.  The  statement 
already  made  appears  in  the  terms  of  the  convention.  After  setting 
forth  that  certain  maritime  revenues  were  pledged  for  the  payment  of 
American  claims,  "to  an  amount  not  exceeding  600,000  taels,"  the 
convention  proceeds  to  declare,  ' '  and  the  plenipotentiary  of  the  United 
States,  actuated  by  a  friendly  feeling  toward  China,  is  willing,  on 
behalf  of  the  United  States,  to  reduce  the  amount  needed  for  such 
claims  to  an  aggregate  of  500,000  taels; "  and  then  it  is  agreed  "that 
this  amount  shall  be  in  full  liquidation  of  all  claims  of  American  citi- 
zens at  the  various  ports  to  this  date."  (Senate  Ex.  Doc.  No.  58, 
Forty -first  Congress,  second  session,  p.  14). 

Mr.  Reed,  in  communicating  this  treaty  to  the  Department  of  State, 
says,  under  date  of  November  10,  1858: 

Nor  has  there  been  any  great  difficulty  in  effecting  it,  the  Chinese  plenipotentia- 
ries showing  no  disposition  to  evade  the  agreement  they  had  entered  into  at  Tien- 
tsin, and  being  quite  willing  to  arrange  the  details  on  reasonable  gTounds.     (Ibid.) 

The  minister  then  proceeds  to  say  that  his  first  duty — not  the  less 
binding  because  to  the  Chinese — was  to  revise  the  claims  themselves 
and  ascertain  whether,  after  giving  credit  for  such  as  have  in  the  mean- 
time been  settled  and  paid,  and  applying  some  clear  principle  of  law, 
the  aggregate  could  not  be  reduced,  and  he  adds  that  "the  amount 
assumed  at  Tientsin  was  an  arbitrary  one."  In  order  to  arrive  at  a 
more  precise  result,  he  called  upon  the  claimants  for  a  revised  state- 
ment of  their  demands.  In  many  instances  the  requisition  was  com- 
plied with.  In  others  it  was  made  the  occasion  for  "all  sorts  of  specu- 
lative and  contingent  claims,"  such,  for  example,  as  a  vice-consul 
asking  to  be  remunerated  for  fees  that  he  might  have  made,  and  the 
captain  of  a  steamer  claiming  the  profits  of  a  year  to  come.  Notwith- 
standing these  instances,  the  claims  were  revised  in  a  proper  spirit, 
and  were  sensibly  reduced  by  the  claimants  themselves.  Still  there 
were  many  of  a  contingent  character.  On  a  careful  review  of  all  the 
evidence  before  him,  the  minister  was  satisfied  that  he  could  materi- 
ally reduce  the  amount  to  be  demanded,  which  was  accordingly  done. 
In  the  draft  of  the  convention  first  submitted  to  the  commissioners 
at  Shanghai  the  amount  stated  was  525,000  taels,  with  a  provision 
that,  in  case  of  excess  beyond  the  claims  and  interest,  it  should  be 
refunded  to  the  Chinese  Government,  on  which  the  minister  remarks: 

They  preferred,  however,  the  small  sum  without  such  provision,  evidently  think- 
ing it  was  their  best  policy  to  get  rid  of  the  matter  forever. 

The  language  of  the  comjnissioners  was : 

We  acknowledge  the  consideration  and  kindness  of  your  excellency  in  this 
matter,  in  that  you  have,  of  your  own  accord,  reduced  the  first  amount  of  claims, 
and  now  place  the  total  at  525,000  taels.     We  have  taken  the  matter  into  full  con- 
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sideration,  and  propose  that,  if  a  further  reduction  of  25,000  taels  be  made,  fixing 
the  total  amount  at  500,000  taels,  the  custom  house  certificates  can  be  issued  at 
Canton,  Shanghai,  and  Foo-chow,  dating  from  the  first  day  of  ovir  next  j'ear,  Feb- 
ruary 3,  1859,  which  can  be  successively  applied  to  the  gradual  payment  of  the 
entire  sum.     (Senate  Ex.  Doc.  No.  58,  Forty-first  Congress,  second  session,  p.  20.) 

These  terms  were  embodied  in  the  flnal  convention  between  the 
parties. 

After  this  exposition  tlie  minister  declares  that  the  convention,  if 
ratified  by  our  Government  and  cari'ied  into  execution  by  the  Chinese, 
as  he  did  not  doubt,  would  liquidate  every  claim  on  China  by  citizens 
of  the  United  States,  principal  and  Chinese  interest  at  12  per  cent  on 
most  of  the  claims  for  three  years,  and  for  a  longer  period  on  others, 
among  which  was  one  as  ancient  as  1847,  which  occupied  the  attention 
and  excited  the  sympathies  of  many  of  his  predecessors. 

The  minister  appends  a  tabular  statement  of  claims,  with  a  list  of 
what  he  calls  "claims  suspended,"  among  which  is  one  known  as 
"  the  Caldera,"  to  which  reference  will  be  made  hereafter.  He  then 
says: 

A  sufiicient  sum  can  be  reserved  to  cover  these  claims,  all  of  which  are  more  or 
less  doubtful. 

And  adds: 

If  they  be  recognized,  and  the  principle  of  paying  interest  be  adopted  through- 
out, the  fund  will  be  exhausted.  If  they  be  disallowed,  though  interest  be  paid  to 
all  the  other  claimants,  there  will  be  a  surplus  at  the  disposition  of  the  Government. 

Thus  early  was  there  anticipation  of  a  surplus. 

At  the  same  time  the  minister  suggested  that  Congress  should  provide 
for  the  adjudication  of  the  claims  and  a  dividend  among  claimants. 
This  was  done  by  the  act  of  March  3,  1859  (11  Stat.  L.,  408),  entitled 
"An  act  to  carry  into  effect  the  convention  between  the  United  States 
and  China,  concluded  on  the  8th  of  November,  1858,  ai  Shanghai," 
authorizing  the  appointment  of  commissioners  "to  receive  and  exam- 
ine all  claims  which  may  be  presented  to  them  under  the  said  conven- 
tion, according  to  the  provisions  of  the  same,  the  principles  of  justice 
and  international  law;  "  and  further  provides  "that  the  said  commis- 
sioners shall  report  to  the  chief  diplomatic  officer  in  China  the  several 
awards  made  by  them  to  be  approved  by  him,"  which  are  to  be  paid 
out  of  the  proceeds  set  apart  for  this  purpose  in  ratable  proportion, 
"  according  to  the  direction  of  the  said  diplomatic  officer." 

The  examination  of  the  claims  was  completed  in  January,  1860,  and 
the  payments  directed  by  the  commissioners  were  duly  made.  Then 
occurred  a  condition  of  things  almost  without  precedent  in  the  relations 
of  nations.  After  all  the  payments  directed  by  the  commissioners,  a 
large  surplus  was  found  in  the  custody  of  the  legation  at  Pekin,  which 
was  subsequently  transferred  to  the  United  States.  This  surplus,  with 
accumulations  of  interest  and  gain  by  exchange,  less  an  amount  paid 
under  authority  of  an  act  of  Congress  approved  February  '22, 1869  (15 
Stat.  L.,  440),  has  been  invested  in  10-40  bonds,  which  are  now  held 
by  the  State  Department,  amounting  at  par  to  $386,000.  Another 
amount  of  $206.87  in  cash  is  also  in  the  possession  of  the  Department, 
and  about  $2,000  remain  in  the  custody  of  the  minister  to  China,  who 
has  been  directed  to  make  remittance  of  the  same. 

The  Secretary  of  State  in  his  report  on  this  subject,  as  late  as  March 
10,  1870  (SexateEx.  Doc.  No.  58,  Forty- first  Congress,  second  session), 
says  that  he  is  not  aware  of  any  claims  against  this  fund  which  have 
not  been  considered  by  the  commissioners  and  determined  by  them. 
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PROPORTION  WITH   REGARD   TO    SURPLUS. 

This  snrplns  has  been  the  subject  of  discussion  for  more  than  ;i 
decade  of  years.  During  all  this  time  it  has  been  before  Congresh 
without  any  definitive  action.  As  long  ago  as  December,  1860,  it  was 
thus  noticed  by  President  Buchanan  in  his  annual  message : 

After  the  awards  shall  have  been  satisfied,  there  will  remain  a  surplus  of  more 
than  §200,000  at  the  disposition  of  Congress.  As  this  will  in  equity  belong  to  the 
Chinese  Government,  would  not  justice  require  its  appropriation  to  some  benevo- 
lent object  in  which  the  Chinese  may  be  specially  interested? 

Nothing  was  done  by  Congress,  and  President  Lincoln,  in  his  annual 
message  of  December,  1861,  thus  followed  in  the  footsteps  of  his  pre- 
decessor: 

I  repeat  the  recommendation  of  my  predecessor  in  his  annual  message  to  Congress 
in  December  last  in  regard  to  the  disposition  of  the  surplus  which  will  probably 
remain  after  satisfying  the  claims  of  American  citizens  against  China,  pursuant 
to  the  awards  of  the  commissioners  under  the  act  of  the  8d  of  March,  1859.  _  If, 
however,  it  should  not  be  deemed  advisable  to  carry  that  recommendation  into 
effect,  I  would  suggest  that  authority  be  given  for  investing  the  principal,  over 
the  proceeds  of  the  surplus  referred  to,  in  good  securities,  with  a  view  to  the  satis- 
faction of  such  other  just  claims  of  our  citizens  against  China  as  are  not  unlikely 
to  arise  hereafter  in  the  course  of  our  extensive  trade  with  that  Empire. 

The  subject  was  at  this  time  considered  by  the  Committee  on  For- 
eign Relations,  aided  by  the  Secretary  of  State,  who  laid  before  the 
committee  all  the  original  papers  relating  to  the  proceedings  of  the 
commissioners.  In  a  communication  to  the  committee '  Mr.  Seward 
stated  the  ease  as  he  understood  it,  recognizing  "the  refunding  of  the 
whole  amount  to  the  Chinese  "  as  one  of  the  methods  which  "  suggest 
themselves."  This  was  in  the  summer  of  1862,  at  the  most  critical 
period  of  the  war  for  the  siippression  of  the  rebellion,  and  the  com- 
mittee did  not  feel  disposed  at  that  time  to  make  any  recommendation 
with  regard  to  the  fund. 

Meanwhile  the  disposition  of  this  fund  was  discussed  elsewhere. 
Our  distinguished  representative  in  China,  Mr.  Burlingame,  entered 
upon  it  with  characteristic  ardor.  Regarding  the  fund  as  essentially 
Chinese  in  character,  if  not  belonging  in  equity  to  China,  he  urged 
that  it  should  be  devoted  to  the  fottndation  of  an  institution  of  learn- 
ing at  Pekin,  which  he  proposed  to  call  the  American  College,  or 
Ta-mei  Kwoh  Hiohktmg,  first,  to  teach  Americans  the  language  and 
literature  of  China,  so  as  to  fit  them  to  be  interpreters  and  consuls; 
and  secondly,  to  educate  Chinese  in  English  studies  and  in  their  own 
literature,  with  a  view  to  employment  by  their  own  rulers  or  by  the 
United  States.  The  usefulness  and  practicability  of  such  a  college 
were  developed  in  two  elaborate  dispatches,  one  bearing  date  Shang- 
hai, May  19,  1862  (Diplomatic  Correspondence,  1862,  Part  I,  p.  843), 
and  the  other  Pekin,  November  18,  1863  (ibid.,  1864,  Part  III, 
p.  346),  in  the  course  of  which  Mr.  Burlingame  said  that  he  was  "dis- 
posed to  urge  the  adoption  of  this  proposal  more  with  a  reference  to 
the  benefit  such  a  college  would  be  to  the  Chinese  than  to  ourselves." 
Not  content  with  thus  declaring  his  desire  to  make  this  fund  of  benefit 
to  them,  he  says : 

In  equity  the  balance  appears  to  belong  to  the  Chinese,  but  they  have  no  voice 
in  its  disposal. 

His  eloquent  appeal  has  thus  far  been  without  effect.     Nothing  has 

'  See  Appendix, 
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heen  done  to  carry  out  his  recommeudiition,  and  the  question  still 
remains  what  to  do  with  the  fund. 

It  is  sometimes  proposed  that  this  fund  should  be  reserved  for  the 
satisfaction  of  possible  claims  hereafter.  But  this  would  be  contrary 
to  the  terms  of  the  convention,  which  expressly  provides  for  the 
"claims  of  American  citizens  at  the  various  poi'ts  to  this  date,"  thus 
positively  limiting  the  disposition  of  the  fund.  Mr.  Burliugame,  with- 
out referring  to  the  terms  of  the  convention,  objected  to  any  such 
reservation  as  calculated  to  produce  embarrassment  in  our  relations 
with  China.  According  to  him,  "  it  would  be  preferable  to  return  the 
whole  to  them,  or  distribute  the  money,  as  it  accrues,  to  the  disap- 
pointed claimants  and  those  Chinese  in  the  employ  of  our  citizens  who 
suffered  severe  losses  in  consequence  of  their  connection  with  them, 
than  to  lay  it  aside  for  future  contingencies  to  settle  with  a  govern- 
ment like  the  Chinese."  (Diplomatic  Correspondence,  1862,  Part  I, 
p.  845.)  His  authority  on  this  proposition  may  be  considered  as 
decisive. 

But  there  is  another  consideration  which  leads  to  the  same  con- 
clusion. Any  retention  of  the  fund  to  meet  possible  future  claims  is 
a  plain  recognition  of  the  interest,  if  not  the  proprietorship  of  China; 
and  since  there  is  no  authority  under  the  convention  for  its  applica- 
tion to  possible  future  claims,  it  will  be  at  least  questionable  whether 
the  Chinese  Government  should  not  have  a  voice  in  the  adjudication 
of  such  claims.  At  all  events,  we  shall  assume  a  peculiar  responsi- 
bility if  we  undertake  to  apply  this  fund  to  claims  not  contemplated 
by  the  convention.  Nor  is  there  any  reason  of  expediency  which  can 
justify  such  an  assumption  on  our  part.  China  has  evinced  no  dis- 
position to  be  otherwise  than  just  to  American  citizens.  Although 
twelve  years  have  elapsed  since  the  date  of  the  convention,  there  are 
no  outstanding  claims  against  China  which  have  received  the  sym- 
pathy of  our  Government.  Should  any  such  claims  arise,  it  were  far 
better  that  they  should  be  presented  directly  and  be  satisfied  by  an 
award  in  their  favor.     Meanwhile  the  old  account  should  be  closed. 

A  remark  of  Mr.  Burlingame,  already  quoted,  requires  one  word  of 
comment.  He  mentions  as  a  possible  course  the  distribution  of  the 
fund  among  "disappointed  claimants  and  those  Chinese  in  the  employ 
of  our  citizens  who  suffered  severe  losses  in  consequence  of  their  con- 
nection with  them."  (Diplomatic  Correspondence,  1862,  Part  I,  p. 
845.)  Of  the  Chinese  mentioned,  the  committee  know  nothing.  No 
claims  in  their  behalf  have  been  presented.  But  since  the  award 
of  the  commissioners  three  different  cases  have  occurred  coming  under 
the  head  of  "Disappointed  claimants."  The  disposition  of  these  is 
mentioned  at  the  end  of  this  report.  (Appendix  B. )  It  does  not  seem 
advisable  that  the  fund  should  be  kept  to  meet  such  applications. 
The  awards  of  the  commissioners  have  been  approved  by  our  minister 
in  China  and  the  proceedings  closed.  If  they  were  opened  in  the 
case  of  the  Neva,  it  was  because  the  claimants  there  had  not  been  heard 
in  China.  It  is  not  supposed  that  any  other  occasion  can  arise  to  open 
these  proceedings.  The  fund  in  question  can  not  be  regarded  as  a 
charity  or  largess  for  the  gratification  of  "disappointed  claimants," 
nor  would  it  be  proper  for  the  United  States  to  play  such  a  generous 
part  at  the  expense  of  China. 

Our  country  has  no  house  for  its  legation  at  Pekin  or  for  its  consu- 
lates in  other  places,  nor  does  it  possess  any  buildings  in  China  which 
it  might  use  as  court-house  or  jail,  and  latterly  there  has  been  a 
strong  disposition  to  apply  this  fund  in  this  direction.     Mr.  Seward 
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seems  to  have  inclined  this  way,  as  appears  from  his  report  to  Con- 
.^■ress  (House  of  Representatives  Ex.  Doc.  No.  29,  Fortieth  Congress, 
third  session),  and  Mr.  Fish  also,  as  appears  from  his  rexiort  to  Con- 
gress (Senate  Ex.  Doc.  No.  58,  Forty-first  Congress,  second  session). 
J:5ut  this  disposition  proceeds  on  the  admission  that  the  fund  differs 
materially  from  other  moneys  of  the  United  States;  that  if  it  does  not 
belong  to  (Jhina,  it  bears  the  Chinese  earmark  so  strongly  that  it  can 
not  be  treated  as  belonging  to  our  national  assets.  In  point  of  fact, 
all  attempts  to  cover  it  into  the  Treasury  have  proved  unsuccessful. 
Petitions  from  opposite  quarters  with  regard  to  the  disposition  of  the 
fund  attest  a  prevailing  interest. 

At  a  meeting  of  citizens  in  New  York  March  11, 1870,  a  distinguished 
committee  was  appointed,  with  Isaac  Ferris,  chancellor  of  the  uni- 
versity, as  chairman,  with  whom  as  associates  were  William  E.  Dodge, 
president  of  the  chamber  of  commerce;  Frederick  R.  Winston,  E.  D. 
Morgan,  E.  C.  Benedict,  A.  A.  Low,  John  C.  Green,  James  H.  Taft, 
Stewart  Brown,  and  William  P.  Jones,  many  of  them  having  large 
interests  in  China,  who  adopted  resolutions  on  this  subject  to  be  for- 
warded to  Congress.     The  first  resolution  declares : 

That  this  committee  is  of  opinion  that  the  surplus  of  the  indemnity  fund  received 
from  the  Chinese  under  the  conveiition  of  1858,  referred  to  in  the  annual  message 
of  President  Buchanan  to  the  second  session  of  the  Thirty-sixth  Congress,  and  of 
President  Lincoln  to  the  second  session  of  the  Thirty -seventh  Congress,  with  the 
accumulation  thereon,  certainly  does  belong  in  equity  to  the  Chinese  Government, 
as  the  Presidents  therein  declare,  and  should  be  returned  to  it. 

The  committee  then  proceed  to  say  that  if  such  surplus  shall  be 
declined  by  China,  it  should  be  expended  according  to  the  recommenda- 
tion of  Mr.  Burlingame  in  founding  a  literary  institution  for  the  equal 
benefit  of  Chinese  and  Americans. 

Chicago  responded  to  New  York.  At  a  meeting  of  citizens  March 
31  another  committee  was  organized,  with  R.  B.  Mason,  the  mayor,  as 
chairman,  and  among  the  members  were  William  Bross,  lieutenant- 
governor  of  Illinois;  Thomas  Drummond,  judge  of  the  United  States 
circuit  court;  James  E.  McLean,  collector  of  customs;  N.  S.  Davis, 
professor  of  surgery  in  the  medical  college;  Samuel  M.  Wiseman, 
president  of  the  First  National  Bank;  J.  C.  Burroughs,  president  of 
the  University  of  Chicago,  and  E.  D.  Haven,  president  of  the  North- 
western University,  with  others,  and  adopted  resolutions  where,  after 
approving  those  of  New  York,  they  declare : 

That  it  seems  to  us  eminently  fitting  and  fortunate  that  this  money,  which  dis- 
tinguished representatives  of  the  United  States  have  asserted  belongs  in  equity  to 
the  Chinese  Government,  though  that  Government  is  disposed  to  waive  its  right  to 
it.  should  be  employed  in  some  way  to  the  common  advantage  and  honor  of  both 
nations. 

The  committee  then  proceed  to  resolve  further: 

That  in  view  of  the  impression  conveyed  by  Secretary  Seward's  report  to  the 
third  session  of  the  Fortieth  Congress,  that  the  Chinese  authorities  are  unwilling 
to  receive  this  money,  this  committee  respectfully  memorializes  Congress  to  cover 
it  into  the  United  States  Treasury  as  a  special  fund  to  be  returned  to  the  Chinese 
treasury  or  hereafter  appropriated  to  the  establishment  of  the  proposed  institu- 
tion of  learning  at  Pekin,  as  the  Chinese  Government  may  elect. 

These  two  weighty  committees  concur  in  recognizing  the  equity  of 
China,  if  not  her  proprietorship,  in  this  fund.  If  it  be  true  that  the 
surplus  belongs  to  China,  or  that  it  is  hers  in  equity,  it  will  be  diffi- 
cult to  defend  any  proposition. to  return  the  amount  indirectly,  as  in 
a  college  or  buildings  for  the  accommodation  of  the  United  States  on 
Chinese  soil.     If  returned  at  all,  it  must  be  directly  and  in  the  form 
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of  money.  What  right  have  we  to  determine  how  to  expend  in  China 
or  for  China  that  which  is  hers?  To  do  so  would  not  be  generous, 
even  if  it  were  just.  It  would  be  ostentatious  and  might  be  offensive. 
It  would  assume  that  we  can  employ  the  money  of  China,  even  in 
China,  for  her  own  benefit  better  than  she  can  herself.  At  all  events, 
it  would  recognize  an  undefined  title  in  China,  to  which  we  deferred. 

CHINESE   HAVE   NOT  REFUSED   TO   RECEIVE   IT. 

But  it  can  not  be  disguised  that,  when  the  two  Secretariesof  State  con- 
curred in  the  idea  of  appropriating  this  fund  to  the  erection  of  build- 
ings, also  when  Mr.  Burlingame  made  his  earnest  effort  for  its  appro- 
priation to  a  college  at  Pekin,  and  when  two  successive  Presidents 
invited  Congress  to  consider  what  should  be  done  with  it,  there  was 
an  impression  not  only  that  the  Chinese  would  not  allow  the  surplus 
to  be  returned,  but  that  they  had  peremptorily  declined  to  entertain 
the  proposition.  Such  was  the  impression  when  the  attention  of  the 
committee  was  first  called  to  this  fund,  now  many  years  ago.  And  it 
can  not  be  doubted  that  this  impression  has  exercised  an  influence  in 
preventing  frank  and  explicit  action  on  the  question,  according  to  the 
obvious  requirement  of  justice. 

The  committee  have  endeavored  to  ascertain  the  ground  for  the 
statement  that  the  Chinese  had  refused  to  receive  the  surplus.  It 
seems,  on  inquiry,  to  be  a  report  or  rumor,  started  nobody  knows  pre- 
cisely how  or  when.  Thus  we  find  Mr.  Seward  saying  in  his  report 
of  February  18,  1868  (House  of  Representatives  Ex.  Doc.  No.  29,  For- 
tieth Congress,  third  session) : 

It  appears  that  when  it  was  ascertained  that  this  surplus  would  remain,  the 
return  of  it  to  the  Chinese  Government  was  proposed,  but  that  they  declined  to 
accept  it. 

And  Mr.  Fish,  in  a  similar  report,  under  date  of  March  10  (Senate 
Ex.  Doc.  No.  58,  Forty-first  Congress,  second  session),  says  likewise : 

The  Secretary  of  State  is  informed  that  after  the  awards  were  completed  and  it 
was  definitely  known  that  there  would  be  a  surplus,  Mr.  Burlingame  informally 
proposed  to  return  whatever  should  be  left.  The  Chinese,  however,  did  not  seem 
disposed  to  accept  it. 

But  these  distinguished  Secretaries  do  not  adduce  any  authority  for 
their  assertion,  nor  does  careful  search  at  the  State  Department  dis- 
close any  dispatch  or  record  sustaining  or  justifying  it.  On  this  point 
the  committee  are  confident.  No  instruction  was  ever  given  to  any 
minister  authorizing  him  to  tender  a  return  of  the  surplus,  or  even  to 
sound  the  Chinese  Government  on  the  question  of  receiving  it  if  ten- 
dered. In  fact,  no  power  exists  in  the  State  Department  to  authorize 
such  a  tender.  Such  an  act  could  proceed  only  from  Congress,  which 
has  never  acted  on  the  subject. 

The  committee  therefore  dismiss  the  assumption  that  there  has 
been  any  tender  to  the  Chinese,  or  any  refusal  on  their  part,  whether 
formal  or  informal,  and  they  approach  the  question  simply  on  its 
merits. 

DUTY  TO  CHINA. 

Had  this  question  arisen  in  our  relations  with  a  European  power,  it 
would  be  only  according  to  an  important  precedent  if  we  forbore  to  open 
the  transaction.  By  two  separate  conventions,  one  in  1815  and  the 
other  in  1818,  France  paid  to  England  a  large  sum,  amounting  to 
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130,000,000  francs,  on  account  of  English  claimants,  and  the  English 
Government  undertook  to  dispose  of  all  their  claims,  as  the  United 
Slates  undertook  to  dispose  of  all  the  claims  of  American  citizens  in 
China.  In  1852  Lord  Lyndhurst  brought  the  subject  before  the  House 
of  Lords,  where  he  stated  that  there  was  "an  unapplied  balance  of 
£200,000"  (Hansard's  Parliamentary  Debates,  June  11,  1852),  and  in 
1861  Mr.  Denman  did  the  same  in  the  House  of  Commons  when  he 
said  that  "after  all  claims  had  been  satisfied,  there  still  remained  a 
sum  of  £200,000  not  in  any  way  to  be  considered  due  under  the  con- 
vention" (Ibid,  June  4,  1861).  Nothing  was  said  of  returning  this 
surplus  to  France.  The  Baron  de  Bode,  a  renowned  litigant,  made 
an  ineffectual  attempt  to  obtain  something  out  of  it  on  account  of 
losses  in  Prance,  although  his  case  was  argued  with  consummate 
ability  in  the  English  courts  and  awakened  the  eloquence  of  Lord 
Lyndhurst  in  the  House  of  Lords.  In  an  appeal  for  justice  the  Baron 
declares  that  out  of  the  amount  received  by  England,  only  67,071,301 
francs  had  been  paid  to  claimants,  and  he  insists  that  the  Crown 
should  account  to  the  claimants  or  to  Prance  for  the  unexpended 
surplus,  thus  recognizing  an  eventual  proprietorship  in  France,  after 
the  satisfaction  of  the  claims  (Memoire  a  consulter  et  consultation, 
eoneernant  I'indemnite  due  au  Baron  de  Bode,  Londres,  1845 ;  De  Bode 
V.  The  Queen,  3  House  of  Lords  Cases,  449).  What  has  been  done 
with  this  surplus  since  is  not  known. 

But,  while  the  importance  of  doing  equity  always  is  a  paramount 
duty,  the  committee  feel  that  there  is  something  in  the  negotiation 
under  which  this  surplus  accrued  which  should  make  us  particularly 
careful  lest  we  fail  to  do  equity.  It  will  be  observed  that  the  sum 
received  from  China  was  on  account  of  certain  claims  of  our  citizens 
and  that  it  was  in  no  sense  a  national  indemnity;  in  other  words,  the 
consideration  was  specific  and  not  general  in  character.  The  preamble 
of  the  convention  recites  that  it  was  entered  into  "for  the  satisfaction 
of  claims  of  American  citizens,"  thus  expressly  excluding  any  other 
consideration.  With  regard  to  these  claims  the  Chinese  had  little  or 
no  information,  while  our  minister  saw  clearly  that,  with  the  disallow- 
ance of  those  doubtful,  which  he  regarded  as  probable,  there  would 
be  a  surplus.     His  words  were : 

If  they  be  recognized,  the  fund  will  be  exhausted.  If  they  be  disallowed,  there 
will  be  a  surplus  at  the  disposition  of  the  Government. 

The  actual  surplus  was  about  33  J  per  cent  of  the  amount  stipulated 
and  about  60  per  cent  of  the  amount  awarded  to  claimants.  The  con- 
siderableness  of  this  sum  is  another  reason  why  we  should  hesitate  to 
take  advantage  of  a  transaction  where  we  were  so  situated  as  to  be 
the  best  informed  on  the  matter  in  issue.  If  we  did  not  know  every- 
thing bearing  on  it,  we  knew  much  more  than  the  Chinese. 

In  fact,  the  Chinese  acted  in  the  dark ;  and  here  we  have  the  testi- 
mony of  Mr.  Williams,  the  interpreter  of  our  minister  in  the  negotia- 
tion, and  still  an  honored  servant  of  the  Government,  who  has  said  in 
a  dispatch:  "No  list  was  presented  to  the  Chinese  by  Mr.  Reed;" 
and  again,  "The  United  States  Government  was  made  the  sole  judge 
of  the  justice  of  the  claims;"  and  then  again,  "In  reality  they  (the 
Chinese)  paid  the  demands  made  upon  them  by  the  English  and  French 
ministers,  as  well  as  the  American,  under  pressure."  (Diplomatic  Cor- 
respondence, 1865,  Vol.  II,  p.  412.)  If  this  were  so,  and  one  of  our 
own  officers  is  the  witness,  the  equity  of  the  Chinese  becomes  more 
apparent.  Obviously  they  were  unable  to  examine  the  claims  and  did 
not  pretend  to  examine  them.     Everything  was  left  to  the  United 
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States.  And  this  was  done  while  the  ancient  Empire  was  torn  by  civil 
war,  aggravated  by  the  menacing  attitudes  of  England  and  France. 
It  is  not  too  much  to  say  that  it  was  done  "under  pressure"  Accord- 
ing to  well-known  authorities,  a  deed  made  under  duress  may  be  set 
aside,  and  this  rule  of  jurisprudence  shows  a  just  sensitiveness  with 
regard  to  that  absolute  freedom  which  is  essential  to  the  life  of  a  con- 
tract. Such  a  rule,  if  applied  in  the  inteicouse  of  nations,  would 
invalidate  most  of  tliose  conventions  after  war  or  menace  by  whicli 
one  power  has  assumed  obligations  to  another,  and,  indeed,  would 
strike  at  war  and  menace  as  modes  of  pursuing  a  claim.  In  the  pi'es- 
ent  case  the  validity  of  the  convention  is  not  called  in  question;  but 
since  we  assert  no  right  of  conquest,  it  is  properly  suggested  that  the 
original  pressure  upon  China,  attested  by  one  of  our  own  functionaries 
peculiarlj'  intimate  with  the  transaction,  is  an  additional  reason  why 
we  should  decline  to  take  advantage  of  the  convention  beyond  the  just 
satisfaction  of  our  citizens. 

And  this  brings  the  committee  to  the  conclusion  that  in  equity  this 
fund  does  not  belong  to  us.  Whatever  may  be  our  technical  title,  in 
conscience  the  money  is  not  ours. 

In  returning  to  China  the  fund  in  question  and  its  accretions  the 
United  States  will  relieve  themselves  of  an  embarrassing  trust,  while 
they  render  unto  the  distant  Csesar  what  is  his  own  and  set  an  exam- 
I)le  by  which  republican  institutions  will  be  elevated.  The  question 
of  its  application,  which  has  occupied  the  attention  of  successive 
Presidents,  which  has  been  presented  to  successive  Congresses,  and  is 
still  undecided,  will  be  at  rest.  Schemes  for  the  bestowal  of  the  fund 
in  such  a  way  as  to  harmonize  our  sense  of  justice  with  our  obligations 
to  China,  if  not  with  Chinese  proprietorship,  will  cease.  There  will  be 
nothing  for  "disappointed  claimants"  to  pursue.  China  will  receive 
her  own;  if  with  astonishment,  it  will  be  only  because  nations  have  so 
rarely  lived  according  to  the  Golden  Rule.  Such  an  act  can  not  be 
otherwise  than  honorable  to  the  United  States.  It  will  be  a  victory  in 
a  new  field,  making  us  first  in  a  new  order  of  conquerors.  China,  with 
infinite  resources,  will  be  laore  than  ever  open  to  American  enterprise. 
Thus,  while  doing  right,  shall  we  benefit  ourselves.  So  is  justice  to 
others  the  way  to  national  advantage.  But  whatever  this  advantage, 
it  must  not  be  forgotten  that  the  first  inducement  is  the  essential 
equity  of  the  case. 

The  measure  now  proposed  will  be  valuable  in  proportion  as  it  is 
spontaneous.  Thus  far  China  has  made  no  demand  or  suggestion 
even.  A  year  hence  the  venerable  Empire  may  appear  before  the 
youthful  Repubie  with  a  formal  claim.  The  very  fact  that  we  delib- 
erate about  this  fund  will  spread  the  tidings  of  its  existence.  Better 
anticipate  a  demand  than  wait  and  at  last  yield  an  ungracious  com- 
pliance, urged  by  a  foreign  plenipotentiary  in  the  service  of  the  ancient 
Government  whose  money  is  now  in  o\ir  hands. 


[Appendix  A. — Letter  of  Mr.  Seward  to  Mr.  Stimner.] 

Department  of  State, 

Washington,  June  SI,  186S. 

Sib:  I  duly  received  your  letter  of  the  3d  instant,  accompanied  by  a  copy  of  the 

resolution  of  the  Senate  of  the  2d  instant,  referring  to  the  consideration  of  the 

Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  of  that  i^art  of  the  President's  annual  message  to 

Congress,  of  December  last,  which  adverts  to  the  difference  between  the  amount 
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stipulated  to  be  paid  by  China  in  satisfaction  of  claims  of  United  States  citizens 
and  the  gross  amount  of  the  awards  of  the  commissioners  appointed  pursuant  to 
the  act  of  Congress  of  the  3d  of  March,  1859. 

In  compliance  with  your  request  for  information  and  suggestion  upon  the  sub- 
ject. I  have  the  honor  to  communicate  a  copy  of  the  convention,  a  copy  of  the  act 
to  carry  it  into  efit'ect,  a  copy  of  all  the  correspondence  on  record  or  on  file  in  the 
Department  touching  the  matter,  and  all  the  original  papers  relating  to  the  pro- 
ceedings of  the  commissioners.  It  is  desirable  that  great  care  should  be  taken  of 
these  last,  and  that  they  should  be  returned  to  the  Department  as  soon  as  the  sub- 
ject shall  have  been  disposed  of. 

The  circumstances  that  the  complaints  against  the  Chinese,  which  it  was  the 
purpose  of  the  convention  to  adjust,  having  arisen  in  a  peculiar  region  and  among 
a  singular  people,  probably  suggested  the  appointment  of  commissioners  resident 
on  the  spot,  who  were  familiar  with  the  scene  of  their  duties.  It  is  understood, 
therefore,  that  upon  the  recommendation  of  Mr.  Reed,  the  minister  who  concluded 
the  convention,  Mr.  Charles  W.  Bradley,  who  was  United  States  consul  at  Ningpo, 
and  Mr.  Oliver  E.  Roberts,  who  had  acted  in  a  similar  capacity  elsewhere  in  China, 
and  both  whom  had  long  resided  in  that  country,  were  appointed  commissioners. 
The  business-like  manner  in  which  they  discharged  their  trust  is  manifest  from 
the  records  of  the  commission. 

With  regard  to  the  disposition  of  the  surplus  in  question,  three  methods  suggest 
themselves: 

1.  The  refunding  the  whole  amount  to  the  Chinese. 

2.  Appropriating  the  whole,  or  a  part  of  it,  in  payment  of  claims  supposed  to 
have  been  unjustly  rejected  by  the  commissioners,  and  of  others  in  which  the 
amounts  allowed  may  not  have  been  satisfactory  to  the  claimants. 

3.  Retaining  the  whole  surplus  in  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States,  or  causing 
it  to  be  invested,  toward  indemnifying  citizens  who  may  hereafter  be  injured  by 
the  Chinese  authorities. 

I  will  abstain  from  any  remarks  on  the  first  head.  There  is  but  one  claim — that 
of  Messrs.  Nott  &  Co. — disallowed  by  the  commissioners,  in  which  case  application 
has  been  made  for  a  part  of  the  surplus  referred  to.  The  claimants  allege  that 
their  agents  in  China  were  too  far  from  Macao,  the  place  where  the  commission- 
ers met,  to  allow  them  to  appeal  to  the  minister  in  season.  The  committee  will 
be  enabled  to  judge  of  the  sufSciency  of  this  reason  for  considering  the  claim  in 
that  case  an  open  one. 

The  award  in  the  Caldera  case  is  the  only  one  complained  of  as  having  been 
inadequate.  As  all  the  facts  and  arguments  in  the  case  are  embraced  in  the 
accompanying  papers,  the  committee  can  form  their  own  opinion  upon  this  point. 

The  minister  who  concluded  the  convention  pursued  a  judicious  course  in  requir- 
ing from  the  Chinese  a  sum  in  gross  adequate  to  meet  the  sums  claimed  in  the 
several  cases.  This,  however,  can  hardly  be  allowed  to  imply  that,  even  in  his 
opinion,  the  claimants  in  those  cases  ought  to  receive  the  amounts  which  severally 
they  might  expect. 

Congress  made  it  the  duty  of  the  commissioners,  by  an  investigation  judicial  in 
its  character,  to  ascertain  the  amounts  justly  due,  and  if  the  claimants  should  be 
dissatisfied  with  the  decisions  of  the  commissioners  an  appeal  to  the  minister  was 
allowed,  whose  decision  was  expected  to  be  final. 

The  expediency  of  sanctioning  a  review  of  decisions  of  the  commissioners  or 
arbiter  may  be  deemed  questionable.  They  were  all  of  high  character,  peculiarly 
qualified  for  the  trust  conferred  upon  them.  It  is  for  Congress  to  consider  the 
conveniences  and  inconveniences  of  such  a  precedent,  when  the  Government,  in 
all  its  branches,  may  be  considered  to  have  already  fulfilled  its  duty  to  the  claim- 
ants, collectively  and  individually. 

The  whole  subject  is  one  of  a  purely  legislative  character,  affecting  a  fund 
which,  although  it  came  into  the  Treasury  in  a  peculiar  manner,  seems  to  me  to 
belong  to  the  IJnited  States.  This  Department  has  no  authority  to  inquire  whether 
there  are  equities  existing  on  the  part  of  any  of  our  citizens  which  Congress  ought 
to  consult  in  directing  the  disposition  of  the  fund.  If  Congress  should  impose  any 
inquiry  of  that  nature  upon  the  Department,  it  would  undertake  the  performance 
of  it  cheerfully  and  with  a  purpose  only  to  consult  justice  and  the  public  advan- 
tage. But  the  Department  sees  no  ground  for  recommending  such  a  measure  in 
the  present  case. 

I  have  the  honor  to  be,  sir,  your  very  obedient  servant, 

William  H.  Seward. 
Hon.  Charles  Sumner, 

Chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  United  States  Senate. 
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[Appendix  B.— Claims  since  the  award.] 

It  remains  to  speak  of  claims  wMcli  have  been  brought  forward  or  renewed  since 
the  awards  were  made. 

One  of  these  is  that  of  Matthew  Rooney.  master  of  the  bark  Caldera.  which  had 
been  presented  to  the  commissioners,  but  was  not  considered  by  them,  in  the 
absence  of  proof  of  citizenship.  In  1863  his  representatives  produced  to  Mr.  Bur- 
lingame  evidence  on  this  head,  and  the  latter  directed  that  he  should  be  paid  in  the 
same  manner  and  proportion  as  other  persons  interested  in  the  same  class  of  claims 
had  been  paid  by  order  of  the  commissioners  and  Mr.  Ward ,  our  minister  at  Pekin. 

Mr.  Burlingame  saya  in  his  dispatch  reporting  the  action  which  he  had  taken  in 
this  matter  (Diplomatic  Correspondence,  i865,  Vol.  II,  p.  442) :  "  There  is  no  other 
demand  that  can  ever  come  up  for  payment  out  of  the  indemnity  fund  which  has 
not  been  fully  examined  and  decided." 

Other  claims  have,  however,  been  brought  to  notice.  Some  of  these  are  known 
as  the  Caldera  claims;  another  is  the  Neva,  or  Nott  &  Co.'s  claim. 

The  Caldera  was  a  Chilean  bark.  On  the  5th  of  October,  li-!.')4,  she  sailed  from 
Hongkong  for  San  Francisco.  During  the  ensuing  night  she  encountered  a  storm, 
by  which  she  was  so  injured  as  to  be  obliged  to  seek  an  anchorage.  This  she  found 
on  the  7th  of  October,  between  islands  lying  off  the  Chinese  coast.  Here  she  was 
attacked  and  plundered  by  successive  piratical  bands.  The  captain  escaped  and 
made  his  way  to  Hongkong,  when,  upon  his  information,  steps  were  undertaken 
to  recover  the  property  and  punish  the  pirates.  A  small  portion  of  the  cargo  was 
found,  and  summary  justice  was  inflicted  upon  such  of  the  pirates  as  wei-e  cap- 
tured. 

The  master  of  the  Caldera  was  an  American.  An  American  firm  were  shippers 
by  her,  and  various  American  insurance  offices  had  taken  risks  upon  the  hull  of 
the  vessel  and  the  larger  portion  of  her  cargo.  These  all  appealed  to  Mr.  McLane, 
then  the  chief  diplomatic  ofScer  of  the  United  States  in  China,  with  a  view  to 
secure  indemnity.  Mr.  McLane  declined  to  take  action,  declaring  that  our  treaty 
offered  "no  basis  whatever  on  which  to  make  a  claim  against  the  Chinese  Gov- 
ernment," and  referred  the  subject  to  Mr.  Marcy,  then  Secretary  of  State.  The 
latter  responded,  under  date  of  October  5,  185.5,  that  "the  parties  injured  are 
entitled  to  indemnification  from  the  Government  of  China,  if  not  specially  by 
treaty,  at  least  by  general  principles  of  international  right  and  obligation."  The 
same  matter  forms  the  subject  of  a  dispatch  from  Mr.  Cass,  Secretary  of  State,  to 
Mr.  Ward,  dated  May  5,  1859,  in  which,  after  declaring  that  "the  decision  of  the 
case  will  rest  with  the  commissioners  and  yourself,"  and  detailing  certain  allega- 
tions made  to  him  by  the  claimants,  who  appear  to  have  been  very  active,  he  says: 
' '  If  facts  of  such  a  nature  be  proved,  the  responsibility  of  the  Chinese  Government 
would  seem  to  be  fixed,  according  to  the  treaty,  as  well  as  according  to  the  law  of 
nations."     (Ex.  Doc.  No.  29,  Fortieth  Congress,  third  session,  p.  10.) 

The  matter  was  brought  before  the  commissioners  in  1859,  and  a  patient  hearing 
seems  to  have  been  given  by  them,  the  result  of  which  was  a  disagreement  between 
them.  Both  rendere"d  elaborate  opinions;  one  adjudging  that  no  portion  of  the 
claims  should  be  allowed;  the  other,  an  opposite  view,  and  he  proceeded  to  assess 
the  damages  sustained  by  the  clai  mants.  These  he  estimated  at  40  per  cent  of  their 
claim,  holding  that  the  vessel  and  her  cargo  had  been  injured  by  the  storm  to  the 
extent  of  60  per  cent  of  their  value.  The  case  then  went  before  Mr.  Warff,  whose 
conclusion  was  expressed  in  the  following  words: 

"Under  the  instructions  of  Mr.  Marcy,  reaffirmed  by  Mr.  Cass,  my  duty  may  be 
discharged  by  ascertaining,  as  far  as  possible,  what  have  been  the  actual  losses  of 
our  citizens.  Satisfied  with  the  award  of  Mr.  Roberts  on  this  point,  I  have 
approved  the  same,  and  ordered  the  amounts  awarded  by  him  to  be  paid  to  the 
respective  claimants."  (Ex.  Doc.  No.  29,  Fortieth  Congress,  third  session,  p.  13.) 
The  amounts  so  paid  exceeded  $54,000  in  coin.  This  was  received  by  the  sever^ 
claimants,  and  it  does  not  appear  that  they  protested  against  the  awards.  Some 
of  them  were,  however,  dissatisfied,  and  in  1863  addressed  Mr.  Burlingame,  setting 
forth  their  views,  and  asking  him  to  favor  their  purpose  for  a  rehearing.  Mr. 
Burlingame,  as  will  be  seen  on  reference  to  his  dispatch,  No.  5,  of  October  5,  1863 
(Diplomatic  Correspondence,  1865,  Vol.  II,  p.  40R) ,  entered  on  a  thorough  examina- 
tion of  their  statements,  and  arrived  at  the  conclusion  that  the  awards  ought  not 
to  be  disturbed,  using  strong  language  in  this  sense. 

The  Neva  was  a  British  schooner.  Messrs.  Nott  &  Co.  were  American  mer- 
chants, residing  at  Hongkong.  On  the  16th  of  November  they  shipped  by  the  Neva, 
then  bound  for  the  port  of  Fnchau,  five  packages,  containing  20,000  Mexican  dol- 
lars. The  vessel  sailed  at  3  o'clock  p.  m.  of  the  17th  of  October,  and  the  same  even- 
ing, while  at  anchor  a  short  distance  beyond  the  limits  of  the  port  of  Hongkong, 
five  Chinese  came  alongside  and  requested  passage  to  Fuchau,  which  was  granted. 
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At  11  o'clock  that  night  these  Chinese  and  the  Chinese  members  of  the  crew  took 
posseKsion  of  the  vessel,  and,  having  murdered  the  master  and  some  of  the  crew 
and  secured  others,  they  broke  into  the  hold,  seized  four  of  the  packages  of  silver, 
and  removed  them  to  the  shore.  The  efforts  of  jViessrs.  Nott  &  Co.  to  recover  the 
treasure  were  unsuccessful;  and  finally,  the  firm  having  ceased  to  exist,  the  agent 
representing  their  interests  jjlaced  the  claim  before  the  commissioners,  who 
rejected  it.  Correspondence  with  the  State  Dei^artment  ensued,  and  in  1859  the 
representatives  of  the  firm  appeared  before  Congress,  declaring  that  their  agent 
was  absent  from  the  south  of  China,  where  the  commisisioners  held  their  sittings, 
at  the  time  when  the  awards  were  made,  and  that  they  had  then,  innocently,  been 
deprived  of  their  right  to  appeal  from  them  to  the  minister.  The  Attorney-General 
was  directed  by  Congress  to  examine  their  claim,  and  if,  in- his  judgment,  it  was 
vaiid,  he  was  empowered  to  award  its  payment  out  of  the  indemnity  fund.  The 
Attorney-General  decided  in  favor  of  the  claimants  and  directed  payment  of  a 
certain  sum  in  gold.  Mr.  Washburne,  then  Secretary  of  State,  held  that  he  was 
not  authorized  to  make  the  payment  in  any  other  than  current  funds  of  the  United 
States.  From  this  ruling  the  claimants  have  lately  appealed  to  the  Court  of  Claims, 
which  have  decided  that  the  award  of  the  Attorney-General  should  be  complier" 
with.    This  will  make  a  small  deduction  from  the  fund. 


[See  Claims  against  Haiti,  Gen.  Index.] 

FORTY-THIRD  CONGRESS,  FIRST  SESSION. 

June  9,  1874. 

[Senate  Report  No.  425.] 

Mr.  McCreery  submitted  the  following  report: 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  liave  had  under  consideration 
the  bill,  memorial,  and  papers  in  the  case  of  Antonio  PeUetier,  and 
report : 

That  the  memorialist  claims  the  interposition  of  this  Government  in 
the  way  of  a  demand  upon  the  Haitian  authorities  for  indemnity  for 
the  loss  of  the  bark  William  and  cargo,  as  well  as  for  other  pecuniary 
losses  sustained  by  reason  of  his  wrongful  imprisonment  on  that  island. 
That  vessel  was  condemned  and  sold,  by  the  judgment  of  the  Haitian 
courts,  as  a  slaver,  and  Pelletier  and  most  of  his  crew  were  imprisoned 
as  pirates. 

It  is  not  denied  that  the  bark  William  was  built  and  equipped  for 
the  slave  trade,  and  Pelletier,  in  deference  to  the  moral  sense  of  man- 
kind, jnakes  a  feeble  effort  to  account  for  his  possession  and  owner- 
ship. He  states  that  in  August  or  September,  1860,  he  purchased  said 
bark  at  Key  West,  at  a  public  sale  under  authority  of  the  United 
States  court ;  that  after  the  purchase  some  person,  supposed  to  have 
been  employed  by  the  former  owner,  ran  away  to  sea  in  her  with  the 
deputy  marshal  on  board,  and  was  pursued  by  the  United  States 
authorities,  and  himself,  in  a  hired  schooner,  and  retaken  and  brought 
back. 

These  material  facts,  if  they  are  facts,  are  left  without  any  support 
stronger  than  the  statement  of  the  memorialist;  and  it  is  a  singular 
circumstance  that  he  should  have  sought  affidavits  from  the  city  of 
New  York  to  the  islands  of  the  Caribbean  Sea,  and  still  s'hould  have 
overlooked  so  important  a  matter  as  the  record  of  the  Federal  court 
in  Florida,  the  necessity  of  which  must  have  been  obvious,  as  nothing 
but  the  best  evidence  could  be  accepted  in  such  a  case.  The  absence 
of  that  record  is  deemed  fatal  to  the  claim  of  purchase. 

The  memorialist  says  that  he  took  the  said  bark  to  Mobile,  where  he 
purchased  and  put  on  board  a  full  cargo  of  200,000  feet  of  pitch-pine 
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lumber,  sawed  to  his  order,  and  that  he  cleared  from  Mobilefor  Cartha- 
gena,  and  sailed  in  October  or  November,  1860.  The  occurrence  of  the 
disjunctive  "or,"  both  as  to  the  time  of  purchase  and  the  time  of  sail- 
ing, is  evidence  of  a  bad  memory,  and  renders  it  the  more  manifest 
that  he  should  have  had  recourse  in  this  instance  to  the  files  of  the 
custom-house,  from  which  he  could  have  easily  obtained  full  and  exact 
details  concerning  the  tonnage,  cargo,  and  destination  of  his  vessel, 
as  well  as  the  regularity  of  her  papers.  This  proof,  if  it  exists,  is 
accessible,  and  we  may  add  that  it  is  indispensable.  If  he  cleared  his 
vessel  at  Mobile  for  Carthagena,  as  he  alleges,  the  books  of  the  custom- 
house will  show  it,  and  aifldavits  can  not  be  substituted  unless  it  is 
first  established  that  the  record  has  been  destroyed.  In  this  view  all 
that  is  said  about  the  outfit,  clearance,  and  cargo  of  the  William  and 
of  her  departure  from  Mobile  must  pass  for  naught. 

The  purpose  of  Pelletier  in  making  this  purchase  and  embarking 
on  this  voyage  is  so  remarkable  that  we  feel  constrained  to  transcribe 
it  in  his  own  language.     He  says: 

Being  at  that  time  rich  and  prosperous  I  designed  to  visit  several  ports  where  I 
had  formerly  navigated  when  poor  and  where  I  had  friends  who  I  believed  would 
rejoice  in  my  prosperity  and  among  whom  I  wished  at  any  rate  to  exhibit  the  evi- 
dences of  my  success. 

This  is  sufQciently  disinterested  and  may  be  a  weakness  too  com- 
mon among  men  who  are  alike  happily  situated,  but  it  is  somewhat  sur- 
prising that  one  seeking  to  make  an  ostentatious  display  should  go 
forth  on  a  second-hand  slaver  with  a  crew  of  "rowdies  and  high- 
binders," as  he  describes  some  of  his  sailors  on  this  remarkable  voyage. 
Though  partially  concealed  under  the  vanity  of  the  exhibition,  there 
was  still  a  lurking  desire  that  the  profits  of  commercial  enterprise 
should  cover  at  least  a  portion  of  the  expenditures,  and  pitch-pine 
lumber  and  guano  were  the  commodities  selected  for  the  outward  and 
homeward  bound  vessels.  If  the  odor  of  these  articles  in  southern 
climes  should  be  annoying,  it  would  at  least  be  a  comforting  assur- 
ance to  his  "friends"  that  though  rich  he  was  not  proud  and  would 
also  put  them  more  at  their  ease  in  his  presence.  What  we  fail  to 
comprehend  in  human  action  is  generally  ascribed  to  the  eccentrici- 
ties of  genius,  and  this  expedition,  with  its  apparent  absurdities,  may 
possibly  find  refuge  under  that  convenient  phrase. 

Pelletier  states  in  his  memorial  that  he  spent  about  two  weeks  at 
Carthagena  disposing  of  a  portion  of  lumber  and  purchasing  gold 
dust,  pearls,  and  panama  hats.  He  then  cleared  for  Rio  Hache  with 
five  passengers  on  board — Juan  Cortez  and  wife,  child,  and  servant, 
and  a  negro  man  named  Binar.  Rio  Hache,  like  Carthagena,  is  on 
the  coast  of  New  Granada,  and  the  distance  between  the  two  places  is 
probably  about  200  miles.  Instead  of  landing  Cortez  and  his  family  at 
Rio  Hache,  as  he  had  agreed  to  do,  Pelletier  sailed  almost  due  north 
across  the  Caribbean  Sea.  Cortez  seeing  that  so  far  from  approaching 
his  port  of  destination  he  was  leaving  it  as  fast  as  the  winds  and  tides 
would  bear  him  was  seized  with  fright  and  apprehension.  Pelletier 
recognized  the  fright,  but  is  anxious^  to  attribute  it  to  the  bad  health 
of  Cortez's  wife.  In  such  a  condition  Cortez  offered  the  sum  of  $500 
to  be  landed  with  his  family  and  his  merchandise,  of  which  he  had 
about  $2,000  worth  on  board,  at  the  first  accessible  port.  In  pursu- 
ance of  this  offer,  with  his  family  and  effects  he  was  put  ashore  on  the 
island  of  Grand  Cayman  among  strangers  and  700  or  800  miles  from 
Rio  Hache.  Cortez  had  no  money,  and  after  an  attempt  at  auction 
Pelletier  purchased  his  entire  stock  for  $1,000,  deducting  $500  for  his 
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passage.  Villiam  Eden,  jr.,  agreed  for  $250  to  take  Cortez  and  his 
family  to  Jamaica,  and  between  tiie  two  Cortez  was  pretty  well  stripped 
of  Ms  merohandise. 

When  Pelletier  landed  Cortez  at  Grand  Cayman  instead  of  Rio 
Hache,  he  had  no  right  to  take  half  his  goods  as  compensation  for 
inflicting  so  serious  an  injury  upon  him.  The  obligation  was  alto- 
gether in  the  other  direction. 

William  Eden,  jr.,  considered  that  Cortez  was  satisfied,  as  he  never 
heard  him  complain.  But  Eden  was  a  distributee,  and  besides  ^Dortez 
did  not  speak  English  and  Eden  did  not  understand  the  Spanish. 

Now,  if  Pelletier  intended  to  go  to  Haiti,  he  went  at  least  500  miles 
out  of  his  way  to  reach  the  island  of  Grand  Caj'man;  and  on  leaving 
Grand  Cayman  he  might  have  taken  Cortez  to  .Jamaica,  as  these 
islands  are  almost  in  a  line  with  Haiti.  The  indisposition  of  Madam 
Cortez  could  scarcely  have  been  an  obstacle,  as  Pelletier  left  Grand 
Cayman  one  evening,  and  she  embarked  on  Eden's  schooner  the  next 
morning. 

On  the  way  from  Grand  Cayman  to  Port  au  Prince,  in  Haiti,  he 
spent  six  days  in  the  island  of  Cuba,  where  he  had  no  business  what- 
ever, but  kindly  called  that  a  woman  and  man  on  board  might  receive 
medical  attention.  There  are  few  captains  in  water  craft  who  would 
submit  to  such  delay  for  such  a  purpose.  If  it  could  be  supposed 
for  a  moment  that  he  was  going  to  Haiti  with  the  intention  of  kidnap- 
ing her  Citizens,  of  which  he  was  afterwards  charged  and  convicted  in 
her  courts,  then  a  short  sojourn  on  the  island  of  Cuba  might  not  have 
been  entirely  destitute  of  commercial  advantages. 

The  bark  William  arrived  at  Port  au  Prince  after  the  middle  of 
January,  1861,  and  it  was  not  long  until  Pelletier  procured  the  arrest 
and  imiDrisonment  of  five  of  his  disorderly  crew.  About  this  time 
Binar,  the  negro  passenger,  who  probably  imagined  that  he  was  in 
possession  of  important  secrets,  called  on  Pelletier,  and  after  an 
unsatisfactory  interview  wrote  to  him  to  provide  for  his  maintenance, 
and  demanded  $100  immediately,  threatening  if  it  was  not  sent  to 
make  it  cost  him  a  larger  sum,  and  that  he  would  not  wait  longer  than 
12  o'clock  for  an  answer.  In  the  conversation  preceding  this  letter 
Pelletier  had  expostulated  with  Binar,  telling  him  what  he  had  done  for 
him  on  account  of  his  family — that  he  had  paid  a  portion  of  his  debts 
at  Carthagena  and  brought  him  out  of  the  country  where  he  was  in 
danger  without  charge;  and  besides- that  he  had  been  "gossiping." 
Whatever  part  Binar  was  expected  to  take  in  subsequent  events,  it 
was  evident  that  Pelletier  expected  no  gossiping.  Exasperated  at 
Pelletier's  failure  to  advance  the  required  sum,  Binar  denounced  him 
to  the  authorities  as  a  slaver,  and  the  Government  attorney,  with  the 
military  commander  and  a  body  of  armed  police,  boarded  the  William 
to  satisfy  themselves  as  to  the  truth  or  falsity  of  Binar's  accusation. 
They  found  handcuffs,  water  casks,  arms,  and  munitions  in  such 
quantities  as  to  convince  them  of  the  fact  charged.  Pelletier,  who 
was  on  shore,  instructed  his  mate  that  in  case  the  police  returned  to 
spread  the  American  flag  over  the  side  ladder  and  forbid  their  coming 
on  board.  Notwithstanding,  the  commander  led  his  posse  up  the 
ladder,  tramping  on  and  tearing  the  flag.  Before  the  search  Pelletier 
had  been  endeavoring  to  employ  a  few  women  and  50  men  to  go  to 
another  island  to  assist  in  loading  his  vessel  with  guano. 

The  Haitians  had  a  suspicion  that  the  real  object  was  to  kidnap 
and  transport  them  into  slavery.  They  were  the  descendants  of  slaves 
and  had  probably  not  inherited  the  most  favorable  opinions  of  the 
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peculiar  institution.  However  that  may  be,  your  committee  believe 
that  the  facts  warranted  the  search,  and  that  the  flag  was  and  should 
have  been  no  protection  under  the  circumstances. 

Pelletier  was  not  arrested,  as  might  have  been  anticipated,  but  after 
a  stay  of  about  six  weeks  was  permitted  to  depart,  in  company  with 
the  Haitian  war  steamer  Geffrard,  which  was  ordered  to  convoy  him 
for  a  distance  200  miles  from  their  shores. 

The  Haitian  authorities  may  have  believed  that  they  were  forever 
free  from  Pelletier  and  the  bark  William,  but  in  this  they  were 
mistaken. 

In  a  few  weeks  afterwards,  and  about  the  1st  daj'  of  April,  he  entered 
the  harbor  of  Fort  Liberte  under  an  assumed  name,  announcing  that 
he  was  in  command  of  the  French  vessel,  the  Chtillaume  Tell,  bound 
from  Habana  to  Havre,  with  the  French  flag  flying  at  his  masthead. 
He  put  himself  in  communication  with  the  commercial  agent  of  France, 
representing  that  his  vessel  was  in  great  distress.  He  was  treated  with 
unusual  civilities  by  the  commander  of  the  post  and  enjoyed  perfect 
quiet  until  one  of  his  sailors,  Miranda  by  name,  escaped  from  his  ves- 
sel. Believing  that  Mii-anda  would  denounce  him  to  the  authorities 
as  a  pirate,  he  got  under  way  in  the  night  time  and  attempted  to  leave 
the  port,  but  his  vessel  got  aground.  On  the  next  day  the  vice-consul 
of  France  arrived,  and,  discovering  the  fraud  which  had  been  practiced 
upon  him,  ordered  the  arrest  of  Pelletier.  A  few  days  afterwards  he 
was  taken  to  Cape  Haitien,  and  from  that  place  he  was  transported  to 
Port  au  Prince.  Before  instituting  legal  proceedings  against  Pelletier 
the  secretary  of  state  for  foreign  affairs  addressed  to  the  commercial 
agents  of  the  leading  powers  of  Europe  residing  in  the  city  of  Port  au 
Prince  inquiries  as  to  jurisdiction,  and  from  the  consulates  of  England, 
France,  Denmark,  Spain,  Hanover,  Italy,  Prussia,  and  Sweden  received 
unanimous  opinions  that  the  Haitian  Government  was  fully  authorized 
to  use  against  Pelletier  all  judicial  proceedings  which  comport  with  the 
crime  of  piracy.  Pelletier's  case  underwent  a  j)rotracted  investigation 
before  the  highest  courts  of  Haiti,  and  he  was  adjudged  to  be  worthy 
of  death,  but  that  judgment  was  afterwards  modified  to  imprisonment 
for  five  years.  He  chose  not  to  be  represented  by  coun  sel  and  to  answer 
no  questions,  and  we  make  no  criticism  on  his  course,  as  it  may  have 
been  the  part  of  wisdom.  The  learned  counsel  who  represented  the 
memorialist  strenuously  contended  that  the  courts  of  Haiti  had  no  juris- 
diction; but  Pelletier  speaks  of  the  bay  which  he  entered  both  as  a 
"port"  and  "harbor,"  and  if  that  Government  has  no  jurisdiction  of 
her  own  ports  and  harbors,  her  citizens  may  be  said  to  hold  their  lives, 
their  persons,  and  their  property  at  the  mercy  of  any  corsair  who  may 
choose  to  deprive  them  of  either. 

The  paper  which  Pelletier  has  filed  as  proof  of  his  citizenship  neither 
looks  nor  reads  like  any  naturalization  paper  we  have  ever  seen  before. 
The  law  contemplates  two,  but  he  seems  to  have  completed  the  job 
at  a  single  step.  On  the  face  of  the  paper  the  word  "duplicate"  is 
written,  which  is  a  commercial  phrase  never  used,  as  we  believe,  in 
this  country  in  the  attestation  of  judicial  proceedings. 

A  careful  examination  of  the  facts  induces  us  to  adopt  the  opinion 
of  Hon  William  H.  Seward  as  embodied  in  his  dispatch.  No.  36,  to 
Benjamin  P.  Whidden,  esq. : 

The  conclusion  reached  is  that  the  proof  of  the  citizenship  of  that  person  is  not 
sufficient  to  warrant  an  interposition  inhis  behalf.  Btit  allowing  the  reverse  to  be 
the  fact,  his  conduct  in  Haiti  and  on  its  coasts  is  conceived  to  have  afforded  the 
reasonable  ground  of  suspicion  against  him  on  the  part  of  the  authorities  of  that 
Republic,  which  led  to  his  arrest,  trial,  and  conviction  in  regular  course  of  law, 
with  which  result  it  is  not  deemed  expedient  to  interfere. 
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[See  Claims  against  Mexico,  Gen.  Index.] 

June  11,  1874. 

[Senate  Report  No.  43Z.] 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen  submitted  the  following  report: 
The  Cominittee  ou  Foreign  Relations,  to  whom  was  referred  the 
petition  of  Jonas  P.  Levy,  with  the  accompanying  papers,  have  had 
the  same  under  consideration,  and  ask  leave  to  submit  the  following 
report: 
This  claim  is  for  various  sums,  as  follows: 

Illegal  duties  extorted  at  Laguna  by  the  Mexican  Government |6, 000. 00 

Five  per  cent  for  eleven  years,  two  months,  and  fifteen  days 3, 362. 50 

Goods  taken  for  the  use  of  Mexican  troops  by  Mexican  authorities 1,800.00 

Interest,  as  above _ 1,008.75 

Forced  contributions  by  the  Mexicans  during  the  summer  of  1843 3, 000. 00 

Interest,  as  above _ _.-.. 1,681.25 

Amount  of  claim  against  R.  Christian,  the  partner  of  Levy 2,210.10 

For  goods  levied  on  to  pay  judgment  against  Levy  by  Mexican  courts.  3, 000. 00 

Interest  on  these  two  sums - 3,359.35 

Lawyers'  fees  in  this  case .-. 1,890.00 

Prejudice  to  character  while  at  law  in  these  suits. 13,000.00 

Interest,  as  above _ 8,008.35 

For  goods  lost  on  the  steamer  Peirrta 5,400.00 

Law  expenses  in  prosecuting  the  above  steamer  in  Mexico 3,000.00 

Slander  to  character  and  illegal  delays  while  litigating  claim 10, 000.00 

Interest  at  5  per  cent  for  nine  years  and  eight  months 8,306.00 

Loss  on  schooner  Homer 2,000.00 

Interest 908.64 

For  three  iron  houses  (80  tons)  sunk  in  the  river  Tabasco  by  Mexican 

forces. ._     30,000.00 

Interest  at  5  per  cent  for  eight  years  and  twenty- two  days 13,091.65 

For  illegal  expulsion  from  Mexico  on  twenty-four  hours'  notice 50, 000. 00 

Five  per  cent  interest,  eight  years,  two  months,  and  fifteen  days 38, 030. 75 

Total  --. 194,447.34 

The  legal  redress  for  this  claimant  was  clear  and  fiiU.  The  treaty 
of  Guadalupe-Hidalgo  created  a  commission  to  hear  and  adjust  the 
claims  of  our  citizens  against  Mexico;  and  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  undertook  to  satisfy  them  to  an  amount  not  exceeding 
three  and  a  quarter  millions  of  dollars.  A  commission  was  created 
to  hear  and  determine  these  cases,  and  their  awards  were,  by  law, 
"final  and  conclusive."  Levy  laid  his  claim  before  the  commission, 
and  they  rejected  all  but  one  item  of  $3,000,  with  $675.10  interest. 
The  claimant,  not  being  satisfled^  appealed  to  Congress,  and  on  August 
3,  1854,  an  act  was  passed  directing  the  accounting  officers  of  the 
Treasury  to  "examine,  adjust,  and  settle"  the  claim.  The  Fifth 
Auditor,  Pleasanton,  allowed  the  sum  of  $54,669.40.  The  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury,  Mr.  Guthrie,  apprised  Mr.  Comptroller  Whittlesey 
of  his  opinion  that  the  evidence  did  not  justify  the  award.  Whittle- 
sey gave  the  matter  close  attention,  and  rejected  every  item  of  the 
claim.  Another  application  was  made  to  Congress,  and  in  1855  the 
whole  case  and  papers  were  referred  to  the  Court  of  Claims.  In  1858 
a  unanimous  decision  was  given  against  the  claim.  In  1859  the 
Treasury  Department  caused  an  expert  to  examine  the  claim,  and 
reported  against  it.  In  1860  this  committee  reported  a  resolution 
recommitting  it  to  the  Court  of  Claims,  and  authorizing  the  court  to 
procure  papers  said  to  be  material  to  the  cause  by  the  claimant. 
Levy  declined  to  proceed  in  court,  alleging  that  the  court  did  not  call 
for  certain  papers  held  by  him  to  be  important,  and  again  appealed 
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to  Congress.  In  1861  the  House  of  Representatives  proposed  a  reso- 
lution to  refer  it  to  the  accounting  department  of  the  Treasury,  but 
that  resolution  did  not  pass.  In  1868  this  committee  again  examined 
the  claim  of  Mr.  Levy,  and  reported  adversely  upon  it.  Conclusive 
evidence  exists  to  show  that  between  1861  and  1868  Mr.  Levy  was  not 
loyal  to  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  and,  so  far  as  his  legal 
standing  as  a  claimant  is  concerned,  Congress  could  justly  exclude 
his  claim,  even  if  it  had  a  foundation  in  justice  or  equity,  which  it 
does  not  possess. 
The  committee,  therefore,  recommend  that  the  claim  be  rejected. 


FORTY-THIRD  CONGRESS,  SECOKrD  SESSION. 
January  19,  1875. 

[Senate  Report  No.  531.] 

Mr.  Howe  submitted  the  following  report : 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  to  whom  was  referred  the 
petition  of  Joseph  H.  Colton,  asking  the  intervention  of  the  Govern- 
ment of  the  United  States,  in  aid  of  his  claim  upon  the  Government 
of  Bolivia,  together  with  the  accompanying  papers,  ask  leave  to 
submit  the  following  report : 

The  memorialist  represents  that  in  1858  he  contracted  with  Col. 
Juan  Oudarzaand  Commandant  JuanMarianoMujia,  duly  authorized 
in  that  behalf  by  the  Bolivian  Government,  to  engrave  and  publish 
on  copper  plate  a  map  of  the  Republic  of  Bolivia.  The  map  was  to 
be  put  on  canvas,  fitted  up  with  moldings,  rollers,  and  rings,  and  to  be 
6  feet  in  length  by  5  feet  in  height.  Of  such  a  map  he  agreed  to  print 
and  deliver  to  that  Government  10,000  copies.  For  the  work,  the 
Bolivian  Government  agreed  to  pay  $25,000  in  gold.  Two  thousand 
dollars  of  that  sum  were  to  be  paid  on  the  commencement  of  the  work, 
and  were  paid.  The  balance  of  $23,000  was  to  be  paid  on  the  delivery 
of  the  maps,  or  soon  afterward.     Of  the  balance,  no  part  has  been  paid. 

The  contract  is  said  to  have  been  made  with  the  memoralist  at  his 
place  of  business  in  the  city  of  New  York,  where  the  memorialist  at 
that  time  resided,  and  has  since  continued  to  reside.  The  memorialist 
represents  that  the  work  was  executed  at  an  extremely  low  price;  and 
he  avers  that  the  Bolivian  Government  actually  sold  2,000  copies  of 
the  same  map  at  $12  per  copy,  and  3,000  other  copies  at  $5  per  copy. 

The  justice  of  Mr.  Colton's  claims  appears  to  have  been  frequently 
recognized  by  the  Bolivian  Government  in  the  most  solemn  manner. 
Among  the  papers  accompanying  the  memorial  is  an  original  decree, 
signed  by  President  Morales,  of  which  the  following  is  a  translation : 

Ministry  of  Finance  and  Industry, 

La  Paz,  Bolivia,  February  1,  1812. 
In  view  of  the  contract  made  in  New  York  on  the  Blst  of  September,  1858, 
between  Joseph  H.  Colton,  of  the  one  part,  and  Juan  Oudarza  and  Juan  Mariano 
Mujia,  of  the  other  part,  for  the  engraving  and  publishing  of  10,000  maps  of 
Bolivia,  for  the  sum  of  $35,000  in  gold;  in  view,  also,  of  the  decree  of  March  8, 
1858,  authorizing  the  making  of  the  said  contract;  also  the  laws  of  August  12, 
1861,  and  October  27,  1864,  which  order  payment  of  the  sum  due  the  claimant;  also 
the  financial  law  of  the  Republic  for  the  year  1865,  which  recognizes  the  debt,  in- 
cluding interest,  at  the  rate  of  6  per  cent  per  annum,  and  difference  of  exchange, 
in  the  sum-total,  at  that  time,  of  $88,000,  it  is  hereby  acknowledged  and  declared 
that  the  claim  now  made  by  Joseph  H.  Colton,  through  his  attorney,  Hinton 
Rowan  Helper,  is  just  and  entitled  to  preference  in  payment.  In  virtue  whereof 
the  Government  of  Bolivia,  desiring  to  maintain  the  national  credit,  recognizes 
as  now  due  the  claimant,  by  way  of  principal,  interest,  and  difference  in  exchange, 
the  full  sum  of  |51,985  in  Bolivian  currency,  or,  as  otherwise  expressible,  the  sum 
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of  $41,588.54  in  gold,  to  be  paid  religiously  out  of  the  first  funds  that  are  obtained 
by  the  loan  authorized  by  the  congress  of  1871. 

Take  notice  of  this,  and  pass  it  to  the  director-general  of  accounts  for  the  registry 
of  the  sum  of  $41,588.54  in  gold  to  be  paid  to  Joseph  H.  Colton. 

PbESIDBNT  MOBAIiBS. 

Sign-manual  of  His  Excellency, 
By  order  of  His  Excellency: 
Garcia, 

Secretary  of  the  Treasury. 

On  the  1st  of  June,  1872,  the  Bolivian  secretary  for  foreign  affairs 
addressed  to  Mr.  Markbreit,  the  United  States  minister  resident  at  La 
Paz,  a  letter,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy : 

Depaetment  op  Government  and  Foreign  Affairs, 

La  Paz,  Bolivia,  June  1,  187S, 
Sir:  With  your  pleasing  communication  of  yesterday  I  have  received  Mr.  Col- 
ton's  letter  to  you,  from  New  York,  in  which  he  expresses  his  thanks  to  the  Na- 
tional Government  for  the  decree  of  the  Istof  last  February,  which  ordered  payment 
for  the  amount  due  him  for  10,000  maps  of  this  Republic,  asking  at  the  same  time 
payment  by  draft  in  his  favor  against  Messrs.  Lamb,  Wauklin  &  Co.,  negotiators 
of  the  Bolivian  loan  in  London. 

So  soon  as  we  shall  have  received  a  full  statement  in  regard  to  the  said  loan,  the 
draft  asked  for  will  be  given,  as  the  National  Government  is  interested  that  payment 
of  Mr.  Colton 's  claim  be  made  with  preference,  as  soon  as  possible. 

With  this  motive,  I  have  the  honor  to  subscribe  myself,  your  most  attentive  and 
faithful  servant. 

Casimiro  Corral. 
Hon.  Leopold  Markbreit, 

United  States  Minister  Resident. 

Again  on  tlie  17tlL  of  October,  1873,  the  same  offtcial  addressed  to 
Mr.  Markbreit  another  letter,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy: 

La  Paz,  Bolivia,  October  17, 1873. 

Distinguished  and  Estbemed  Friend:  At  this  very  moment,  I  have  received 
your  valued  letter  of  today,  in  which  you  ackuowledge  receipt  of  communications 
from  Mr.  Joseph  H.  Colton. 

I  am  very  sorry  that  the  gentleman  intends  to  present  a  memorial  to  the  Con- 
gress of  the  United  States. 

Be  you  persuaded  and  assured  that  the  Government  of  Bolivia  knows  how  to 
regard  its  obligations  touching  this  just  and  legal  claim,  after  having  acknowledged 
the  debt,  and  pledged  its  honor  to  pay  it  with  xjreference.  Consequently,  the  time 
is  not  distant  when  the  sum  of  the  indebtedness  can  be  raised,  and  for  this  reason 
I  do  not  think  it  necessary  that  Mr.  Colton  should  resort  to  the  extreme  measures 
which  he  seems  to  contemplate. 

Having  thus  answered  your  esteemed  favor  of  to-day,  I  have  the  pleasure  to  sub- 
scribe myself,  your  attentive  friend  and  faithful  servant. 

C.  Corral. 

Mr.  Leopold  Markbreit,  etc. 

All  these  assurances  leave  no  room  to  doubt  that  it  is  the  solemn 
duty  of  tbe  Bolivian  Government  to  make  present  payment  of  the  sum 
promised  to  Mr.  Colton,  with  aU  arrears  of  interest  thereon.  There  is 
as  little  doubt  of  the  ability  of  the  Republic  to  make  such  payment. 
The  Republic  of  Bolivia  embraces  a  territory  equal  to  473,300  square 
miles.  It  is  more  than  one-fifth  the  extent  of  the  United  States,  ex- 
cluding Alaska.  Its  white  population  is  stated  at  1,742,352;  consid- 
erably more  than  the  population  of  Massachusetts.  Its  public  debt  is 
but  £3,200,000.  Several  of  the  States  of  this  Union  owe  more  than 
twice  as  much  as  Bolivia.  The  annual  revenues  of  Bolivia  are  stated 
at  £1,500,000.  Two  and  one-fourth  years  of  its  revenue  are  equal  to 
the  payment  of  its  debt.  No  other  American  State  could  extinguish 
its  debt  with  its  revenues  in  so  short  a  period.  Switzerland,  Sweden, 
and  Prussia  are  the  only  European  States  which  could  liquidate  by 
the  same  means  in  the  same  time. 

But  of  the  Bolivian  debt,  £1,500,000,  nearly  one-half  of  the  whole, 
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is  of  a  domestic  character.  The  balance,  £1,700,000,  consists  of  a 
loan,  negotiated  in  the  year  1872  through  the  agency  of  the  Bolivian 
Steamship  Company,  and  in  aid  of  a  railway  around  the  Falls  of  the 
Madeira.  If  that  road  shall  be  constructed,  this  portion  of  the  Boli- 
vian debt  will  make  the  Republic  richer  instead  of  poorer,  for  it  will 
give  Bolivian  products  access  to  the  navigable  waters  of  the  Madeira 
River,  and  thus  furnish  them  with  an  outlet  through  the  Amazon 
upon  the  Atlantic  markets.  There  is,  therefore,  no  reason  for  doubt- 
ing that,  with  good  faith  in  the  administration  of  its  resources,  Bolivia 
might  promptly  meet  every  pecuniary  obligation  resting  upon  it. 

Since  the  obligation  of  Bolivia  to  pay  Mr.  Colton's  claim,  and  its 
ability  to  pay  are  manifest,  the  only  questions  remaining  for  considera- 
tion are  whether  this  Government  is  called  upon  to  take  any  steps  to 
influence  payment,  and  if  any  such  steps,  what? 

The  committee  entertain  no  doubt  that  whenever  a  foreign  Govern- 
ment clearly  owes  an  obligation  to  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  this 
Government  should  notice  the  obligation,  and  should  not  hesitate  to 
assert  it.  So  much,  it  is  apprehended,  the  Government  may  do  in 
every  case.  To  what  extent  the  Government  shall  go  in  enforcing 
such  obligations  is  a  diiferent  question,  and  a  question  which  prob- 
ably can  not  be  settled  by  the  adoption  of  any  rule  suitable  for  uni- 
versal application. 

The  different  countries  of  North  and  South  America  are  now  indebted 
in  the  sum  of  £751,241,197.  European  countries  owe  in  the  aggregate 
the  sum  of  £3,153,880,865.  The  question  whether  that  immense  mass 
of  indebtedness  must  be  paid,  or  maj'  be  repudiated  at  the  pleasure 
of  the  several  Governments  owing  the  debts,  is  one  of  great,  if  not  of 
paramount,  importance  to  all  nations.  This  Government  is  one  of 
those  most  heavily  indebted,  and  may  therefore  mark  its  sense  of  the 
sanctity  of  the  obligation  resting  on  itself  by  intervening  to  urge  the 
payment  of  the  inconsiderable  sum  due  by  Bolivia  to  one  of  our  own 
citizens.  The  committee  do  not  permit  themselves  to  doubt  that 
Bolivia  will  promptly  comply  with  the  respectful  request  of  this  Gov- 
ernment that  the  long-deferred  claim  of  Mr.  Colton  be  liquidated. 
Should  this  just  expectation  not  be  realized,  it  may  be  worth  while 
for  the  Government  then  to  consider  whether  we  can  afford  longer 
to  maintain  a  diplomatic  representative  at  the  capital  of  that  Republic. 
The  United  States  first  sent  a  minister  to  Bolivia  in  1848.  That  mis- 
sion is  maintained  at  an  annual  cost  of  $7,500.  We  have  no  direct 
trade  with  that  Republic.  Since  1862,  when  we  commenced  the  annual 
publication  of  our  diplomatic  correspondence,  only  six  letters  have 
been  received  from  our  representatives  in  Bolivia  which  have  been 
thought  worthy  of  publication. 

The  committee  therefore  report  the  accompanying  bill,  and  recom- 
mend its  passage. 


[See  Claims  against  Japan,  Gen.  Index.] 

I'OKTY-rOUKTH  CONGRESS,  FIRST  SESSIOIT. 

March  22,  1876. 

[Senate  Eeport  No.  169.] 

Mr.  Prelinghuysen  submitted  the  following  report: 
The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  to  whom  were  referred  the 
resolutions  and  the  report  of  the  committee  on  foreign  commerce  of 
the  Chamber  of  Commerce  of  the  city  of  New  York,  in  reference  to 
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the  Japanese  indemnity  fund,  submit  to  the  Senate  the  following 
report,  and  recommend  the  passage  of  the  accomxjanying  bill  in 
reference  to  the  same : 

It  is  now  more  than  twelve  years  since  the  occurrence  which  gave 
rise  to  this  indemnity.  The  money  composing  this  fund  has  been  paid 
over  to  the  United  States  at  intervals  during  this  period,  and  that  por- 
tion not  actuallj^  required  to  pay  the  damages  and  expenses  for  which  it 
was  stipulated  has  been  invested  in  registered  bonds  of  the  United  States 
and  retained  as  a  trust  fund  in  the  custody  of  the  Secretary  of  State. 
After  the  payment  of  the  claims  which  have  been  recognized  as  legally 
chargeable  to  this  fund,  it  now  amounts,  with  its  interest  accumulations, 
to  over  a  million  and  a  quarter  of  dollars.  The  subject  of  the  disposition 
of  this  fund  has  from  time  to  time  been  brought  to  the  attention  of  Con- 
gress in  the  messages  of  the  President  and  by  memorials  addressed  to 
Congress,  and  the  subject  should  now  be  disposed  of.  The  essential 
facts  bearing  upon  this  question  are  as  follows  : 

The  treaties  formed  by  Japan  with  the  United  States  and  with  other 
foreign  powers  were  the  occasion  of  great  political  excitement  and  dis- 
turbance in  Japan, .and  continued  until  the  revolution  of  the  govern  ment 
in  1868.  The  cause  of  this  disturbance  was  the  fear  and  suspicion  of 
foreigners  which  prevailed  among  the  people  of  Japan.  For  several 
centuries  the  country  had  been  closed  against  foreign  intercourse,  and 
the  people  had  been  taught  to  regard  the  admission  of  foreigners  as 
f  raiight  with  danger  and  as  hostile  to  their  prosperity.  Hence  when  the 
Tycoon  of  Japan  actually  formed  treaties  of  amity  and  commerce  with 
these  suspected  foreigners,  there  arose  such  a  tumult  of  excitement  as 
finally  resulted  in  a  civil  war  and  in  the  overthrow  of  his  power.  The 
Government  of  Japan  was  a  feudal  aristocracy,  in  which  the  supreme 
military  and  executive  authority  was  exercised  by  the  Tycoon  and 
the  details  of  local  government  by  a  number  of  territorial  princes  or 
daimios.  These  daimios  were,  in  many  cases,  on  account  of  their  wealth 
and  extensive  possessions,  almost  independent  rulers.  And  in  this 
uprising  against  foreign  intercourse  several  of  the  most  powerful 
daimios  took  a  leading  and  active  part.  Among  these  was  the  power- 
ful prince  of  Ohosin,  whose  territories  bordered  upon  the  Straits  of 
Shimonoseki,  whicli  connect  the  Japanese  inland  sea  witli  the  Chinese 
waters.  He,  in  defiance  of  his  Government,  and  while  that  Govern- 
ment was  striving  as  well  as  it  could  to  fulfill  its  treaty  obligations, 
erected  hostile  batteries  capable  of  commanding  the  straits,  and 
aunounced  his  determination  to  prevent  the  passage  of  foreign  vessels. 
In  1863  an  American  merchant  vessel,  the  Pembrohe,  when  passing 
the  straits,  was  fired  upon,  but  not  injured,  by  the  prince's  batteries. 
In  retaliation  for  this  insult  to  our  flag,  the  U.  S.  S.  Wyoming,  under 
the  command  of  Capt.  David  McDougal,  was  dispatched  to  Shimo- 
noseki. He  found  there,  besides  the  land  batteries,  several  vessels' 
belonging  to  the  prince.  With  great  gallantry  and  no  little  danger  to 
his  vessel  and  its  crew,  he  attacked  the  vessels  and  sunk  or  destroyed 
two  of  them.  Six  of  his  crew  were  killed  and  several  wounded  in 
the  action. 

This  insult  to  our  flag  was  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Japanese 
Government  by  the  American  minister.  They  promptly  disavowed  the 
action  of  their  rebellious  vassal,  and  subsequently  arranged  with  the 
minister  for  the  settlement  of  the  claim  for  damages  on  the  part  of 
the  owners  of  the  Pembroke.  Shortly  after  the  affair  of  the  Pembrohe 
however,  the  prince,  still  defiant,  fired  upon  vessels  belonging  to  the 
French  and  the  Dutch,  who,  in  retaliation,  also  inflicted"  summary 
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punishment.  The  aifairs  of  the  country  were  in  so  disturbed  a  con- 
dition, and  the  power  of  the  Tycoon  was  in  such  danger  from  his 
rebellious  daimios,  that  he  could  not,  and  dared  not,  send  a  sufficient 
force  to  put  an  end  to  the  obstructions  of  the  straits.  To  the  foreign 
representatives  he  expressed  his  deepest  regret  for  this,  and  begged 
for  additional  time  in  which  to  piit  down  the  rebellion.  And  as  the 
Straits  of  Shimonoseki  were  not  necessary  to  the  passage  of  commerce 
to  and  from  the  open  ports  of  Japan,  the  delay  would  not  have  seri- 
ously interfered  with  the  convenience  of  the  foreign  nations.  But  the 
representatives  of  the  treaty  powers  resolved  to  take  the  matter  into 
their  own  hands,  and  do  for  themselves  what  the  Government  could 
not  undertake  to  do  at  once.  They  therefore  dispatched  a  squadron 
of  armed  vessels,  17  in  all,  to  remove  the  obstructions  to  the  passage 
of  the  straits.  The  United  States  having  no  steam  vessel  in  Japanese 
waters  at  that  time,  a  small  vessel,  the  Tdkiang,  was  chartered  for  the 
occasion,  at  an  expense  of  $9,500.  The  squadron  executed  its  com- 
mission with  thoroughness  and  dispatch.  The  vessels  and  batteries 
were  utterly  destroyed,  and  the  prince  himself  compelled  to  make  his 
submission.  Immediately  after  the  return  of  the  expedition,  the  rep- 
resentatives of  the  treaty  powers  held  a  conference  with  the  ministers 
of  the  Government,  and  presented  to  them  a  demand  for  damages  and 
expenses,  resulting  from  these  transactions.  The  indemnity  was  fixed 
by  the  foreign  representatives  at  $3,000,000.  The  share  of  the  United 
States  in  this  indemnity  was  subsequently  fixed  by  the  negotiations  of 
the  home  Governments,  and  we  have  received  on  this  account  $785,000 
Mexican.  The  only  claims  known  to  exist  against  this  fund  which 
have  not  been  already  ascertained  and  settled  are  those  of  the  officers 
and  crew  of  the  U.  S.  ship  Wyoming,  and  of  that  portion  of  the  offi- 
cers and  crew  of  the  U.  S.  ship  Jamestoivn  who  manned  the  chartered 
ship  Tahiang  in  the  allied  expedition.  On  behalf  of  the  claimants  it 
is  urged  that  had  the  vessels  and  batteries  which  were  destroyed  by 
their  actions  been  the  vessels  of  an  enemy,  they  would  have  been 
entitled  to  bounty  or  prize  money,  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States; 
and  that  while  technically  they  were  not  the  vessels  of  an  enemy,  and 
therefore  they  are  not  technically  entitled  by  law  to  bounty  or  prize 
money,  yet  that,  inasmuch  as  by  these  actions,  which  were  attended 
with  danger  and  loss  of  life,  the  United  States  became  possessed  of 
this  large  sum  of  money,  they  are  in  equity  entitled  to  some  share 
thereof. 

Tour  committee,  after  a  careful  consideration  of  the  above  facts, 
and  of  others  bearing  upon  the  case,  have  arrived  at  the  following 
conclusions : 

1.  The  acts  for  which  this  indemnity  was  exacted  were  not  the  will- 
ful acts  of  the  Japanese  Government,  nor  were  they  approved  or 
countenanced  by  it.  They  occurred  during  a  period  of  great  political 
disquiet,  when  the  Government  found  it  impossible  to  control  the 
rebellious  actions  of  the  subjects  and  to  fulfill  its  treaty  obligations. 

2.  The  Japanese  Government  is  justly  held  responsible  for  the 
actual  damages  and  expenses  arising  to  the  United  States  or  to  citi- 
zens of  the  United  States  out  of  these  transactions.  But  it  has  never 
been  the  true  policy  of  the  United  States  to  exact  indemnities  from 
weaker  powers  further  than  was  necessary  to  cover  actual  outlay; 
and  while  the  popular  hostility  to  foreign  intercourse  and  the  desire 
to  compel  the  nation  to  open  up  additional  facilities  for  trade  may 
have  been  at  the  time  an  excuse  for  fixing  the  indemnity  at  its  stipu- 
lated amount,  yet  now,  when  the  attitude  and  policy  of  Japan  have 
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undergone  a  complete  change,  it  seems  no  longer  just  or  magnanimous 
to  exiict  from  them  a  sum  greater  than  actually  needed. 

3.  Since  Japan  was  opened  to  the  intercourse  of  the  world,  the 
United  States  have  felt  a  genuine  and  commendable  interest  in  the 
affairs  of  that  country.  They  have  watched  with  pleasure  the  won- 
derful movements  in  the  development  of  her  resources,  in  the  educa- 
tion of  her  people,  and  in  the  assimilation  of  her  laws  and  government 
to  those  of  Christian  nations.  It  is  plainly  the  true  policy  of  the 
United  States  to  aid  and  encourage  these  movements,  and  we  have, 
in  the  disposition  to  be  made  of  this  indemnity  fund,  an  occasion, 
without  any  draft  upon  our  own  resources,  to  give  to  them  an  example 
of  American  justice  and  magnanimity  which  will  be  beneficial  to  both 
nations. 

4.  The  conclusion  of  the  committee  is  that  Congress  should  in  the 
first  place  provide  for  the  final  adjudication  of  any  claims  that  may 
yet  be  unsatisfied  against  this  fund.  As  doubts  may  still  attach  to 
the  admissibility  of  the  claims  of  the  naval  officers  and  crews  above 
referred  to,  it  is  recommended  that  t?iey  be  referred  to  the  President 
for  final  settlement,  and  that  a  sum  of  money  sufficient  to  co\'er  these 
claims  be  reserved  from  this  fund,  and  that  the  remainder  of  the  fund, 
including  its  accumulations  of  interest,  be  paid  over  to  the  Govern- 
ment of  Japan.  To  effect  this  object  the  committee  report  the  accom- 
panying bill  entitled  "A  bill  in  relation  to  the  Japanese  indemnity 
fund,"  and  recommend  its  passage. 


[See  Claims  against  China,  Gen.  Index.] 

FORTY-FIFTH  CONGRESS,  SECOND  SESSION. 

March  36,  1878. 

[Senate  Report  No.  184.] 

Mr.  Wallace,  from  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  submitted 
the  following  report: 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs  report  back  with  amendments 
House  bill  No.  923,  supplementary  to  an  act  entitled  "An  act  to 
carry  into  effect  the  convention  between  the  United  States  and  China, 
concluded  on  the  8th  day  of  November,  1858,  at  Shanghai,"  approved 
March  3,  1859,  and  to  give  the  Court  of  Claims  jurisdiction  in  certain 
cases,  and  adopt  the  report  of  the  House  committee,  which  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

The  committee  hereby  recommend  the  pa.ssage  of  the  bill  annexed  to  this  report, 
givinK  the  Court  ot  Claims  jurisdiction  in  the  case,  the  facts  of  which  appear  to 
be  as  follows: 

The  bark  CalcUira,  nnder  the  command  of  Mathew  Rooney,  an  American  citizen, 
being  laden  with  a  cargo  belonging  to  American  merchants,  sailed  from  the  port 
of  Hongkong  on  the  .5th  day  of  October,  W'A,  bound  to  the  port  of  San  Francisco; 
and  having  beenobhgpdto  seek  shelter  from  a  storm  in  the  port  of  Keolan,  on  the 
Chinese  coast,  was,  while  at  anchor  there,  and  the  crew  employed  at  the  pumps 
to  keep  the  vessel  free  of  water,  boarded  by  armed  1  ands  of  Chinese,  who  drove 
the  men  from  the  pumps,  took  possession  of  the  vessel,  and,  after  plundering  her 
of  all  the  cargo  except  granite  in  the  lower  hold,  burned  her  and  she  became  a 
total  loss. 

The  petitioning  insurance  companies  paid  insurances  to  the  amount  of  $72, .512, 
being  a  total  loss  of  the  whole  sum  insured,  besides  a  consi(lerable  sum  in  addi- 
tion, expended  in  an  unsuccessful  effort  to  recover  the  property. 
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The  petitioners  took  all  the  necessary  steps  to  establish  a  valid  claim  on  the 
Chinese  Government  for  the  amount  of  the  loss,  and  Mr.  Marcy,  then  Secretary 
of  State,  in  a  dispatch  to  Dr.  Parker,  fully  recognized  the  justice  of  the  claim, 
and  directed  its  prosecution  before  the  Chinese  Government. 

In  1858,  Mr.  Reed,  the  then  American  minister,  made  a  convention  with  the 
Chinese  Government,  securing  indemnity  for  this  as  well  as  other  claims,  and 
about  §700,000  was  paid  by  the  Chinese  Government,  a  large  portion  of  which  is 
still  held  by  the  State  Department,  awaiting  the  disposition  of  Congress. 

Mr.  Reed  recommended  that  the  claim  of  the  Caldera  should  be  adjudicated  at 
home,  because  the  evidence  could  be  there  most  easily  produced,  ileanwhile. 
under  an  act  of  Congress,  passed  in  18")9,  commissioners  were  appointed  to  pass 
upon  all  claims  upon  this  Chinese  indemnity  fund.  These  commissioners  held 
their  sessions  at  Macao,  in  China,  and  to  them  the  papers  m  the  Caldera  case  were 
forwarded  by  Mr.  Cass,  then  Secretary  of  State.  The  claim  was  duly  filed  with 
the  commissioners,  who  made  a  deduction  therefrom  of  60  per  cent,  on  the  ground 
of  a  supposed  prior  damage  by  sea  water  to  the  cargo.  This  deduction  appears  to 
have  been  made  without  sufficient  evidence  of  its  justice,  and  under  a  misappre- 
hension of  the  law  applicable  to  the  case,  and  the  claimants  had  no  opportunity 
of  being  heard  upon  the  question. 

They  were  told  that  the  acceptance  of  the  40  per  cent  allowed  them  would  not 
preclude  a  rehearing  of  the  case  at  Washington;  but  as  the  act  of  18.59  did  not 
provide  for  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  commissioners,  such  a  rehearing 
can  not  be  had  without  an  act  of  Congress. 

Tour  committee  are  satisfied,  from  the  evidence  submitted  to  them,  that  it  is 
but  just  that  the  underwriters  should  be  allowed  to  present  the  evidence  which, 
if  they  had  time  or  proper  notice,  would  have  been  presented  to  the  commissioners, 
to  some  competent  tribunal  for  a  final  decision  as  to  the  justice  of  their  claimi 
Other  claims  presented  to  the  commission,  and  which  were  disallowed  by  it,  have 
been  reviewed  and  paid  from  this  fund.  The  case  of  the  .Vera,  which  was  of  like 
character  to  this,  was  entirely  rejected  by  the  commissioners,  but  the  claimants, 
by  act  of  Congress,  were  allowed  a,  rehearing  before  the  Attorney-General,  who 
decided  that  the  conclusions  of  the  commissioners  were  erroneous,  and  payment 
was  accorded  to  them.  Your  committee  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  Court  of 
Claims  is  the  tribunal  by  which  questions  of  this  character  ahonld  be  heard  and 
determined. 

Your  committee  also  submit  the  fact,  that  this  claim  has  been  paid  in  fall  by 
the  Chinese  Government,  and  that  the  remaining  60  per  cent  thereof  is  stiU  held 
by  the  State  Department,  so  that,  if  it  should  be  allowed  in  full  by  the  Court  of 
ClaimB.'no  money  ■will  be  taken  from  the  Treasury, 


[See  Claims  against  Japan,  Gen.  Index.] 
May  14,  1878. 

[Senate  Eeport  No.  378.] 

Mr.  Wallace,  from  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  submitted 
the  following  report: 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  to  whom  was  referred  Senate 
bill  No.  742,  entitled  "A  bill  in  relation  to  the  Japanese  indemnity 
fund,"  submit  to  the  Senate  the  following  report,  and  recommend  the 
passage  of  said  bill,  with  amendment: 

The  Japanese  indemnity  fund  is  a  sum  of  money  amounting  now  to 
about  $1,300,000,  invested  in  United  States  securities,  and  under  the 
control  of  the  State  Department,  never  having  been  covered  into  the 
Treasury. 

It  is  the  proceeds  and  accretions  of  the  sum  of  $750,000  in  gold  paid 
to  the  United  States  by  the  Government  of  Japan  under  the  provisions 
of  a  convention  made  October  22,  1864,  between  the  Tycoon  of  Japan 
and  the  representatives  of  Great  Britain,  France,  the  United  States 
of  America,  and  the  Netherlands,  by  which  the  former  agreed  to  pay 
the  four  powers  $3,000,000;  "this  sum  to  include  all  claims  of  what- 
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ever  nature  for  past  aggressions  on  the  part  of  the  prince  of  ISTagato, 
whether  indemnity,  ransom  for  Shimonoseki,  or  expenses  entailed  by 
the  operations  of  the  allied  squadrons." 

Oar  one-fourth  of  this  sum  has  been  paid  by  Japan  in  gold,  and 
constitutes  the  fund  named.  "It  is,"  as  was  stated  by  Mr.  Secretary 
Seward,  January  8,  1868,  "in  our  hands  without  substantial  equiva- 
lent," and  in  the  opinion  of  your  committee  it  ought  to  be  fortliwith 
returned  to  the  Government  of  Japan. 

The  circumstances  which  led  to  tliis  convention  between  the  four 
powers  and  Japan  are,  briefly,  these: 

Prior  to  1853  tlie  ports  of  the  Japanese  Empire  were  closed  to  foreign 
trade.  The  policy  of  the  Japanese  was  that  of  seclusion.  For  centu- 
ries they  had  isolated  themselves  from  all  communication  with  foreign 
nations,  and  the  minds  of  the  people  were  deeplj'  imbued  with  the 
idea  that  commercial  intercourse  with  foreigners  was  perilous  to  their 
best  interests. 

The  rulers  of  the  Empire  were  the  Mikado,  who  was  the  titular  and 
hereditary  sovereign,  with  the  shadow  but  without  the  substance  of 
governing  power;  the  Tycoon,  also  hereditary,  who  was  the  executive 
head,  and  apparently  wielded  the  power  of  the  Em  pire ;  and  the  daimios, 
or  native  princes,  who  were  rulers  in  localities.  Many  of  these  were 
very  rich  and  aimed  to  be  independent  of  the  Tycoon.  These  latter  were 
jealous  of  the  power  of  the  Tycoon  and  often  waged  war  against  him. 

The  daimio  of  Chosin  or  Nagato  was  one  of  the  most  powerful  of 
these.  His  territory  lay  at  the  southwestern  part  of  the  largest  of  the 
Japanese  islands;  and  the  Strait  of  Shimonoseki,  which  connects  the 
inland  Sea  of  Japan  with  the  ocean,  is  within  it. 

The  advent  of  Commodore  Perry,  in  1863,  and  the  events  followingit, 
opened  certain  ports  of  Japan  to  foreign  trade,  and  in  1858  the  treaty 
now  in  existence  was  concluded  between  the  Tycoon  and  the  United 
States.  The  Mikado  was  not  a  party  to  this  treaty  until  1865,  and  none 
of  the  ports  opened  bj'  it.  were  upon  the  inland  Sea  of  Japan.  Manj'  of 
the  people  were  incensed  at  this  action,  and  several  of  the  great  dai- 
mios— notably  those  of  Satsuma  and  Nagato — opposed  this  policy  of 
the  Tycoon  with  great  bitterness.  The  prejudices  and  fanaticism  of  the 
natives  were  aroused  and  intensified,  and  while  the  Tycoon  did  all  in  his 
power  to  carry  out  his  treaty  stipulations  made  with  the  foreign  powers, 
it  was  practically  impossible  for  him  to  do  so  in  all  parts  of  th  Eempire. 

The  prince  of  Nagato  openly  rebelled  against  the  Tycoon  and  his 
policy  of  opening  the  ports,  and  erected  at  the  narrowest  part  of  the 
Strait  of  Shimonoseki  powerful  batteries  mounted  with  modern  cannon 
with  the  avowed  purpose  of  closing  the  strait  to  foreign  traffic.  In 
June,  1863,  the  Pembroke,  a  small  American  steamer,  loaded  with  mer- 
chandise, from  Yokohama  for  Nagasaki,  and  carrying  the  flag  of  the 
United  States,  attempted  to  pass  through  the  strait.  She  was  fired 
upon  by  the  shore  batteries  and  by  an  armed  brig  belonging  to  the 
prince  of  Nagato.  She  was  not  striick  ;  no  one  was  hurt ;  and  she 
retraced  her  way  and  abandoned  the  voyage  to  Nagasaki.  Demand 
was  made  by  the  American  minister  for  redress  for  this  insult  to  the 
American  flag,  aud,  by  his  direction.  Commander  McDongal,  in  the 
United  States  steamer  Wyoiving,  proceeded,  in  July,  to  retaliate  upon 
the  daimio.  He  found  at  Shimonoseki  three  vessels  belonging  to  the 
prince,  lying  at  anchor  near  the  shore.  He  attacked  them,  and  after  a 
sharp  conflict  with  them  and  the  shore  batteries,  sank  a  brig  and  blew 
up  a  steamer,  Ijy  which  some  forty  persons  were  said  to  have  been  killed. 
The  loss  of  the  Wyoming  was  five  killed  and  six  wounded.     A  French 
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steamer  and  a  Dutch  corvette  had  also  been  fired  upon  at  these  straits 
by  tliis  rebellious  daimio.  No  English  ship  was  attacked.  A  claim  was 
at  once  made  by  Mr.  Pruyn,  our  minister,  for  loss  of  time,  fi-eight,  etc. , 
sustained  by  the  Pembroke,  amounting  to  $10,000,  which  was  fully  and 
promptly  paid  by  the  Japanese  Government.  The  insult  to  the  flag  had 
been  fully  avenged  by  Commander  McDoiigal,  and  it  would  be  sup- 
posed that  here  the  matter  was  ended.  On  the  8th  of  August,  1864, 
our  minister  writes : 

The  Japanese  Government  has  arranged  to  my  satisfaction  the  claims  which  1  had 
been  Instructed  by  the  President  of  the  United  States  to  make  upon  it. 

On  the  15tli  of  the  same  mouth,  we,  with  the  representatives  of  Great 
Britain,  France,  and  the  Netherlands,  signed  a  memorandum,  agreeing 
to  dispatch  an  armed  expedition. "  with  all  consistent  speed  to  open  the 
straits  at  Shimonoseki,  destroying  and  disarming  the  batteries  of  the 
prince  of  Chospin,  and  otherwise  crippling  him  in  all  his  means  of 
attack,  and  that  the  political  situation  renders  it  desirable  that  there 
should  be  no  considerable  delay  in  the  commencement  of  operations." 
This  expedition,  consisting  of  nine  British,  three  French,  and  four 
Dutch  vessels,  and  a  chartered  vessel  called  the  Tahiang,  bearing  the 
American  flag,  proceeded  to  the  strait,  and  on  the  1st  of  October, 
1864,  our  minister  again  writes: 

A  portion  of  the  fleet  has  returned  from  the  Strait  of  Shimonoseki,  bringing  the 
intelligence  that  on  the  5th,  6th,  7th,  and  8th  days  of  September  last  the  batteries 
of  Chospin,  commanding  these  straits,  were  entirely  destroyed,  the  magazines  blown 
up,  shot  and  shell  thrown  into  the  sea,  and  the  guns,  to  the  number  of  nearly 
seventy,  carried  away.  The  prince  made  an  unconditional  surrender,  and  agreed 
to  pay  such  sum  as  the  ministers  of  the  treaty  powers  might  demand  for  the  ex- 
penses of  the  expedition. 

The  cost  of  the  hired  steamer  TaMang  for  one  month  was  $9,500,  and 
her  coal  cost  $1,848.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  fixes  the  injury  to, 
and  expenses  of,  the  Wyoming  while  in  action  at  $10,169,  making  a 
total  of  $21,517.  This  is  the  maximum  for  which  any  claim  for  indem- 
nity could  justly  have  been  made.  Esijecially  is  this  the  case  when  it 
is  remembered  that  the  Wyoming  had  fully  and  adequately  repaid  the 
insult  to  our  flag  a  year  before,  and  every  claim  for  loss  by  the  Pem- 
broke had  been  made  and  paid. 

Yet,  on  the  2;.'d  of  October,  1864,  the  convention  between  the  four 
powers  and  the  Tycoon  was  executed,  and  by  it  the  sum  of  $750,000 
was  extorted  for  our  benefit  from  a  weak  and  friendly  power,  and  this 
sum  still  remains  in  our  hands  unjustly  and  "  without  substantial 
equivalent." 

The  preliminary  clause  of  this  convention  is  in  these  words : 

The  representatives  of  Great  Britain,  France,  the  United  States,  and  the  Neth- 
erlands, in  view  of  the  hostile  acts  of  Mori  Dai  en,  prince  of  Nagato  and  Suwo, 
which  were  assuming  such  formidable  proportions  as  to  make  it  difficult  for  the 
Tycoon  faithfully  to  observe  the  treaties,  having  been  obliged  to  send  their  com- 
bined forces  to  the  Straits  of  Shimonoseki,  in  order  to  destroy  the  batteries  erected 
by  that  daimio  for  the  destruction  of  foreign  a  essels  and  the  stoppage  of  trade; 
and  the  government  of  the  Tycoon,  on  whom  devolved  the  duty  of  chastising  this 
rebellious  prince,  being  held  responsible  for  any  damages  resulting  to  the  interests 
of  the  treaty  powers,  as  well  as  the  expenses  occasioned  by  the  expedition:  There- 
fore, etc. 

And  the  first  article  of  the  convention  is  as  follows : 

The  amount  payable  to  the  four  powers  is  fixed  at  $;3, 000,000.  This  sum  to  include 
all  claims  of  whatever  nature  for  past  aggressions  on  the  part  of  the  prince  of 
Nagato,  whether  indemnities,  ransom  for  Shimonoseki,  or  expenses  entailed  by  the 
operations  of  the  allied  squadrons. 
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Tour  committee  is  of  the  opinion  that,  except  in  so  far  as  it  may  be 
just  and  equitable  to  provide  oul  of  this  fund  for  the  relief  of  the  fam- 
ilies who  suffered  in  the  attack  made  by  the  Wyoming  to  avenge  the 
insult  to  our  flag,  and  to  those  who  personally  suffered  therein,  or  to 
repay  the  gallantry  displayed  in  so  remarkable  a  degree  by  her  offi- 
cers and  crew,  in  the  distribution  of  a  moderate  sum  to  them  as  prize 
money,  the  whole  of  the  money  should  be  returned  to  Japan. 

Our  policy  as  a  people,  the  spirit  and  letter  of  our  Constitution  and 
laws,  our  highest  commercial  interests,  the  principles  of  international 
law,  and  common  moraUty  forbid  the  retention  of  this  money. 

The  memorandum  of  agreement  of  August  1, 1864,  by  which  we  were 
pledged  to  unite  in  an  armed  expedition  against  the  territory  of  a  peo- 
ple with  whom  we  were  at  peace  and  under  treaty  stipulations,  was  a 
violation  of  our  ancient  policy  against  alliances  with  foreign  powers, 
and  was  unwarranted  by  the  necessities  of  the  case.  It  should  here 
be  said  in  defense  of  our  minister's  action,  that  having  about  a  year 
previously  received  instructions  to  act  in  concert  with  the  ministers 
of  the  other  treaty  powers  in  what  was  deemed  necessary  to  the  inter- 
ests of  all  or  any  of  them,  which  orders  had  not  been  recalled,  he  was 
placed  in  a  peculiar  position,  pledging  him  to  hostile  action,  when  no 
cause  existed  for  such  action.  Hence,  when  the  British  minister  urged 
him  to  join  in  the  expedition,  and  represented  that  his  failure  to  do  so 
might  lead  to  the  inference  that  the  treaty  powers  were  nob  in  accord, 
and  that  the  moral  effect  of  the  presence  of  the  American  flag  was 
absolutely  necessary,  he  was  constrained  to  charter  a  small  merchant 
vessel,  and  mount  a  gun  upon  her,  to  represent  the  Government  of  the 
United  States.  He  was  the  more  readily  persuaded  to  adopt  this 
course,  as  our  complications  at  home  would  not  admit  of  a  sufficient 
naval  force  being  kept  in  Japanese  waters  to  insure  safety  to  Ameri- 
can residents,  and  it  was  therefore  essential  that  the  treaty  powers 
should  remain  in  harmony. 

That  alliance,  with  the  forcible  execution  of  its  purpose  in  Septem- 
ber, 1864,  was  in  effect  a  declaration  of  war  against  an  ally,  and  it 
was  without  authority  from  Congress,  the  only  power  which  can 
declare  war. 

After  the  opening  of  the  ports  of  Japan,  and  under  our  solemn 
treaty  stipulations,  we  were  recognized  by  Japan  as  one  of  the  most 
favored  of  nations;  and  that  broad  policy  which  seeks  to  extend  our 
trade  and  commerce  with  all  nations,  but  especially  with  one  whose 
relations  with  us  have  been  so  friendly  and  peculiar,  maizes  it  plainly 
our  duty  to  afford  them  aid  and  encouragement,  and  to  continue  to 
cultivate  with  them  intimate  friendly  commercial  relations.  While 
we  might  in  justice  hold  them  responsible  for  the  actual  damage  and 
expenses  flowing  from  these  acts  of  the  rebellious  subjects  of  the 
Empire,  it  has  never  been,  nor  ought  it  to  be,  our  policy  to  exact 
money  from  them  or  from  any  other  power  for  our  own  emolument. 

None  of  the  ports  opened  by  treaty  to  foreign  commerce  lay  upon 
the  inland  Sea  of  Japan.  All  of  those  ports  could  be  reached  from 
the  open  sea  without  passing  through  the  Straits  of  Shimonoseki. 
These  straits  were  less  than  a  mile  wide  at  one  point,  and  they  and 
the  inland  sea  were  wholly  within  the  territory  of  Japan.  It  is,  under 
this  state  of  facts,  a  grave  question  of  international  law  whether,  if  those 
straits  had  been  closed  to  foreign  commerce  by  the  Tycoon  himself, 
foreign  powers  would  have  been  justified  in  forcing  their  passage! 
From  this  standpoint  it  is  difficult  to  see  why  we  should  unite  in  an 
armed  expedition  to  coerce  even  a  rebellious  subject  of  the  Tycoon  to 
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agree  to  our  passage  through  the  straits.  Our  remedy  plainly  lay 
under  treaty  stipulations.  If  this  expedition  and  its  expenses  is  the 
basis  of  the  consideration  for  the  money  in  our  hands,  it  is  without 
value;  and  it  can  not  be  tolerated  that  this  case  shall  pass  into  a 
precedent  by  which  the  Republic  is  to  be  committed  to  the  policy  of 
using  force  to  suppress  rebellion  in  a  state  with  which  we  are  at 
peace. 

The  convention  of  October,  1864,  was  ratified  by  the  President  and 
Senate  in  1866,  and  its  terms  show  for  what  we  have  received  this 
money. 

Article  I,  already  quoted,  says  it  is  to  "include  all  claims  of  what- 
ever nature  for  past  aggressions  on  the  part  of  the  prince  of  Nagato, 
whether  indemnity,  ransom  for  Shimonoseki,  or  expenses  entailed  by 
the  operations  of  the  allied  squadrons." 

All  claims  for  aggressions  had  been  paid  by  Japan  up  to  August, 
1864,  and  this  included  indemnities  in  the  ease  of  the  Pembroke.  We 
had  no  claim  for  ransom  for  Shimonoseki,  nor  ought  we  to  have;  and 
the  expenses  entailed  by  the  allied  squadron  cost  us,  for  rent  and  coal 
of  the  Taldang,  but  $11,348. 

If,  therefore,  we  justify  the  expedition,  and  stand  solely  upon  the 
terms  of  the  convention  of  October,  1864,  it  will  be  seen  that  we 
"profit  rarely"  by  its  terms. 

Such  a  result,  from  such  a  state  of  facts  and  law,  surely  our  mag- 
nanimous and  just  people  do  not  desire. 

Your  committee  are  of  opinion  that  the  whole  of  the  fund  originally 
received,  namely,  $750,000  in  gold,  without  interest,  should  be  returned 
to  the  Japanese  Government  without  condition;  that  out  of  the  inter- 
est accrued  there  should  be  set  apart  for  the  officers  and  crew  of  the 
Wyoming  $125,000,  to  be  distributed  under  the  provisions  of  the 
accompanying  bill  (No.  742),  and  that  the  remainder  of  the  interest 
be  covered  into  the  Treasury ;  and  they  have  amended  the  bill  to 
cover  these  recommendations,  and  in  this  form  it  is  returned  to  the 
Senate  for  passage. 


FORTY-FIFTH  CONGRESS,  THIRD  SESSION". 
February  4,  1879. 

[Senate  Report  No.  711.] 

Mr.  Matthews,  from  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  reported 
the  following  resolution: 

Resolved,  That  a  select  committee  of  five  Senators  be  appointed  by 
the  President  of  the  Senate,  who  shall  sit  during  the  recess  of  Con- 
gress, to  inquire  into  all  claims  of  citizens  of  the  United  States  against 
the  Government  of  Nicaragua  for  indemnity  for  lives  of  relatives  taken, 
wounds  and  other  personal  injuries  inflicted,  and  property  taken, 
injured,  or  destroyed,  which  have  heretofore  been  filed  in  the  Depart- 
ment of  State  and  now  remain  pending  and  unsatisfied;  and  shall 
ascertain  and  determine  what  amounts,  and  to  what  persons,  the 
Government  of  Nicaragua  is  liable  to  make  compensation  on  account 
thereof,  and  report  the  same,  with  the  evidence  in  reference  thereto, 
to  Congress  at  its  next  session. 

And  said  committee  shall  give  such  public  notice  as  it  may  deem 
necessary  of  the  times  and  places  when  and  where  it  will  sit  to  hear 
said  claims  and  testimony  in  support  of  the  same,  and  shaU  have 
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power  to  send  for  persons  and  papers  and  to  administer  oaths.  It 
shall  also  obtain  and  use  all  proof  relative  thei'eto  on  file  in  the 
Department  of  State,  and  such  other  evidence  as  any  party  in  interest 
may  produce  and  offer  that  it  may  deem  pertinent  thereto.  It  shall 
have  power  to  employ  one  clerk,  who  shall  also  be  a  stenographer, 
and  the  necessary  expenses  of  said  committee  shall  be  paid  out  of  the 
contingent  fund  of  the  Senate. 


[See  Claims  against  Portugal,  Gen.  Index.] 

FORTY-SIXTH  CONGRESS,  SECOND  SESSION. 

March  9,  1880. 

[Senate  Report  No.  347.] 

Mr.  Pendleton,  from  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  sub- 
mitted the  following  report : 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  to  whom  was  referred  the 
memorial  of  Sam.  C.  Reid,  on  behalf  of  the  captain,  owners,  officers, 
and  crew  of  the  late  United  States  private  armed  brig  General  Arm- 
strong, their  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  report: 

That  the  claim  set  forth  in  this  memorial  has  been  before  the  Gov- 
ernment, in  one  form  or  another,  for  sixty-five  years.  It  has  been  the 
subject  of  much  diplomatic  correspondence  with  the  Government  of 
Portugal.  Its  validity  against  that  Government  has  been  asserted  by 
Messrs.  Monroe,  Adams,  Forsyth,  Webster,  Upshur,  and  Clayton, 
Secretaries  of  State  under  the  administrations  of  Presidents  Madison, 
Monroe,  Jackson,  Tyler,  Polk,  Taylor,  and  Fillmore.  It  has  received 
the  sanction  of  the  Committees  on  Foreign  Relations  of  the  Senate 
and  House  of  Representatives  in  the  Thirty-third  and  the  Thirty- 
fifth  Congresses.  It  has  received  the  favorable  adjudication  by  a 
majority  of  the  judges  of  the  Court  of  Claims;  and,  although  the 
decision  was  reversed  on  a  rehearing,  the  reversal  was  also  by  a  divided 
court  on  a  question  of  technical  legal  right.  It  is  now  presented  by 
the  Secretary  of  State,  with  the  recommendation  that  an  appropriation 
be  made  for  its  payment. 

The  event  out  of  which  the  claim  arose  is  most  creditable  to  the 
valor  and  skill  of  American  seamen,  and  in  its  remoter  influences 
probably  secured  victory  to  the  American  arms  at  New  Orleans.  The 
accompanying  papers  will  give  the  narrative,  which,  in  romantic  inci- 
dents, almost  equals  a  tale  of  the  imagination. 

The  history  of  the  event  and  of  the  prosecution  of  the  claim  to  which 
it  gave  rise  is  to  be  found  in  the  diplomatic  correspondence,  the 
reports  of  the  committees,  the  reports  of  the  testimony  and  opinions 
in  the  Court  of  Claims,  and  the  letter  of  the  present  Secretary  of 
State. 

From  a  thorough  examination  of  these  very  voluminous  documents, 
the  committee  finds  the  following  facts : 

First.  That  in  September,  1814,  the  private  armed  brig  General 
Armstrong  was  destroyed  by  the  boats  of  three  British  men-of-war 
in  the  port  of  Fayal,  belonging  to  the  neutral  power  of  Portugal. 

Second.  That  such  destruction  was  in  breach  of  the  neutrality  of 
Portugal. 

Third.  That  the  local  authorities  of  the  Azore  Islands,  as  well  as 
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the  Government  of  Portugal,  then  residing  at  Rio  Janeiro,  admitted 
to  the  American  minister  immediately  on  the  happening  of  the  event 
that  there  been  a  breach  of  its  neutrality,  and,  asserting  tha^  fact  to 
the  British  Government,  demanded  satisfaction  therefor  in  the  most 
peremptory  terms. 

Fourth.  That,  after  fruitless  negotiations  for  many  years.  President 
Taylor,  in  1850,  made  a  peremptory  demand  upon  the  Government  of 
Portiigal  for  the  settlement  of  "incontrovertible  claims  of  American 
citizens  upon  that  Government,"  among  which  was  the  claim  for  the  loss 
of  the  brig  General  Armstrong.  The  Government  of  Portugal,  not 
admitting  their  validity,  but  pro  bono  pacis,  offered  to  pay  all  the 
claims  except  this,  which  it  proposed  should  be  referred  to  the  arbi- 
tration of  a  third  power.  President  Taylor  declined  this  proposal, 
insisted  on  immediate  settlement  of  all  the  claims,  and  on  an  evasive 
answer  being  given  required  the  American  minister  to  demand  his 
passports  and  to  leave  Portugal  in  an  American  man-of-war  which 
had  been  sent  for  him. 

Fifth.  A  subsequent  Administration  accepted  the  offer  of  the  PortTi- 
guese  Government,  received  payment  of  the  other  claims,  and  sub- 
mitted this  claim  to  the  arbitration  of  Louis  Napoleon,  then  President 
of  the  French  Republic.  This  submission  was  made  without  the 
knowledge  of  the  claimants,  and  provided  only  "that  copies  of  all 
correspondence  which  has  passed  between  the  two  Governments  in 
reference  to  the  said  claim  shall  be  laid  before  the  arbiter." 

Sixth.  The  interpretation  put  on  this  article  by  the  State  Depart- 
ment excluded  all  proofs  and  all  arguments  except  those  contained  in 
the  correspondence.  And  in  point  of  fact,  not  only  were  the  claim- 
ants prevented  by  the  Government  from  making  such  proofs  and 
arguments,  but  the  correspondence  of  the  Fayal  authorities  and  of 
the  Portuguese  Government  while  at  Rio  Janeiro,  admitting  the  breach 
of  neutrality,  was  not  laid  before  the  arbiter. 

Seventh.  Louis  Napoleon,  in  1853,  forty  years  after  the  event,  decided 
against  the  validity  of  the  claim  on  the  ground  of  a  doubt  as  to  whether 
the  British  forces  or  the  brig  commenced  the  hostilities. 

Eighth.  Subsequently  the  committees  of  both  Houses  of  Congress 
reported  favorably  on  the  claim,  and  referred  it  to  the  Court  of  Claims. 
The  court  reversed  its  opinion  on  a  rehearing,  and  decided  that  these 
above-recited  facts  constituted  no  legal  claim  against  the  Government 
of  the  United  States,  and  thereupon  the  Senate  passed  a  bill  for  the 
relief  of  the  claimants,  which  received  a  very  large  majority  of  those 
voting  in  the  House  of  Representatives,  but  by  reason  of  the  failure 
of  a  quorum  did  not  become  a  law. 

On  these  facts  this  committee  concurs  with  its  predecessors  of  the 
Thirty-third  and  Thirty-fifth  Congresses,  in  holding  that  these  claim- 
ants have  good  title  against  the  Government  to  be  reimbursed  for  their 
loss,  and  accordingly  report  a  bill  authorizing  the  payment  of  the 
amount  proven  before  the  Court  of  Claims,  to  wit,  $70,739.00. 

The  committee  does  not  doubt  the  power  of  the  Government  to  sub- 
mit this  claim,  or  any  other  claim,  however  just  it  may  be,  to  arbitra- 
tion, or  even  to  surrender  it,  for  reasons  of  State  policy  or  pu  ^.lic  inter- 
est, or  question  the  finality  of  the  arbitrament;  but  it  maintains  with 
entire  confidence  and  on  grounds  of  the  simplest  justice,  which  is  the 
highest  expediency,  that  if  the  Government,  either  to  secure  a  peace 
or  other  advantage  to  itself,  or  to  obtain  the  payment  of  other  claims, 
or  to  subserve  any  public  or  private  interest,  surrenders  the  claim  of 
any  individual,  or  if  for  any  such  inducement  it  refers  to  arbitration 
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any  just  claim,  limiting  the  proof  or  the  argument  which  might  be 
made  in  its  behalf,  or  refusing  or  neglecting  to  produce  the  proofs 
which  are  within  its  knowledge  and  control,  the  Government  is  bound 
ex  £equo  et  bono  to  compensate  his  loss  to  that  individual. 

In  this  case  the  Government  did  submit  this  just  claim  to  arbitra- 
tion, in  order  to  secure  the  payment  of  other  claims,  did  limit  unduly 
the  proofs  and  arguments  to  the  diplomatic  correspondence,  and  did 
neglect  to  lay  before  the  arbitrator  a  part  of  the  correspondence  which 
was  entirely  within  its  control. 


[Forty-sixth  Congress,  First  session,  Senate  Mis.  Doc.  No.  13.] 

[Letter  from  the  Secretary  of  State  to  the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  com- 
municating information  in  relation  to  the  application  of  the  heirs  of  the  claimanta  of  the  late 
privato  armed  brig  General  Armstrong,  for  compen?ation  for  the  destruction  of  said  brig  by 
the  British  fleet,  at  Fayal,  during  the  war  of  1813.] 

Department  op  State, 
Washington,  D.  C,  February  S5,  1879. 

Sir:  I  have  the  honor  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  your  communication  of  the 
8th  ultimo,  inclosing  the  memorial  of  Samuel  C.  Reid,  in  iDehalf  of  the  claimants 
of  the  private  armed  brig  Oeneral  Armstrong,  and  requesting  "  with  as  little  de- 
lay as  convenient,  any  recent  information  in  the  possession  of  "  this  "Department, 
with  Its  views  as  to  the  justice  and  equity  of  this  claim." 

In  reply  I  have  to  state  that  by  Executive  reference  of  the  27th  ultimo,  to  this 
Department,  of  a  communication  addressed  to  the  President  by  Samuel  G.  Keid 
in  behalf  of  the  claimants  of  the  General  Armstrong,  relating  to  a  certain  claim 
growing  out  of  the  liability  of  the  Government  under  a  treaty  vrith  Portugal  of 
the  1st  of  September,  1851,  submitting  this  claim  to  arbitration,  the  matter  was 
laid  before  the  law  officer  of  this  Department  for  a  thorough  examination.  His 
report,  with  the  papers  referred  to,  is  submitted  herewith  for  your  information. 

This  Department  has  no  hesitation  in  approving  of  the  justice  and  equity  of  the 
claimant's  appeal  to  his  own  Government. 

The  attending  circumstances  would  seem  to  justify  this  Department  in  recom- 
mending that  the  reiwrt,  with  the  papers  herewith  inclosed,  be  presented  to  the 
Senate  for  the  consideration  and  action  of  that  body,  with  a  view  to  an  appro- 
priation. 

I  have  the  honor  to  be,  sir,  your  obedient  servant, 

Wm.  M.  Evarts. 

Hon.  William  Windom, 

Chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  Senate. 


Department  op  State, 

Law  Bureau,  February  8, 1879. 

Subject:  The  case  of  the  brig  General  Armstrong. 

Letter  of  Samuel  C.  Reid,  esq.,  to  the  President,  January  27, 1879. 

On  the  37th  ultimo  Mr.  Reid  addressed  a  letter  to  the  President,  the  material 
point  o!  which  is  this: 

"After  a  full  investigation  of  all  the  official  correspondence,  documents,  and 
evidence  in  this  case,  should  a  favorable  opinion  be  entertained  by  the  ifecvetary 
of  State,  I  would  respectfully  ask  that  his  report  be  submitted  to  Congress  recom- 
mending the  appropriation  of  a  sufficient  sum  to  pay  the  claimants  as  proved  be- 
fore the  Court  of  Claims." 

Upon  this  letter  is  the  following  autograph  indorsement  of  the  President: 

"  Respectfully  referred  to  the  State  Department  for  investigation,  if  required. 

"R.  B.  Hayes." 

The  case  has  been  investigated  again  and  again  during  the  last  fifty  years,  and 
its  history  is  well  known  in  this  IDepartment,  in  Congress,  and  in  the  Court  of 
Claims.  That  history  is  contained  in  three  printed  volumes  now  before  me,  and 
which  I  have  examined  sufficiently  to  enaV)le  me  to  state  with  correctness  the  few 
preliminary  facts  essential  to  a  consideration  of  what  I  think  is  the  only  point 
now  in  the  claim. 
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The  Armstrong  was  an  American  privateer  during  the  war  of  1813  between  the 
Dnited  States  and  Great  Britain,  commanded  by  Capt.  Samuel  0.  Reid.  She  put 
into  the  harbor  of  Fayal  in  September,  1814,  for  fresh  water.  The  Armstrong  was 
immediately  followed  by  three  British  men-of-war,  attacked  under  the  guns  of  the 
Portuguese  fort  by  a  fleet  of  13  armed  boats,  which,  after  a  most  gallant  fight, 
she  defeated,  with  terrible  slaughter  to  the  British  and  witli  a  loss  to  the  American 
brig  of  only  1  lieutenant  and  1  man  killed  and  3  lieutenants  and  5  men  wounded. 
The  next  day  one  of  the  British  ships,  a  frigate  of  18  guns,  was  brought  up  within 
cannon  range  of  the  Armstrong,  and,  after  renewing  the  attack,  Captain  Reid, 
deeming  further  resistance  useless,  he,  with  his  crew,  after  hastily  disabling  the 
brig,  abandoned  her.  The  British  completed  the  destruction  of  the  vessel  by  burn- 
ing her  to  the  water's  edge. 

This  is  the  whole  story  of  the  outrage,  but  the  benefits  that  ensued  from  it  to 
the  American  cause  are  shown  in  the  fact,  clearly  established,  that  this  British 
fleet,  intended  for  the  capture  of  New  Orleans,  was  kept  busy  by  the  Armstrong 
long  enough  to  enable  General  Jackson  to  reach  that  city  and  save  it. 

Demand  for  reparation  to  the  claimants  was  made  on  Portugal  by  this  Govern- 
ment, and  was  continued  under  every  administration  from  President  Monroe  to 
Fillmore.  Under  the  administration  of  President  Taylor  the  demand  was  made 
in  the  most  imperative  diplomatic  manner,  saying  that  in  the  event  oi  refusal  the 
President  would  feel  obliged  to  resort  to  the  only  alternative  left  him  to  secure  an 
adjustment  of  the  claim,  after  first  taking  the  sense  of  Congress  on  the  subject, 
and  a  United  States  frigate  was  dispatched  to  the  Tagus  to  bring  our  minister 
home  in  the  event  of  failure  of  the  negotiatiens.  Nothing  was  effected;  the  min- 
ister took  his  passports  and  came  home.  An  offer  had  previously  been  made  by 
Portugal  to  submit  the  claim  to  the  arbitration  of  the  King  of  Sweden.  This  had 
already  been  declined  by  our  Government.  Soon  after  President  Taylor  died,  and 
under  the  administration  of  President  Fillmore,  Mr.  Webster  being  then  Secre- 
tary of  State,  a  convention  was  concluded  (36th  of  February,  1851)  between  the 
United  Ststes  and  Portugal,  submitting  the  question  to  the  arbitration  of  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  French  Republic.  In  November,  1858,  his  decision  was  announced 
(Louis  Napoleon  having  then  become  Emperor)  against  the  United  States.  Any- 
one reading  that  decision,  1  think,  must  see  that  the  ofBcer  charged  with  the 
examination  of  the  facts  by  the  President  of  the  French  Republic  must  have 
ignored  in  a  great  degree  not  only  the  evidence  furnished  by  this  Government  on 
the  part  of  the  claimant,  but  also  the  evidence  furnished  by  the  report  of  the 
governor  of  Fayal.  Where  the  arbitrator  found  evidence  to  .justify  the  statement 
in  his  decision  that  the  Americans  began  the  attack  it  is  difficult  to  conceive. 

The  claimants  were  not  allowed,  under  the  terms  of  the  treaty,  to  submit  any 
evidence  bej'ond  the  (correspondence  already  on  file  in  the  Department  between  the 
two  Governments,  nor  were  they  permitted  to  present  any  argument.  The  sub- 
mission was  not  with  their  consent.  I  know  that  it  was  contended  on  the  part  of 
the  Government  in  the  Court  of  Claims  and  in  the  debates  in  the  Senate  that  it 
was  with  their  consent;  but  a  perusal  of  the  arguments  pro  and  con,  no  less  than 
the  decision  of  the  courts,  as  well  as  the  passage  of  the  bill  for  claimants'  relief  by 
the  Senate — the  same  bill  receiving  a  large  majority  vote  in  the  House,  but  failing 
because  a  quorum  was  not  present— all  combine  to  dispel  this  idea  of  the  claim- 
ants' consent.  All  these  facts  are  verified  by  the  documents  before  me,  and  are 
carefully  summarized  in  a  memorandum  accompanying  Mr.  Reid's  letter,  which 
I  submit  herewith. 

Now,  as  I  have  already  stated,  there  is  but  one  point  in  the  case  for  determina- 
tion, namely:  Have  the  United  States,  under  all  the  circumstances,  incurred  an 
obligation  to  make  reparation  to  their  own  citizen,  the  private  claimant?  In  my 
opinion  such  an  obligation  does  rest  on  this  Government,  and  even  if  it  be  admit- 
ted that  the  result  of  the  international  fubmission  is  a  legal  bar  which  this  Gov- 
ernment may  plead  against  Reid's  claim  on  the  United  States  (which  I  do  not 
admit  it  is;,  still  the  obligation  rests  on  higher  grounds  between  the  Government 
and  its  citizen,  and  it  is  bound,  under  the  extraordinary  circumstances  of  this 
case,  in  equity,  in  morals,  and  in  honor,  to  discharge  that  obligation.  Congress 
alone  can  do  so,  and  the  question  for  the  Secretary's  decision  is  whether  he  can 
with  propriety  comply  with  the  claimant's  request,  namely,  to  accompany  the 
presentation  of  the  claim  to  Congress  with  a  letter  recommending  an  appropria- 
tion for  its  payment.  I  am  sorry  to  have  to  say  that  the  precedents  and  usages  of 
the  Department  are  against  such  a  course;  such  recommendations,  when  made  at 
all  by  the  Secretary  of  State,  are  only  made  upon  a  call  from  Congress  or  from  a 
committee  of  either  House  having  the  claim  before  it.  This  is  the  invariable  rule 
in  regard  to  private  claims. 

Bespectfully  submitted. 

Henrt  O'Connor. 
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I  now  learn,  since  the  above  report  was  prepared,  that  Senator  Windom,  chair- 
man of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations  of  the  Senate,  had  addressed  a  letter  to 
the  Department  asking  for  the  information  and  suggestions  desired  by  Mr.  Keid. 
This  may  obviate  the  objection  stated  in  the  conclusion  of  the  report. 

Henby  O'Connor. 


[Abstract  of  the  official  diplomatic  correspondence  in  the  case  of  the  United  States  private 
armed  hrig  General  Armstrong  accompanying  the  letter  of  the  Secretary  of  State,  with  other 
documents.] 

To  Hon.  Wm.  M.  Evarts, 

Secretary  of  State. 

Sir:  I  have  the  honor  to  submit  to  you  the  following  detailed  statement  of  all 
the  facts  connected  with  the  case  of  the  claimants  of  the  late  United  States  pri- 
vate armed  brig  General  Armstrong,  destroyed  by  a  British  fleet  in  the  neutral 
port  of  Fayal  during  the  war  with  Great  Britain  in  1812-1814,  with  a  reference  to 
all  the  ofBcial  correspondence,  documents,  and  evidence  in  the  case,  and  the  action 
of  Congress  and  the  Court  of  Claims  thereon. 

This  case  was  originally  a  claim  against  the  Government  of  Portugal  for  per- 
mitting the  violation  of  the  neutrality  of  her  port  by  a  British  fleet  which  attacked 
the  Oeneral  Armstrong  and  destroyed  her  after  the  most  unparalleled  defense  to 
be  found  in  naval  history. 

The  original  correspondence  between  the  Governments  of  Portugal  and  England, 
with  the  report  of  the  governor  of  Fayal  to  his  Government,  and  his  correspond- 
ence with  the  commander  of  the  British  squadron,  as  communicated  by  the  min- 
ister of  foreign  affairs  of  Portugal  to  Mr.  Sumter,  our  minister  at  Rio  de  Janeiro, 
the  then  seat  of  government,  is  printed  in  Senate  Doc.  No.  14,  first  session  Twenty- 
ninth  Congress. 

From  this  correspondence  it  appears  that  on  the  38th  of  September,  1814,  the 
governor  of  Fayal  communicated  the  full  particulars  of  this  affair  to  the  minister 
of  state  of  Portugal,  in  which  he  states:  *  *  •'■  "  We  are  now  for  the  first  time 
made  to  witness  a  horrible  and  bloody  combat,  occasioned  by  the  madness,  pride, 
and  haughtiness  of  an  insolent  British  ofBcer,  who  would  not  respect  the  neu- 
trality maintained  by  Portugal  in  the  existing  contest  between  His  Britannic 
Majesty  and  ttie  United  States  of  America."     (See  p.  13  of  Doc.  14.) 

In  note  No.  4  of  the  governor  of  Fayal  to  the  commander  of  the  British  naval 
forces,  dated  1  o'clock  at  night.  September  37, 1814,  he  states:  *  *  *  "I  see  the 
motives  which  Induced  you  to  violate  the  neutrality  of  this  port.  *  *  *  1  must, 
howerer,  assure  you,  sir,  that  from  the  accounts  which  I-have  received  it  is  cer- 
tain that  the  British  boats  were  the  first  to  attack  the  American  schooner."  (P.  18, 
Doc.  14.) 

In  the  dispatch  of  the  Marquis  de  Aguiar,  minister  of  foreign  affairs  of  Por- 
tugal, dated  Palace  of  Rio  de  Janeiro,  December  33, 1814,  to  Lord  Strangford,  the 
British  minister  residing  at  Rio,  it  is  stated: 

'  •  His  ex(;ellency  will  likewise  observe  the  base  attempt  of  the  British  com- 
mander, at  the  time  he  commenced  the  unprovoked  attack  on  the  American  pri- 
vateer, to  attribute  those  violent  measures  to  the  breaking  of  the  neutrality  on 
the  part  of  the  Americans,  in  the  first  instance,  by  repelling  the  British  armed 
barges  that  were  sent  for  the  purpose  of  reconnoltering  that  vessel,  advocating 
with  the  most  manifest  duplicity  that  they  were  conse,)uently  the  aggressors. 
*  *  *  His  Royal  Highness,  at  the  same  time  that  he  has  directed  his  minister 
at  the  Court  of  London  to  make  the  strongest  representations  before  the  Prince 
Regent  of  the  United  Kingdom,  and  to  require  satisfaction  and  indemnification 
not  only  for  his  subjects,  but  for  the  American  privateer,  whose  security  was 
guaranteed  by  the  safeguard  of  a  neutral  port,  orders  it  to  be  signified  to  His 
Excellency  Lord  Strangford  that  he  may  inform  his  Government  of  the  unfavor- 
able impression  the  conduct  of  that  British  commander  has  caused  in  the  mind  of 
His  Royal  Highness,"  etc.     (Doc.  14,  p.  31.) 

In  transferring  this  correspondence  to  Mr.  Sumter,  the  Marquis  de  Aguiar,  in 
his  letter  of  December  33,  1814,  says: 

"  Not  a  moment's  delay  ensued  in  causing  to  be  addressed  to,  the  British  minis- 
ter at  this  court  the  note  which  is  confidentially  communicated  by  a  copy  to  your 
excellency;  at  the  same  time  he  has  directed  his  minister  in  London  to  make  the 
reclamation  so  serious  an  offense  requires."    (Doc.  14,  p.  33.) 

On  the  3d  January,  1815,  Mr.  Monroe,  Secretary  of  State,  at  the  instance  of 
President  Madison,  instructed  Mr.  Sumter  to  make  a  formal  demand  on  Portugal 
for  the  destruction  of  this  vessel,  and  said: 

"Yon  are  re-iuested  to  bring  all  the  circumstances  of  the  transaction  distinctly 


BEIG   GENERAL   AEM8TE0KG.  417 

to  the  view  of  the  Portuguese  Government,  and  to  state  the  claim  which  the  party 
has  to  immediate  inclemnification."    (Doc.  14,  p.  30.) 

On  the  14th  March,  1818,  Mr.  John  Quincy  Adams,  Secretary  of  State  under 
Mr.  Monroe,  in  a  letter  to  the  Portuguese  minister  at  Washington,  stated: 

"Of  the  facts  of  this  case  there  is  and  can  be  no  question,  having  been  ascer- 
tained not  only  by  the  statements  of  the  injured  parties,  but  by  the  official  reports 
of  your  own  commanding  officer.  It  is  hoped  your  Government  will,  without 
further  delay,  grant  to  the  sufferers  by  that  transaction  the  full  indemnity  to 
which  they  are  by  the  laws  of  nations  entitled."  (See  Ex.  Doc.  No.  53,  p.  13,  first 
session  Thiirty-seoond  Congress.) 

From  the  records  of  this  Department  it  would  appear  that  no  further  corre- 
spondence was  had  with  the  Portuguese  Government  in  relation  to  this  claim  for 
sixteen  years,  until  the  second  term  of  President  Jackson,  when,  on  the  20th 
May,  1835,  Jlr.  Asbury  Dickins,  of  the  Department  of  State,  in  his  letter  of 
instructions  to  Mr.  Cavanaugh,  our  charge  at  Lisbon,  dated  May  SO,  1885,  urged 
the  prosecution  of  this  claim  against  the  Government  of  Portugal  as  being  well 
founded,  and  said: 

"The  Portuguese  authorities  at  that  place  having  failed  to  afford  this  vessel  the 
protection  to  which  she  was  entitled  in  a  friendly  port,  which  she  had  entered  as 
an  asylum,  that  Government  is  unquestionably  bound  by  the  law  of  nations  to 
make  good  to  the  sufferers  all  the  damages  sustained  in  consequence  of  the  neglect 
of  so  obvious  and  acknowledged  a  duty." 

On  the  22d  October,  1835,  Mr.  ,Tohn  Forsyth,  Secretary  of  State,  informed  Mr. 
Cavanaugh  that  "it  is  not  thought  necessary  to  add  anything  to  the  instructions 
which  have  heretofore  been  given  you  upon  this  subject,"  referring  to  the  above 
dispatch  of  Mr.  Dickins. 

On  the  2d  July,  1836,  Mr.  Forsyth  informed  Mr.  Cavanaugh  that — 

"  The  claimants,  as  you  may  well  suppose,  are  becoming  impatient  and  making 
repeated  complaints  that  their  rights  are  still  withheld.  If  a  final  arrangement 
should  not  have  been  completed  before  this  dispatch  -reaches  you,  it  is  expected 
that  you  will  exert  yourself  with  increased  energy  to  overcome  the  procrastinat- 
ing spirit  which  has  hitherto  been  manifested  by  the  Portuguese  Government,  and 
to  bring  the  matter  to  a  speedy  conclusion." 

On  the  21st  September,  1836,  Mr.  Forsyth  stated  to  Mr.  Cavanaugh  that— 

"  It  is  not  necessary  that  you  should  wait  for  any  further  opinion  of  the  Depart- 
ment upon  the  claim  of  the  owners,  officers,  and  crew  of  the  privateer  General 
Armstrong.  You  have  already  been  instructed  as  to  the  general  character  of  this 
claim  and  the  principle  upon  which  it  is  founded."    (See  pp.  27, 29,  81,  Doc.  14.) 

On  the  24th  May,  1837,  Mr.  Cavanaugh  wrote  to  Mr.  Forsyth  that— 

"  I  am  informed  that  in  1814  or  1815  General  Sumter,  our  minister  at  the  Portu- 
guese court  while  it  was  established  at  Rio  de  Janeiro,  made  representations  of 
this  case,  and  that  a  correspondence  thereon  ensued  between  the  Portuguese  Gov- 
ernment and  that  of  Great  Britain,  but  I  have  no  knowledge  of  the  result,  and 
there  is  no  record  of  the  translation  in  this  legation." 

On  the  4th  September,  1837,  Mr.  Cavanaugh  stated  to  Mr.  Forsyth  that— 

"  I  have  already  stated  that  no  written  reply  has  been  received  to  the  note  which 
I  addressed  to  the  minister  of  foreign  affairs  on  the  17th  of  February  last.  *  *  * 
I  have  lately  been  informed  by  a  gentleman  *  *  *  that  a  correspondence  was 
had  with  the  British  minister  in  relation  to  the  destruction  of  the  General  Arm- 
strong, but  he  was  unable  to  say  how  it  resulted.  I  have  already  stated  that  there 
are  not  in  this  legation  any  traces  of  the  correspondence. "    *    *    * 

On  the  6th  April,  1838,  Mr.  Cavanaugh  again  wrote  Mr.  Forsyth  that — 

' '  I  have  repeatedly  urged  for  an  answer  to  my  note  of  the  17th  of  February,  1837, 
presenting  the  claim  of  the  owners,  officers,  and  crew  of  the  General  Armstrong. 
*  *  *  I  have  as  yet  no  information  of  what  was  done  by  General  Sumter,  our 
minister  at  Rio  de  Janeiro  in  1814  or  1815,  who  presented  the  case  to  the  considera- 
tion of  the  Portuguese  Government,  then  established  there." 

On  the  14th  April,  1840,  Mr.  Forsyth,  Secretary  of  State  under  Mr.  Van  Buren, 
in  reply  to  a  letter  of  inquiry  from  Mr.  Sam.  C.  Reid,  jr. ,  stated  that— 

"Mr.  Cavanaugh "s  instructions  require  him  to  urge  the  call  upon  Portugal 
whenever  there  is  room  for  expecting  a  favorable  result."     (Doc.  14,  p.  87.) 

On  the  15th  January,  1843,  Mr.  Webster,  Secretary  of  State  under  Mr.  Tyler, 
instructed  Mr.  Washington  Barrow,  charge  at  Lisbon,  to  renew  the  demand  for 
this  claim.     (Page  40,  Doc.  14.) 

On  the  3d  August,  1843,  the  minister  of  foreign  affairs  of  Portugal,  Seiior  de 
Castro,  made  a  final  reply  to  Mr.  Barrow,  wholly  denying  the  liability  of  that  Gov- 
ernment, and  charging  the  violation  of  the  neutrality  of  their  port  upon  the  Ameri- 
cans.    (Doc.  14,  p.  48.) 
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On  the  10th  January,  184i,  Mr.  A.  P.  Upshur,  Secretary  of  State,  in  reply  to  a 
letter  of  Mr.  Sam.  C.  Reid,  jr.,  dated  December  15,  1843,  requesting  that  a  proper 
response  be  made  to  the  letter  of  Senor  de  Castro,  stated: 

"Argument  and  importunity  have  been  exhausted,  and  this  Government  can  see 
nothing  in  the  circumstance  to  justify  or  warrant  it  in  having  recourse  to  any  other 
vyeapons." 

It  further  appears  that  subsequently,  by  a  resolution  of  the  Senate,  Mr.  President 
Polk,  on  the  15th  December,  1845,  communicated  all  the  correspondence  called  for 
in  this  case  (among  which  was  the  supposed  lost  correspondence),  as  contained  in 
Sen.  Doc.  14,  first  session  Twenty-ninth  Congress,  which  was  referred  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Foreign  Relations,  who,  in  their  report,  No.  349,  May  19,  1846,  referred 
the  case  back  to  the  Department  of  State,  with  a  recommendation  for  further  action. 

On  the  20th  April,  1819,  Mr.  John  M.  ClEtyton,  Secretary  of  State,  under  instruc- 
tions from  President  Taylor,  renewed  the  prosecution  of  this  case  in  a  dispatch  to 
Mr.  George  W.  Hopkins,  charge  d'affaires  at  Lisbon,  and  stated: 

"  The  President  considers  his  accession  an  auspicious  moment  to  make  one  more 
appeal  to  Portugal.  The  injustice  done  us,  and  the  delay  of  redress,  would  justify 
the  severest  animadversion  in  speaking  of  these  outrages,  which  of  late  seem  to 
have  increased  in  number  and  magnitude  in  a  direct  proportion  to  the  impunity 
with  which  they  have  been  hitherto  inflicted.  *  *  *  The  oldest  case  of  wrong, 
and  the  most  remarkable,  is  that  of  the  privateer  General  Armstrong,  Capt.  S.  C. 
Reid,  destroyed  in  1814  by  a  British  squadron,  under  the  guns  of  the  Portuguese 
fortress  which  protects  the  harbor  of  Fayal,  after  a  defense  as  gallant  and  memo- 
rable as  any  act  recorded  in  naval  annals.    *    *    * 

"It  is  under  these  circumstances  that  the  President  has  resolved  to  make  one 
more  attempt  to  procure  satisfaction  for  the  American  claimants,  and  to  assert 
the  national  honor;  and  in  this  resolve  it  will  be  your  duty  to  convince  the  Portu- 
guese Government  that  he  is  in  earnest,  and  will  not  be  turned  aside  from  his  pur- 
pose. You  will  impress  upon  Portugal  this  idea — that  on  entering  upon  the  duties 
of  his  high  office  as  Chief.  Magistrate  of  the  United  States  the  President  deter- 
mined that  he  would  assert  the  rights  of  his  fellow-citizens  upon  foreign  govern- 
ments, proceeding  upon  the  principle  often  avowed  by  our  Government '  to  make 
no  demand  not  founded  on  justice,  and  to  submit  to  no  wrong.'  " 

(See  Ex.  Doc.  53,  first  session  Thirty-second  Congress,  letter  G,  p.  16,  contain- 
ing the  subsequent  diplomatic  correspondence  in  this  case. ) 

On  the  28th  June,  1849,  Mr.  Hopkins,  in  obedience  to  these  instructions,  fully 
presented  the  case  to  Count  Tojal,  minister  of  foreign  affairs,  and  for  the  first 
time  set  forth  the  original  correspondence  of  the  Marquis  de  Aguiar  to  the  British 
and  American  ministers.    In  concluding  this  dispatch  Mr.  Hopkins  said: 

"  Thus  stands  the  claim  of  the  owners,  officers,  and  crew  of  the  American  pri- 
vateer General  Armstrong,  which  has  been  the  subject  of  a  fruitless  negotiation 
and  harassing  delay  for  more  than  thirty  years.  *  *  *  The  President  of  the 
United  States  sincerely  desires  to  cultivate  peace  with  every  nation  and  people, 
but  he  will  never  compromise  the  dignity  of  the  Republic  nor  abandon  the  just 
rights  of  his  fellow-citizens  to  attain  any  end."     (Doc.  53,  letter  H,  p.  20.) 

On  the  9th  March,  1850,  Count  Tojal,  in  his  reply  to  Mr.  James  B.  Clay  (who 
had  succeeded  Mr.  Hopkins),  made  the  following  admissions: 

"  In  1814  the  Government  of  His  Britannic  Majesty,  through  Lord  Bathurst, 
then  minister  of  foreign  affairs,  directed  Mr.  Canning,  amba  sador  at  Lisbon,  near 
the  regency,  to  give  the  Portuguese  Government  a  verbal  satisfaction  for  the  occur- 
rence which  had  taken  place,  and  which  resulted  in  the  destruction  of  the  priva- 
teer 6e>ieral  Armstrong  in  the  port  of  Payal,  etc.  Finally,  in  18 17,  Lord  Castlereagh, 
who  was  then  minister  of  foreign  affairs  to  His  Britannic  Majesty,  sent  the  sum 
of  £319  to  the  inhabitants  of  the  village  of  Da  Horta  as  a  compensation  for  the 
damage  which  the  balls  of  the  brig  Carnation  had  caused  to  their  dwellings,  refus- 
ing at  the  same  time,  in  the  most  positive  manner,  to  indemnify  the  owners  of  the 
privateer,  on  the  ground  that  the  latter  had  been  the  aggressor."  (Doc.  53,  letter 
L.  p.  49.) 

On  the  8th  March,  1850,  Mr.  John  M.  Clayton,  Secretary  of  State,  informed  Mr. 
James  B.  Clay  that — 

"  In  regard  to  the  reference  of  our  claims  to  an  arbiter  which  has  been  indicated, 
the  President  has  directed  me  to  say  that  no  such  course  will  under  the  circum- 
stances receive  his  sanction,  and  this  for  reasons  too  obvious  to  need  enumeration. 
*  *  'i-  This  dispatch  will  be  sent  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  who  will  issue 
the  proper  orders  to  the  commander  of  the  Mediterranean  Squadron  to  proceed 
with  it  to  Lisbon  and  deliver  it  into  your  hands,  and  then  to  await  the  decision  of 
the  Portuguese  Government  for  the  space  of  twenty  days,"  etc.  (Doc  53  letter 
U,  p.  68.) 
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On  the  80th  of  April,  1850,  Mr.  Clayton,  in  reply  to  Mr.  FiganiSre,  the  Portu- 
guese minister  at  Washington,  urging  the  reference  of  the  claim  to  the  arbitration 
of  a  third  power,  said: 

"  The  undersigned,  in  conclusion,  is  compelled  to  add  that  should  the  Portuguese 
Government  persevere  in  the  refusal  to  adjust  and  settle  what  we  believe  to  be  the 
incontrovertible  claims  of  American  citizens  upon  that  Government,  the  only 
alternative  left  to  the  President  will  be  immediately  resorted  to— the  submission 
of  the  whole  subject  to  the  decision  of  the  Congress  of  the  United  States,  whose 
final  determination  as  to  the  mode  of  adjustment  will  have  all  its  appropriate  and 
legitimate  influence  upon  the  course  of  the  Executive." 

On  the  6th  of  July,  1850,  Count  Tojal,  in  reply  to  the  peremptory  demand  made 
by  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  made  the  foil  owing  proposition  to  Mr.  Clay : 

"  The  Government  of  Her  Majesty,  animated  by  the  same  desire  which  the  Gov- 
ernment of  the  United  States  profess  to  maintain,  without  interrupting  relations 
of  good  harmony  and  intelligence  between  the  two  countries,  yields  to  the  force 
of  circumstances,  and  again,  without  i-everting  to  the  justice  or  injustice  of  the 
claims  presented  by  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  and  only  pro  bono  pacis, 
offers  to  pay  the  said  mentioned  claims,  amounting  to  $'J1,727,  according  to  Mr. 
Clay's  account,  with  the  only  exception  of  that  relating  to  the  privateer  General 
Armstrong,  which  the  undersigned  can  not  deviate  from  the  proposal  heretofore 
made  to  submit  to  a  third  power,"  etc.     (Doc.  53,  letter  Y,  p.  73.) 

On  the  7th  July,  ISoO,  Mr.  Clay  in-reply  stated: 

"In  answer  to  the  proposition  of  his  excellency,  the  undersigned  has  the  honor 
to  say  that  the  instructions  of  his  Government  do  not  allow  him  to  entertain  any 
proposition  which  has  not  for  its  object  the  adjustment  and  final  settlement  of  all 
said  claims  without  exception."    (Ibid.,  letter  Z,  p.  78. ) 

On  the  10th  July,  1850,  Count  Tojal  informed  Mr.  Clay  that,  under  the  existing 
circumstances.  Her  Majesty's  Government  has  no  other  means  of  obtaining  proper 
justice  than  by  appealing  directly  to  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  etc. 

On  the  11th  July,  1850,  Mr.  Clay  informed  Count  Tojal: 

"It  has  now  become  the  duty  of  the  undersigned  to  make  a  formal  demand  for 
his  passports,  in  order  that  he  may  return  to  the  United  States,"  etc. 

On  the  13th  July,  1850,  Count  Tojal  replied: 

"In  compliance  with  Mr.  Clay's  request,  the  undersigned,  although  seriously 
grieved  at  the  occurrence,  has  the  honor  of  inclosing  to  him  his  passports,"  etc. 

On  the  5th  September,  1850,  Mr.  Fillmore  having  succeeded  President  Taylor, 
who  died  on  the  9th  July,  Mr.  Webster,  Secretary  of  State,  informed  the  Portu- 
guese minister  at  Washington,  Seiior  Figaniere,  that — 

"The  President  instructs  me  now  to  say  that,  sincerely  wishing  to  preserve 
relations  of  amity  with  Portugal,  and  to  bring  pending  questions  to  an  immediate 
close,  the  Government  of  the  United  States  accepts  Count  Tojal's  offer,  in  behalf 
of  his  Government,  to  pay  the  several  claims  as  stated  in  Mr.  Clay's  note,  and  the 
proposition  made  by  the  same  authority  to  refer  the  case  of  the  General  Armstrong 
to  arbitration."     (Doc.  53,  p.  113.) 

On  the  5th  September,  1850,  Mr.  Sam.  C.  Reid,  jr.,  "sole  and  only  authorized 
agent  of  the  claimants  of  the  brig  General  Armstrong,"  vfTote  to  Mr.  Webster  from 
New  Orleans: 

"I  perceive  it  is  proposed  to  refer  the  claim  of  the  owners  of  the  brig  General 
Armstrong  to  the  King  of  Sweden  for  arbitration.  I  hope  the  Department  of  State 
has  made  no  final  arrangements  in  this  case  under  the  present  circumstances;  and 
I  desire  that  it  may  be  left  open  until  I  can  have  a  conference  with  you  on  the 
subject.  *  *  «  I  hope  no  steps  will  be  taken  which  will  compromise  the  rights 
of  the  claimants  until  I  can  have  the  pleasure  of  seeing  you." 

On  the  13th  September,  1850,  Mr.  Webster  replied  to  Mr.  Reid,  that  "  the  propo- 
sition to  refer  the  claim  of  the  General  Armstrong  to  the  King  of  Sweden  or  any 
other  friendly  power,  chosen  by  the  United  States  and  Portugal,  has  already  been 
accepted  by  your  Government,  and  the  fact  of  acceptance  formally  announced  to 
Portugal,  through  its  diplomatic  representative  here." 

On  the  19th  March,  1851,  Mr.  Webster  informed  Mr.  C.  B.  Hadduck,  who  had 
been  appointed  charge  to  Lisbon  in  place  of  Mr.  Clay,  that — 

' '  The  convention  providing  for  the  payment  and  settlement  of  the  claims  of 
American  citizens  against  the  Government  of  Portugal,  etc.,  was  agreed  upon  and 
concluded  on  the  26th  ultimo,  between  Mr.  De  Figaniere  and  myself,  and  submit- 
ted on  the  28th  ultimo  to  the  Senate,  which  advised  and  consented  to  its  ratifica- 
tion on  the  7th  instant."    (Doc.  53,  letter  E  C,  p.  84.) 

On  the  20th  March,  1851.  Mr.  Webster  instructed  Mr.  Hadduck  that— - 

"  When  the  consent  of  the  arbiter,  whichsoever  of  the  two  it  maybe  (the  Presi- 
dent of  the  French  Republic  or  King  of  Sweden),  shall  have  been  obtained,  you 
will  proceed  to  carry  into  execution  the  stipulation  of  the  third  article  of  the  con- 
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vention,  viz,  to  compare  and  authenticate,  jointly  with  the  Portuguese  Govern- 
ment, the  copies  therein  specified.  You  will  understand,  of  course,  that  these 
copies  are  limited  to  such  comniLinications  as  have  passed  between  the  American 
legation  and  the  Portuguese  Government  at  Lisbon,  and  between  this  Department 
and  the  Portuguese  legation  at  Washington,"  etc. 

On  the  7th  July,  1851,  Mr.  Sam.  O.  Reid,  jr.,  then  in  Washington,  addressed  a 
note  to  Mr.  Webster,  inclosing  "  a  detailed  statement  of  the  facts  in  the  case  of  the 
brig  General  Armstrong,"  eto,,  "for  the  purpose  of  acopy  of  thesame  beingtrans- 
mitted  to  our  minister  at  the  court  or  seat  of  government  of  the  power  which  shall 
be  selected  by  the  Governments  of  Portugal  and  the  United  States  to  arbitrate 
this  claim,"  etc. ,  with  a  request ' '  that  a  copy  of  all  the  documents  therein  referred 
to  may  accompany  this  statement  to  our  minister  at  the  court  which  shall  be 
selected  by  the  two  Govermnents  as  soon  as  it  is  made  known  to  the  Department, 
in  order  that  he  may  be  able  to  represent  this  case  in  the  strongest  light  to  the  high 
power  which  shall  be  called  onto  arbitrate  this  question,"  etc.  (See  Beport  of 
Court  of  Claims  to  House,  No.  159,  p.  24. )  This  request  was  verbally  refused,  on 
the  ground  that  the  terms  of  the  treaty  did  not  permit  of  it. 

On  the  12th  July,  1851,  Mr.  Webster  wrote  Mr.  Hadduck  that— 

"In  my  dispatch  of  30th  March  last,  you  were  instructed,  after  having  signed 
the  protocol,  as  provided  for  by  the  stipulations  of  the  convention  with  Portugal, 
to  compare  and  authenticate,  jointly  with  the  Portuguese  Government,  copies  of 
all  the  correspondence  which  has  passed  between  the  American  legation  and  the 
Portuguese  Government  at  Lisbon,  and  between  this  Department  and  the  Portu- 
guese legation  at  Washington,  respecting  the  claim  of  the  Oeneral  Armstrong, 
with  a  view  of  submitting  them,  together  with  the  papers,  to  the  arbiter." 

To  provide,  however,  against  the  omission  of  -any  important  part  of  the  earlier 
portion  of  the  correspondence — 1  mean  that  which  passed  in  1814  and  1815  in  Eio 
de  Janeiro,  where  the  court  of  Portugal  at  that  time  resided,  and  which  it  could 
not  have  been  intended  to  exclude — I  transmit  to  you  herewith  a  printed  copy  of 
the  correspondence,  as  communicated  to  Congress  on  the  15th  December,  1845. 
(.Doc.  53,  letter  K  K,  p.  86.) 

On  the  17th  of  July,  1851,  Mr.  Hadduck  informed  the  Secretary  of  State — 

"That  on  the  9th  instant  I  met  Her  Majesty's  minister  of  state  and  secretary 
for  foreign  affairs  of  the  foreign  office  for  conference  upon  the  subject  of  the  pro- 
tocol. Two  slight  alterations  in  the  form  sent  to  me  from  the  Department  of  State 
were  suggested  by  his  excellency,  to  which  I  did  not  think  it  proper  to  object. 
*  *  *  With  these  alterations,  the  instrument  was  signed  and  sealed  by  us  on 
the  day  of  conference."    (Doc.  53,  letter  L  L,  p.  87.) 

On  the  39th  September,  1851,  in  answer  to  Mr.  Reid's  requests  of  the  President 
to  permit  him  to  present  an  argument  to  the  arbiter  in  behalf  of  the  claimants, 
Mr.  J.  J.  Crittenden,  Acting  Secretary  of  State,  replied: 

"It  is  not  competent  tor  this  Department  to  invest  you  with  any  manner  of 
authority  to  present  an  argument  in  the  case  of  the  General  Armstrong;  nor, 
indeed,  to  interfere  in  any  way  with  the  mode  of  submitting  the  case  to  the  arbiter, 
provided  for  by  the  third  article  of  the  convention." 

On  the  8th  January,  1853,  Mr.  Reid  addressed  a  letter  from  New  Orleans  to  Mr. 
Everett,  Secretary  of  State,  stating: 

"  Telegraphic  news  had  been  received  in  this  city  to  the  effect  that  Louis  Napo- 
leon (to  whom  was  referred  the  case  of  the  claimants  of  the  brig  General  Arm- 
strong against  the  Government  of  Portugal)  has  decided  the  case  against  the 
claimants.  *  *  *  This  case  was  submitted  to  arbitration  bj'  treaty  stipulations 
between  the  Governments  of  the  United  States  and  Portugal  without  the  knowledge 
or  consent  of  the  claimants,  after  a  peremptory  demand  for  the  claim  had  been 
made;  and  I  wish  this  protest  to  appear  patent  on  the  records  of  the  Department 
of  State  of  the  United  States,  so  that  the  rights  of  the  claimants  against  their  own 
Government  shall  not  be  prejitUiced  or  compromitted.  *  *  *  Under  these  cir- 
cumstances 1  hereby  most  solemnly  protest,  on  behalf  of  the  owners  and  claim- 
ants of  the  brig  General  Armstrong,aga,msi  the  award  made  by  Louis  Napoleon 
in  favor  of  the  Portuguese  Government;  and  further  protest  against  the  Govern- 
ment of  the  United  States  accepting  the  same  as  final  and  decisive  against  the 
rights  of  the  claimants. 

"The  case  of  the  Northeastern  boundary,  submitted  to  the  arbitration  of  the 
King  of  the  Netherlands,  whose  award  was  refused  by  President  Jackson,  is  a 
sufBcient  precedent,  in  my  humble  opinion,  for  the  President  to  act  upon,  to  say 
nothing  of  the  gross  injustice  to  the  claimants,  and  the  settlement  of  a  principle 
entirely  at  variance  with  the  recognized  policy  of  this  Government  and  interna- 
tional law." 

On  the  11th  February,  1853,  Mr.  Everett  replied  to  Mr.  Reid  that— 

"  The  award  of  the  arbiter  in  this  case  must  be  considered  as  decisive." 
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On  the  19th  January,  1854,  the  claimants  presented  a  memorial  to  Congress,  with 
the  argument  submitted  to  the  Department  of  State  on  7th  July,  1851,  in  this  case, 
vehicb  was  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  of  the  Senate  (see  Mis. 
Doc.  14,  first  session  Thirty-third  Congress) ,  and  also  to  the  Committee  of  Foreign 
Affairs  of  the  House;  which  unanimously  reported  in  favor  of  the  claimants.  (See 
Senate  Eeport  157  and  House  Report  139  of  the  first  session  Thirty- third  Congress. ) 

On  the  36th  of  January,  1855,  this  case  was  fully  debated  in  the  Senate.  (See 
Congressional  Globe,  27th  January,  1855.)     On  that  occasion  Mr.  Bayard  said: 

"  Well,  sir,  looking  on  that  decision  as  an  atrocity  throughout,  unsustainable  by 
any  known  principle  of  law,  but  a  perversion  of  facts  from  beginning  to  end,  I 
can  not  believe  that  it  woixld  have  been  made  if  our  Government  had  not  rejected 
the  right  of  the  claimant  to  be  heard  by  his  counsel,  or  by  its  own  agents,  before 
the  authority  deputed  by  the  French  Emperor  to  examine  the  case.  I  therefore 
conceive  that  this  party  has  lost  a  decision  in  this  case  from  what  I  term  the  gross 
neglect  of  our  Government,  arising  from  a  misconstruction  of  a  treaty  which 
does  not  preclude  the  right  to  be  heard.  *  *  *  In  this  country  no  man  who 
wishes  to  be  heard  in  defense  of  his  rights  should  be  refused  a  fair  opportunity  to 
be  heard  in  vindication  of  those  rights  when  they  are  to  be  decided  upon.  It  is 
on  this  ground  that  I  shall  vote  in  favor  of  the  claim  as  an  obligation  on  the 
Government. 

' '  Mr.  Seward.  Mr.  President,  I  do  not  think  there  is  any  necessity  for  any  intri- 
cate refinement  upon  this  subject.  I  do  not  believe  there  is  any  great  dispute  in 
point  of  fact  between  gentlemen  who  take  different  views  on  the  question  about 
the  principles  of  the  law  cf  nations  applicable  to  it.  It  seems  to  me  to  be  a  plain, 
simple  question,  and  one  wiiich  is  to  be  decided  upon  the  principles  of  common 
honesty  and  common  sense.  *  *  •■  Now,  I  submit  to  the  honorable  gentleman 
from  Maine,  and  to  every  honorable  Senator,  whether  there  is  ever  such  a  thing 
as  an  arbitration  in  which  all  that  is  required  of  the  arbitrator  is  to  decide  and 
not  to  hear  and  try.  There  has  been  no  hearing,  no  trial  of  this  claim,  before  the 
arbitrator.  The  Government  either  did  or  did  not  stipulate  that  there  should  be 
a  hearing  and  trial.  If  it  did  so  stipulate,  it  has  failed  either  to  appear  itself  by 
its  minister  or  to  notify  the  claimant,  so  that  he  could  appear  before  the  arbitrator, 
make  his  allegations,  give  his  proofs,  and  submit  his  case  for  the  arbitrator.  No 
such  thing  appears  in  the  case;  but,  on  the  contrary,  the  Government  did  not  take 
care  to  stipulate  for  such  hearing,  and  the  consequence  has  been  that  this  claim  of 
her  citizens,  large  to  him,  small  to  her,  was  carelessly  and  heedlessly  thrown  before 
the  President  of  France,  and  probably  as  carelessly  and  heedlessly  passed  upon,  in 
entire  disregard  of  a  party  in  every  human  tribunal^that  of  hearing  the  allega- 
tions and  proofsof  the  parties.  This  is  the  state  of  the  case.  It  has  been  disposed 
of  in  that  way.    Somebody  is  to  blame  for  it. 

"Mr.  Clayton.  Well,  sir;  at  this  crisis,  when  all  the  other  claims  were  about 
to  be  paid  and  I  verily  believe  this  was  also  about  to  be  paid,  the  President  died. 
Within  three  days  after  my  successor  went  i^to  office  he  agreed  to  refer  the  mat- 
ter to  the  Prince  Louis  Napoleon.  I  know  that,  because  he  called  upon  me,  and 
in  the  course  of  the  conversation  notified  me  that  he  had  made  that  arrangement 
with  Mr.  Ferganiere,  the  Portuguese  minister.  *  *  »  i  thought  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case  so  clear  against  that  Government,  and  her  conduct  so  atrocious, 
that  there  ought  to  be  no  reference  of  a  claim  which  was  so  clearly  right.  *  *  * 
Now  we  know  that  the  American  minister  at  Paris,  Mr.  Rives,  never  appeared 
before  the  arbitrator;  he  never  made  a  statement  in  behalf  of  the  claimants  nor 
took  any  interest  in  the  case,  because  he  had  no  instruction  to  do  so.  On  the 
other  side  of  the  matter,  the  Portuguese  Government  was  sustained  by  its  minister 
and  counsel.  It  was  a  one-sided  hearing,  such  as  that  we  could  hardly  expect  any 
justice  from  it.  Now,  having  handled  the  matter  in  that  manner,  I  am  compelled, 
as  a  just  man,  to  say  that  in  this  case  the  claimants  have  a  clear  right  to  compen- 
sation from  the  United  States.     That  is  my  deliberate  opinion. 

"Mr.  Wblleb.  Mr.  President,  the  first  que.stion  is,  was  this  a  just  demand 
against  the  Government  of  Portugal?  Is  there  a  Senator  within  the  .=ound  of  my 
voice  who  does  not  believe  that  it  was  a  just,  fair,  and  honorable  demand  against 
the  Government  of  Portugal?  Does  any  man  believe  that  this  was  not  such  a 
violation  of  the  law  of  nations  as  justified  our  Government  even  in  threatening 
war  unless  the  claim  was  duly  paid?  If  it  was  a  just  demand — and  you  have  the 
declaration  of  every  Administration  from  the  date  of  the  transaction  to  this  to 
that  effect — then  this  Government,  by  entering  into  a  negotiation  which  prevented 
these  parties  from  recovering  that  demand,  has  placed  itself  in  the  position  of 
Portugal,  and  is  now  liable  for  the  payment  of  the  claim.  Sir,  when  I  say  this  I 
lay  down  the  public  law  which  is  recognized  among  all  civilized  nations  in  the 
very  language  in  which  it  was  recently  uttered  by  the  lord  high  chancellor  of 
England.     (Case  of  De  Bodb  v.  Regina.) 
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"Mr.  A.  G.  Brown.  My  own  clear  judgment  is  that  the  Government,  having 
been  originally  liable,  and  our  Government,  having  discharged  that  liability  by 
its  mismanagement  of  the  case,  has  obliged  itself  to  make  indemnity  to  these 
claimants,  and  upon  that  broad  principle  I  shall  place  my  vote.  I  will  not  follow 
the  lawyers  through  all  the  technicalities  of  this  case,  seeking  a  little  technical 
objection  here  and  another  somewhere  else,  by  which  we  may  discharge  ourselves 
from  an  honest  obligation  to  these  parties.  Sir,  who  is  the  claimant  and  what 
were  the  services  rendered  by  him  in  the  beginning  of  the  claim?  *  *  *  When 
this  transaction  first  occurred,  if  history  speaks  truly,  it  electrified  every  Amer- 
ican heart  from  one  extremity  of  the  Union  to  the  other.  *  *  *  Sir,  Captain 
Reid  is  not  known  to  this  country  alone  as  the  commander  of  the  armed  brig  in 
this  conflict.  Fix  your  eye  as  you  come  to  the  Uapitol  upon  that  flag  which  waves 
over  us  to-day  and  ask  who  is  its  author?  Sir.  the  author  of  that  flag,  the  man 
who  devised  its  present  form  as  adopted  and  established  by  Congress  in  1818,  is 
the  claimant  in  this  case.  It  was  under  his  humble  roof,  by  the  hands  of  his  wife 
and  daughters,  that  the  first  flag  of  this  design  that  ever  floated  over  this  Capitol 
was  manufactured.  In  every  way  he  has  manifested  his  devotion  to  his  country, 
his  deep  and  lasting  devotion  to  America,  to  her  institutions  and  to  her  honor,  not 
only  toiling  in  season  but  out  of  season  in  her  defense;  and  shall  we,  the  Repre- 
sentatives of  the  State,  stand  here  to  day  caviling  upon  little  miserable  techni- 
calities of  the  law,  such  as  lawyers  resort  to  in  court,  to  avoid  the  payment  of  honest 
claims? 

"  Mr.  Cass.  Now,  sir,  the  attack  upon  the  General  Armstrong  was  a  most  atro- 
cious violation  of  the  laws  of  nations  on  the  part  of  England.  Nobody  doubts 
that.  *  *  *  I  wonder  myself  that  it  was  ever  submitted  to  arbitration.  So 
far  as  respects  the  general  principle,  I  should  just  as  soon  think  of  submitting  to 
arbitration  a  question  of  jurisdiction  over  the  city  of  Washington  as  to  submit  the 
question  of  responsibility  of  the  Portuguese  Government  for  this  atrocious 
violation  of  the  law  of  nations. 

"Mr.  Houston.  Where  the  rights  of  an  individual  are  concerned  I  would  demand 
nothing  but  what  was  right  and  I  would  submit  to  nothing  that  was  wrong,  no 
matter  from  what  source  it  comes.  Upon  that  principle,  and  believing  that  the 
United  States  are  responsible  to  these  individuals  for  having  compromised  their 
rights  without  their  full  assent  and  acquiescence,  and  without  an  opportunity  to 
exhibit  their  demand  fairly  before  the  umpire,  I  shall  vote  for  the  bill." 

On  the  2d  February,  185.5,  the  debate  in  the  Senate  on  this  bill  was  continued. 
Mr.  Benjamin,  of  Louisiana,  contended  at  length  that  the  claimants  were  estopped 
by  the  award  under  the  treaty,  and  who  was  replied  to  b}'  Mr.  Seward: 

"Mr.  President,  this  case  of  the  owner  of  the  privateer  brig  General  Armstrong 
has  always  seemed  to  me  so  clear  that  I  have  never  felt  myself  called  upon  to  elab- 
orateanargumentin  its  support, although  Ihave  cheerfullysupportedit.     *    *    * 

"The  honorable  Senator  from  Louisiana  admits  that  there  is  so  much  merit  in 
this  case  that  if  it  was  put  upon  the  ground  of  justice  and  liberality  he  would 
cordially  support  it.     He  only  fears  that  it  may  become  a  jirecedent. 

"Mr.  Benjamin.  I  beg  the  Senator's  pardon.    I  Siiid  on  the  ground  of  gratitude. 

"Mr.  Seward.  On  the  ground  of  gratitude.  The  same  defense  which  the  Sen- 
ator has  made  for  the  Government  of  the  United  States  against  this  claim  would 
have  been  a  good  defense  for  the  people  of  the  United  States  against  the  claim  in 
favor  of  General  Lafayette,  who  was  allowed  the  sum  of  $300,000  for  his  services 
in  the  Revolution.  The  same  defense  would  be  equally  good  against  the  allowing 
of  a  single  one  of  the  thousands  or  tens  of  thousands  of  grants  of  bounty  lands, 
and  against  the  who'e  pension  system  of  the  United  States.  The  dangers  which 
Captain  Reid  incurred  and  the  losses  which  he  sustained  were  incurred  in  the 
service  and  in  the  defense  of  our  country;  and  it  is  always  right  if  the  Government 
is  able,  and  can  do  it  in  justice  to  other  citizens,  to  acknowledge  and  discharge  the 
duty  of  gratitude  which  the  honorable  Senator  admits.  *  ""■  *  If  all  these  cir- 
cumstances shall  occur  again.  I  think  this  precedent  will  be  one  of  the  most  valu- 
able in  our  history;  but  we  have  no  reason  to  a)iprehend  that  this  will  be  extended 
into  a  precedent  for  any  future  claims  of  this  kind.  On  the  other  hand,  the  pret-e- 
dents  which,  of  all  others,  I  least  like  to  see  on  our  statute  books  are  the  precedents 
of  refusing  a  just  indemnity  to  citizens  of  the  United  States  whose  property  has 
been  lost  and  whose  lives  have  been  periled  in  the  defense  of  the  liberties  and  inde- 
pendence of  the  country." 

"Mr.  Clayton.  *  *  *  Sir,  I  know  that  these  men  are  not  all  to  whom  this 
Government  is  bound  to  look  when  acting  upon  this  matter.  Sailors  in  future 
wars  will  regard  the  precedent  established,  and  the  course  of  action  of  their  Gov- 
ernment in  relation  to  this  privateer,  with  anxious  attention.  They  will  see,  if 
the  bill  passes,  that  this  Government  is  determined  to  maintain  their  rights  in 
neutral  ports;  that  if,  by  means  of  an  error,  those  ri^bts  have  been  sacrificed,  the 
Government  will  make  the  acknowledgment  of  the  error  and  pay  them.    I  hold 
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that  it  is  a  great  principle  which  is  involved  in  this  bill,  so  far  as  relates  to  our 
naval  marine.  No  case  more  brilliant  than  this  can  ever  occur  again.  Aye,  sir, 
I  say  now,  as  I  have  said  before,  that  I  do  not  think  this  will  be  exactly  a  prece- 
dent for  anything  else,  for  I  do  not  believe  there  will  ever  occur  again  an  instance 
equal  to  this,  exhibiting  the  courage,  isatriotism,  perseverence  of  American  sailors 
under  the  most  desperate  circumstances.  Surrounded  by  a  British  squadron  con- 
taining thousands  of  troops,  transports,  one  or  more  line-of-battle  ships,  frigates, 
sloops  of  war,  closing  up  the  harbor,  most  men,  seeing  the  force  about  to  be 
opposed  to  them  was  overwhelming,  would  have  abandoned  the  flag  and  gone 
ashore;  but  what  did  they?  Sir,  with  a  perfect  knowledge  that  the  odds  against 
them  were  as  twenty  to  one,  they  resolved  to  stand  by  the  flag  while  they  had  life. 
Shall  we  desert  them  now,  and  ignore  their  claim  for  the  property  lost  in  our 
defense? " 

This  demand  of  the  claimants  is  based  strictly  upon  the  rights  of  justice,  not 
gratitude,  the  claim  being  only  for  the  losses  actually  sustained  by  the  owners, 
offlcers,  and  crew  of  the  vessel.  But  if  a  precedent  either  for  the  gratitude  or  jus- 
tice of  Congress  be  demanded,  an  e.xample  may  be  found  by  the  British  Govern- 
ment, at  least  worthy  of  consideration. 

In  the  great  naval  battle  ofi:  Cape  St.  Vincent,  in  1797,  between  a  Spanish  fleet 
of  27  ships  of  the  line  and  13  frigates,  and  a  British  squadron  of  15  ships  of  the 
line,  7  frigates,  and  2  sloops  of  war,  the  British  acknowledged  a  loss  of  only  73 
killed  and  233  wounded,  yet  in  that  conflict,  with  such  a  tremendous  force  engaged, 
the  English  did  not  lose  as  many  men  killed  as  they  did  in  trying  to  capture  a  little 
brig  of  only  7  guns  and  90  men.  Admiral  Jervis,  of  the  British  fleet,  having 
defeated  the  Spaniards,  was  created  an  earl  by  the  King  of  England,  and  granted 
a  pension  of  $35,000  a  year. 

A  later  precedent  may  also  be  found  in  the  act  of  Congress  of  the  17th  of  April, 
1872,  granting  to  Bear- Admiral  John  A.  Winslow,  and  the  ofiicers  and  crew  of  the 
U.  S.  S.  Kearsarge,  $190,000  for  the  capture  and  destruction  of  the  Confederate 
war  steamer  Alabama,  on  the  19th  of  June,  1864. 

The  following  letter  from  the  late  Q-overnor  Shelby,  of  Kentucky,  written  after 
the  news  of  the  battle  of  the  privateer  General  Armstrong  with  the  British  fleet 
at  Payal,  in  1814,  had  become  fully  known,  bears  with  great  force  at  this  time 
upon  the  facts  attending  this  celebrated  case,  and  is  most  pertinent  to  the  issue: 

"  Frankfort,  Kt.,  May  8, 1815. 
"To  Capt.  Samuel  C.  Eeid, 

"■Late  Commander  of  the  United  States  Privateer  General  Armstrong. 

"Sir:  The  return  of  peace  to  our  country,  upon  honorable  terms,  with  a  national 
character  exalted  in  an  eminent  degree,  afiEords  ns  leisure  to  review  the  various 
conflicts  in  which  that  character  has  been  developed. 

"On  the  ocean,  where  we  had  most  to  dread,  we  have  found  a  rich  harvest  of 
glory,  and  the  American  tars  have  secured  to  themselves  the  admiration  of  the 
world.  To  the  ofiicers  and  crews  of  our  public  vessels  much  is  due:  and  the 
nation,  through  its  public  functionaries  and  in  other  forms,  has  fully  demonstrated 
its  gratitude.  We  are  not  less  indebted  to  the  officers  and  crews  of  our  private 
armed  vessels.  Instances  of  talent,  skill,  discipline,  and  a  determined,  uncon- 
querable bravery  have  been  manifested  by  our  privateersmen,  when  their  situa- 
tions might  have  presented  to  ordinary  minds  suificient  inducement  for  avoiding 
the  contest.  Nothing  but  a  generous  and  noble  patriotism  could  have  led  to  such 
deeds.  I  have  no  reason  to  believe  that  the  nation  at  large  is  not  fully  impressed 
with  the  gratitude  due  to  this  class  of  our  heroes.  But  I  have  regretted  that  there 
have  been  so  few  demonstrations  of  that  sentiment.  You  will,  therefore,  although 
a  stranger  to  you,  permit  me  for  myself,  individually,  and  on  behalf  of  the  State 
over  which  I  have  the  honor  to  preside,  to  assure  you  that  the  conduct  of  yourself 
and  your  officers  and  crew  in  defense  of  the  General  Armstrong  in  the  port  of 
Fayal  merits  the  first  ajpplause  of  the  nation  and  is  duly  appreciated  by  our  citizens. 

"No  one  conflict  during  the  war'has  placed  the  American  character  in  so  proud 
a  view. 

"The  baseness  of  the  attack  in  a  neutral  port,  the  overwhelming  force  of  the 
assailants,  the  small  prospect  of  success  to  yourself  and  crew,  and  the  unparalleled 
disparity  of  loss  demonstrated  a  combination  of  talents,  skill,  and  heroism  seldom 
equaled  and  never  surpassed.  I  trust  our  Government  will  lose  no  time  in  demand- 
ing a  fair  remuneration  for  the  vessel  and  her  apparel,  etc.,  and  that  it  will  be 
prosecuted  with  effect. 

"May  you,  your  officers,  and  crew  long  live  to  enjoy  the  laurels  you  have  so 
nobly  won. 

"I  have  the  honor  to  be,  with  high  consideration  of  respect  and  esteem,  sir,  your 
most  obedient  servant, 

"IsAAO  Shelby.'' 
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By  a  resolution  of  both  Houses  of  Congress  this  claim  was  finally  submitted  to 
the  Court  of  Claims,  then  just  established. 

On  the  17th  of  March,  1856,  after  a  thorough  investigation  of  all  the  facts  and 
evidence  before  the  court  and  arguments  by  counsel.  Chief  Justice  Gilchrist  deliv- 
ered the  opinion  of  the  court  in  favor  of  the  claimants,  Justice  Scarburg  concur- 
ring, on  the  follovring  points,  Justice  Blackford  dissenting: 

' '  First.  That  the  English  forces',  by  sending  out  thplr  boats  vcith  the  intention 
of  making  an  illegal  capture,  first  violated  the  neutrality  of  the  Portuguese  port, 
and  that  the  Portuguese  authorities  having  failed  to  protect  the  Americans,  Por- 
tugal was  bound  by  the  law  of  nations  to  make  the  claimants  pecuniary  compen- 
sation. 

"Second.  That  the  United  States  solemnly  rejected  the  proposition  of  Portugal 
to  submit  this  case  to  arbitration  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  proper  under  the 
circumstances  and  that  the  facts  would  not  justify  a  submission.  That  afterwards 
a  succeeding  Administration  accepted  the  proposition  to  arbitrate  this  claim,  in 
consideration  of  a  bonus,  pro  bono  paois,  to  pay  a  number  of  other  claims  without 
reference  to  their  justice  or  injustice. 

"Third.  That  the  case  was  submitted  to  arbitration  without  the  knowledge  or 
consent  of  the  claimants;  that  the  important  evidence  containing  the  admissions 
of  Portugal  and  England,  in  the  correspondence  had  at  Rio  de  Janeiro  in  1814  and 
1815  with  the  American  minister,  and  the  letter  of  the  British  consul  at  Fayal 
avowing  the  intention  of  the  commander  of  the  British  squadron,  was  wholly 
excluded  and  omitted,  and  that  the  claimants  were  refused  the  privilege  of  being 
heard  by  written  argument  before  the  authority  which  was  to  decide  upon  their 
rights. 

"Fourth.  That  the  award  of  the  Emperor  Louis  Napoleon  exceeded  the  submis- 
sion, and  was  void  because  it  did  not  settle  the  matter  in  dispute  and  the  matter 
submitted,  which  was  a  point  of  public  law,  but  determined  the  case  on  a  question 
of  fact  not  submitted." 

In  asserting  the  liability  of  this  Government  to  the  claimants,  upon  the  mutual 
obligations  existing  between  the  Government  and  its  citizens,  the  court  said: 

"Our  country  is  bound  to  protect  our  rights  as  individuals;  and  if  this  protec- 
tion be  not  afforded  us  she  is  bound  to  render  us  such  an  equivalent  as  it  is  in  her 
power  to  bestow.  Against  another  nation  she  is  bound  to  assert  our  claims  for 
she  alone  can  meet  such  an  antagonist  on  equal  terms.  If  she  neglects  the  sacred 
duty  of  protecting  us  in  our  rights  she  is  bound  to  make  us  compensation.  These 
principles  are  no  recent  discoveries.  They  are  as  old  as  the  institution  of  civil 
government.  Their  recognition  by  a  State  is  the  surest  and  firmest  bond  by  which 
the  citizen  is  attached  to  his  government  and  his  country.  (See  opinion  of  Court 
of  Claims  in  report  to  House  of  Representatives,  pp.  53  and  53.)'' 

In  the  dissenting  opinion  of  Justice  Blackford,  denying  the  political  responsi- 
bility of  this  Government  to  the  claimants,  he  said: 

"Our  Government  never  had  any  concern  in  the  claim  except  that  to  oblige  the 
claimants,  and  on  their  repeated  and  earnest  solicitations  it  made  great  efforts  for 
many  years  to  obtain  for  them  from  Portugal  the  amount  they  claimed.  These 
eGEorts  failed  of  success  only  because  the  claimants  did  not  furnish  sufficient  evi- 
dence to  satisfy  the  arbitrator  that  their  claims  were  valid. "  (See  special  report 
of  this  case,  p.  824. ) 

On  a  rehearing  of  this  cause  Justice  Scarburg,  who  had  concurred  in  the  previ- 
ous decision  of  the  court  that  the  United  States  had  compromised  the  rights  of 
the  claimants  by  accepting  a  bonus  to  refer  this  case  to  arbitration,  reverses  his 
opinion  on  this  point  on  the  ground  that  the  terms  of  the  treaty  were  conclusive 
against  the  claimants,  and  said: 

"  The  petitioner  alleges  that  the  Government  of  the  United  States  made  a  treaty 
with  Portugal  whereby  she  compromised  the  rights  of  the  claimants,  and  for  a 
bonus  agreed  to  refer  the  Armstvoiig  claim  to  arbitration.  There  is  some  plausi- 
bility in  this  view.  It  was  on  this  point  that  I  concurred  in  the  judgment  of  this 
court,  heretofore  rendered,  directing  the  taking  of  testimony  in  this  case.  If  the 
United  States  had  compromised  the  claim  the  act  would,  as  1  have  shown,  have 
been  obligatory  upon  the  claimants.  But  there  was  no  compromise.  And  so  if 
they  had  parted  with  the  claim  for  a  consideration  the  act  would  in  like  manner  have 
been  valid,  but  there  would  have  resulted  an  obligation  on  the  part  of  the  United 
States  either  to  account  for  the  consideration  or  to  compensate  the  claimants." 

But,  in  conclusion,  Judge  Scarburg  candidly  admitted  that  although  the  claim- 
ants had  strictly  no  legal  remedy,  they  were  entitled  to  relief  in  equity,  and  said: 

"It  may  be  true  that  the  claimants  are  entitled  to  recover  on  other  grounds 
but  this  is  a  matter  for  Congress  to  consider,  and  Congress  will  doubtless  do  jus- 
tice to  the  claimants."  (Opinion  in  House  Report,  Court  of  Claims,  pp.  163  and 
166.) 

It  would  seem  impossible  to  force  any  other  construction  upon  the  language 
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used  in  the  proposition  of  Portugal  to  refer  this  claim  to  arbitration  (already 
cited)  than  that  there  was  a  complete  compromise,  and  which  was  of  itself  the 
very  basis  of  the  treaty.  The  bona  fide  consideration  received  by  this  Govern- 
ment for  consenting  to  arbitrate  this  case,  in  violation  of  the  pledged  national 
honor  not  to  do  so,  was  the  payment  by  Portugal  of  a  number  of  claims  "  without 
reference  to  their  justice  or  injustice,  but  pro  bono  pacis,"  and  which  created  a 
legal  responsibility  on  the  part  of  this  Government  that  can  not  be  evaded  or 
denied.     (Letter  of  Count  Tojal  to  Mr.  Clay,  6th  July,  1850. ) 

The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  decided  in  the  cases  of  Ware  v.  Hylton 
(3  Dallas,  199  and  245)  and  the  schooner  Feggu  (1  Cranch,  103)  that  private  rights 
may  be  sacrificed  by  treaty,  though  the  Government  will  be  bound  to  make  com- 
pensation an(J  indemnity  to  the  individuals  whose  rights  have  thus  been  sur- 
rendered. 

In  the  case  of  the  northeastern  boundary  line,  submitted  to  arbitration  by  treaty 
between  the  United  States  and  Great  Britain,  lihis  Government  did  not  act  with- 
out first  consulting  the  States  of  Massachusetts  and  Maine,  and  providing  for  the 
appointment  of  commissioners  to  be  present  at  the  negotiation. 

In  the  case  of  the  Baron  de Bode -y.Begina  (16  Eng.L.  and  Eq. Reports, p.  83), the 
lord  chancellor  of  England  held  that  "it  is  admitted  law  that  if  the  subject  of  a 
country  is  spoliated  by  a  foreign  government  he  is  entitled  to  obtain  redress 
through  the  means  of  his  own  government.  But  if  from  weakness,  timidity,  or  any 
other  cause  on  the  part  of  his  own  government  no  redress  is  obtained  from  the 
foreigner,  then  he  has  a  claim  against  his  own  country. " 

In  Farnham  u.  Brooks  (9  Pickering's  Reports,  239),  Mr.  Justice  Parker,  one  of  the 
most  eminent  of  American  jurists,  recognizes  the  above  rule,  and  held  that  in 
such  cases  there  rests  "  an  obligation  on  the  Government  of  the  United  States  to 
procure  redress  for  its  citizens,  or  itself  to  reimburse  them." 

Thus,  in  any  view  of  this  claim,  whether  considered  on  legal  or  equitable 
grounds,  no  case  could  be  presented  to  Congress  which  appeals  so  strongly  to  its 
sense  of  honor  and  justice.  For  it  will  be  perceived  that  while  a  majority  of  the 
Court  of  Claims  decided  adversely  against  the  claimants  on  the  law  of  the  case  and 
upon  the  presumption  that  all  the  evidence  was  before  the  arbiter  (which  subse- 
quently was  proved  not  to  be  the  case) ,  the  opinion  of  the  majority  of  the  court  is 
in  favor  of  the  claimants  on  the  equity  side  of  this  claim. 

"  On  examination  of  this  report  (of  the  Court  of  Claims)  it  appears  that  at  the 
first  hearing  the  court  sustained  the  claim  of  the  petitioners  as  valid  against  the 
Government,  and  directed  that  evidence  should  be  taken  to  show  the  amount  dae, 
one  of  the  judges  dissenting. 

"On  a  further  hearing  of  the  case  on  such  evidence  one  of  the  judges  thereto- 
fore in  the  majority  reconsidered  and  reversed  his  opinion,  and  judgment  was 
then  rendered  adversely  to  the  claim,  the  ground  then  assumed  being  that  on 
proofs  no  claim  in  law  was  established  against  the  United  States,  and  that  the 
claim  should  be  addressed  only  to  the  liberality  and  equity  of  Congress. 

'On  examination  of  this  report  of  the  Court  of  Claims  it  would  appear  that  the 
court  assumed  that  certain  proofs  had  been  laid  by  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  before  the  arbitrator  which  materially  affected  his  award,  but  which  it  now 
clearly  appears  was  a  mistake,  and  that  the  proofs  in  question  were  not  before 
him  when  the  award  was  made. 

"  The  facts  appear  to  be  these:  By  the  convention  with  Portugal,  pursuant  to 
which  this  claim  was  referred  to  the  arbitrament  of  the  Republic  of  France,  it 
was  stipulated  that  all  the  correspondence  between  the  Governments  of  Portugal 
and  the  United  States  respecting  this  claina  should,  by  the  parties  to  the  treaty,  be 
laid  before  the  arbitrator.  In  doing  this  it  further  appears  that,  by  some  misap- 
prehension, a  part  of  this  correspondence,  being  that  which  first  arose  in  the  years 
1814-15,  and  conducted  at  Rio  de  Janeiro  (where  the  Government  of  Portugal  then 
resided),  was  omitted,  and  in  which  the  last-named  government  admitted,  by  nec- 
essary implications,  its  liability  to  the  claimants. 

"  It  is  now  shown  that  the  evidence  of  s  uch  omission  had  been  communicated  by 
the  Secretary  of  State  to  the  solicitor  of  the  Court  of  Claims  prior  to  the  judgment 
of  that  court  in  the  case,  but  for  some  reason  had  not  been  laid  before  the  court: 
while  both  the  existence  of  such  proofs  and  the  omission  to  adduce  them  before 
the  arbitrator  was  necessarily  unknown  to  the  claimants,  nor  were  these  facts 
discovered  until  after  the  decision  of  the  court. 

"In  proof  of  this,  the  committee  append  to  this  report  the  copy  of  the  letter  of 
Mr.  Marcy  to  Mr.  Blair,  solicitor  of  the  Court  of  Claims,  dated  November  20, 
1855,  with  the  papers  accompanying  it.  There  is  a  descriptive  list  of  the  corre- 
spondence that  was  laid  before  the  arbitrator,  and  this  correspondence  of  1814  and 
1815  is  not  among  them. 
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"  On  the  whole,  the  committee,  on  further  examination,  again  concur  in  their 
report,  before  adverted  to,  of  March  10,  1854,  in  favor  of  this  claim,  and  naake  the 
same  a  part  of  this  report;  and  on  the  proofs  as  to  the  amount  due,  established  be- 
fore the  Court  of  Claims  and  set  forth  in  its  report  (pages  149  and  150),  report  a 
bill  for  the  relief  of  the  claimants. 

"  The  proofs  before  the  Court  of  Claims  shovsr: 

"  The  value  of  the  vessel  at __ $43,000 

"Loss  of  officers  and  men _._ 37,739 


70, 739" 

The  bill  passed  the  Senate  at  the  second  session  of  the  Thirty-fiftll  Congress  by 
a  vote  of  28  yeas  to  11  nays,  but  v?as  lost  in  the  House  on  the  last  night  of  the  ses- 
sion for  vyant  of  two  of  a  quorum,  though  a  large  majority  voted  for  the  bill. 

It  is  proper  to  add  that  at  the  third  session  of  the  Thirty-seventh  Congress  a 
resolution  passed  Congress,  approved  March  3, 1863,  confirming  the  adverse  report 
of  the  Court  of  Claims  in  this  case,  without  any  knowledge  of  the  previous  action 
of  the  Senate,  which  at  that  time  was  evidently  not  understood,  but  which  in  no 
manner  affects  the  rights  of  the  claimants. 

As  the  amount  demanded  is  simply  for  the  actual  value  of  the  loss  of  the  vessel 
and  armament  and  for  the  loss  sustained  by  the  officers  and  crew,  without  regard 
to  the  great  and  important. services  rendered  by  them  to  their  country,  it  is  respect- 
fully submitted  that,  in  view  of  all  the  facts,  this  claim  be  presented  to  Congress, 
with  a  recommendation  that  an  appropriation  be  made  to  pay  the  claimants. 

Sam.  C.  Eeid, 
In  behalf  of  the  Claimants. 

Washington,  D.  C.  ,  January  ST,  1879. 

Dbpaetment  of  State. 
A  true  copy. 

Sevbllon  a.  Brown, 

Ghief  Clerk. 


[Memorial  of  Sam.  C.  Eeid  in  "belialf  of  the  captain,  owners,  officers,  and  crew  of  the  United  States 
private  armed  brig  General  Armstrong^  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns.] 

To  the  honorable  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  in  Senate  and  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives convened: 

The  memorial  of  Sam.  0.  Reid  in  behalf  of  the  captain,  owners,  officers,  and  crew 
of  the  late  United  States  private  armed  brig  General  Armstrong,  their  heirs, 
executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  respectfully  represents: 

CHARACTER  OF  THE  CASE. 

This  case  is  without  a  precedent  or  a  parallel,  and  appeals  directly  to  the  national 
honor,  gratitude,  patriotism,  and  equity  of  Congress. 

It  was  originally  a  claim  prosecuted  by  the  Government  of  the  CJnited  States 
for  a  long  series  of  years  against  the  Government  of  Portugal  for  permitting  the 
violation  of  its  neutrality  by  a  British  squadron  in  attacking  and  destroying  the 
United  States  private  armed  brig  General  Armstrong  in  the  port  of  Fayal,  one  of 
the  Azore  Islands,  during  the  war  with  Great  Britain  in  1814. 

The  gallant  defense  made  by  the  General  A^-mstrong  is  the  most  unparalleled  and 
heroic  naval  action  to  be  found  in  modern  or  ancient  history. 

It  was  the  cause  of  saving  New  Orleans  from  the  grasp  of  England  by  crippling 
and  delaying  a  part  of  the  British  fleet  sent  to  capture  it. 

The  diplomatic  correspondence  between  Portugal  and  England,  and  between  the 
United  States  and  Portugal;  the  peremptory  demand  made  by  this  Government 
on  Portugal,  under  President  Taylor,  for  this  claim,  supported  by  the  presence  of 
an  American  frigate  in  the  River  Tagus;  the  subsequent  retraction  on  the  part  of 
the  United  States,  in  violation  of  the  pledged  national  honor,  and  the  sacrifice  of 
the  rights  of  the  claimants  by  a  treaty  with  Portugal,  referring  the  case  to  arbi- 
tration; the  refusal  of  this  Government  to  allow  the  claimants  to  be  represented 
by  our  minister  or  to  sul  imit  any  argument  in  their  behalf;  the  suppression  of  their 
most  important  evidence,  showing  the  previous  voluntary  admissions  and  acknowl- 
edgment of  Portugal's  liability  to  the  United  States  and  the  confession  and  apology 
of  England  to  Portugal;  the  reference  of  the  case  to  Louis  Napoleon,  President  of 
France,  as  arbitrator,  and  his  partial  and  atrocious  decision,  as  Emperor  of  France, 
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against  the  claimants;  the  debates  in  Congress;  the  subsequent  reference  of  the 
case  to  the  Court  of  Claims;  the  decision  in  favor  of  the  claimants  by  Chief  Jus- 
tice Gilchrist;  the  reversal  of  the  opinion  of  the  court,  on  a  rehearing,  upon  the 
law  of  the  case,  but  admitted  on  the  ground  of  equity;  the  discovery  of  the  sup- 
pression of  material  evidence  for  the  claimants  by  the  United  States  solicitor;  the 
confirmation  of  the  original  decision  of  the  court  by  the  United  States  Senate;  its 
passage  of  a  bill  for  the  payment  of  the  claimants  by  a  vote  of  33  to  11,  and  the 
House  passing  the  same  by  a  large  majority,  and  which  only  failed  for  want  of  two 
of  a  quorum,  altogether  make  up  one  of  the  most  remarkable  and  extraordinary 
cases  of  delay,  wrong,  and  injustice  ever  presented  to  Congress. 

THE   EVIDENCE. 

The  principal  facts  of  this  case  are  verified  by  the  following  official  documents, 
containing  the  executive,  legislative,  and  judicial  action  thereon: 

First.  The  diplomatic  correspondence  between  Portugal  and  England,  and  the 
United  States  and  Portugal,  from  1814  to  1844,  contained  in  Senate  Document  No. 
14,  first  session  Twenty-ninth  Congress;  and  from  1849  to  1851,  House  Executive 
Document  No.  53,  first  session  Thirty-second  Congress. 

Second.  The  treaty  between  the  United  States  and  Portugal  of  the  26th  of 
February,  1851,  submitting  this  claim  to  arbitration. 

Third.  The  award  of  Louis  Napoleon,  communicated  in  Senate  Executive  Doc- 
ument No.  24,  second  session  Thirty-second  Congress. 

Fourth.  Memorial  of  Sam.  C.  Reid,  jr.,  in  behalf  of  the  claimants,  accompanied 
by  the  argument  refused  to  be  submitted  by  the  Department  of  State  to  the 
arbitrator.     (Senate  Mis.  Doc.  No.  14,  first  session  Thirty-third  Congress.) 

Fifth.  Unanimous  report  of  the  Senate  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  No. 
157,  and  of  the  House  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs.  No.  139,  first  session  Thirty- 
third  Congress,  in  favor  of  the  claimants,  incorporated  in  the  report  of  the  Court 
of  Claims. 

Sixth.  Debates  of  the  Senate,  second  session  Thirty-third  Congress.  (Congres- 
sional Globe,  37th  January  and  3d  February,  1855. ) 

Seventh.  Report  of  the  Court  of  Claims,  Senate  Miscellaneous  Document  No. 
143,  and  House  Document  No.  159,  first  session  Thirty-fifth  Congress,  with  the 
evidence,  arguments,  and  decisions. 

Eighth.  The  unanimous  report  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  No.  194, 
first  session  Thirty-fifth  Congress,  on  the  report  of  the  Court  of  Claims,  accom- 
panied by  a  bill  for  the  relief  of  the  claimants. 

THE   BATTLE   OF  FAYAL. 

From  these  documents  it  appears  that  on  the  night  of  the  26th  and  27th  of  Sep- 
tember, 1814,  the  American  private  armed  brig  General  Armstrong,  commanded 
by  Capt.  Sam.  C.  Reid,  while  at  anchor  in  the  neutral  port  of  Fayal,  belonging  to 
the  dominions  of  Portugal,  was  attacked  by  the  gunboats  of  a  large  British  squad- 
ron, commanded  by  Commodore  Lloyd,  in  violation  of  the  laws  of  neutrality. 
The  squadron  consisted  of  His  Britannic  Ma-jest3''s  ship-of-the-line  Plantagenet,  of 
74  guns;  the  frigate  Rota,  of  44  guns;  and  the  brig  CariiaHoii,  of  18  guns,  making 
a  total  force  of  136  guns  and  about  2,000  men  and  officers.  The  General  Arm- 
strong carried  but  7  guns  and  90  men,  including  officers.  The  first  attack  was 
made  about  8  p.  m.,  it  being  a  bright  moonlight  night,  by  4  armed  boats  contain- 
ing about  40  men  each.  As  they  approached  Captain  Reid  hailed  them  repeatedly 
and  warned  them  to  keep  off,  to  which  they  paid  no  attention,  but  rapidly  pulled 
alongside  and  attempted  to  board,  when  Captain  Reid  opened  fire,  killing  and 
wounding  a  large  number  of  their  men.  The  boats  returned  the  fire  almost  imme- 
diately, killing  one  man  and  wounding  the  first  lieutenant  of  the  Armstrong. 
The  boats  then  retreated,  when  about  midnight  the  British  renewed  the  attack 
with  14  boats,  containing  over  400  men,  which  ended  in  their  total  defeat  with 
great  slaughter,  and  the  partial  destruction  of  their  boats. 

At  daylight  on  the  morning  of  the  27th  September,  the  enemy's  brig  Carna- 
tion. 18  guns,  approached  the  Armstrong  within  gunshot,  and  opened  a  heavy  fire 
with  all  her  f  oi'ce,  discharging  several  broadsides.  The  Armstrong  most  spiritedly 
returned  the  fire,  when,  the  enemy's  brig  having  received  a  shot  in  her  hull,  her 
rigging  much  cut,  and  her  foretopmast  wounded,  she  hauled  off.  Captain  Reid, 
perceiving  that  further  resistance  would  be  unavailing,  then  ordered  the  Arm- 
strong to  be  scuttled,  to  prevent  the  enemy  from  getting  her  off,  and  went  ashore 
with  his  officers  and  crew.  The  enemy  soon  after  boarded  her  and  set  her  on  fire, 
which  ended  in  her  destruction. 
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AN   ENGLISH  REPORT. 

An  English  report  of  this  battle,  written  by  an  eyewitness,  in  a  letter  dated 
October  15,  1814,  signed  "H.  K.  F.,"to  William  Cobbett,  esq.,  at  London,  gives 
the  following  thrilling  account: 

II  *  *  *  The  authorities  all  considered  the  American  privateer  perfectly 
secure,  and  that  His  Majesty's  ofScers  were  too  well  acquainted  with  the  respect 
due  to  a  neutral  port  to  molest  her;  but,  to  the  great  surprise  of  every  one,  about 
9  in  the  evening  four  boats  were  dispatched,  armed  and  manned,  from  His 
Majesty's  ships  for  the  purpose  of  cutting  her  out.  It  being  about  full  moon,  the 
night  perfectly  clear  and  calm,  we  could  see  every  movement  made.  The  boats 
approached  with  rapidity  toward  her,  when,  it  appears,  the  captain  of  the  priva- 
teer hailed  them  and  told  them  to  keep  off  several  times.  They,  notvnthstanding, 
pushed  on  and  were  in  the  act  of  boarding  before  any  defense  was  made  by  the 
privateer.  A  warm  contest  ensued  on  both  sides.  The  boats  were  finally  repulsed 
with  great  loss. 

"After  the  first  attack  all  the  inhabitants  were  gathered  about  the  walls  expect- 
ing a  renewal  of  the  fight.  At  midnight  14  launches  were  discovered  to  be 
coming  in  rotation  for  the  purpose.  When  they  got  within  gunshot  a  tremen- 
dous and  effectual  discharge  was  made  from  the  privateer,  which  threw  the  boats 
into  confusion.  They  now  returned  a  spirited  fire,  but  the  privateer  kept  ap  so 
continual  a  discharge  it  was  almost  impossible  for  the  boats  to  make  any  progress. 
•They  finally  succeeded,  after  immense  loss,  to  get  alongside  of  her,  and  attempted 
to  board  at  every  quarter,  cheered  by  the  officers  with  a  shout  'No  quarter,'  which 
we  could  distinctly  hear,  as  well  as  their  shrieks  and  cries.  The  termination  was 
near  about  a  total  massacre.  Three  of  the  boats  were  sunk,  and  but  one  poor  soli- 
tary officer  escaped  death  in  a  boat  that  contained  50  souls.  He  was  wounded. 
The  Americans  fought  with  great  firmness.  Some  of  the  boats  were  left  without 
a  single  man  to  row  them;  others  with  three  and  four.  The  most  that  any  one 
returned  with  was  about  ten.  Several  boats  floated  ashore  full  of  dead  bodies. 
With  great  reluctance  I  state  that  they  were  manned  with  picked  men  and 
commanded  by  the  first,  second,  third,  and  fourth  lieutenants  of  the  Plantaganet; 
first,  second,  third,  and  fourth  ditto  of  the  frigate,  and  the  first  officer  of 
the  brig,  together  with  a  great  number  of  midshipmen.  Our  whole  force  exceeded 
400  men.  But  three  officers  escaped,  two  of  whom  are  wounded.  This  bloody 
and  unfortunate  contest  lasted  about  forty  minutes.  Nothing  more  was  attempted 
until  daylight  next  morning,  when  the  Carnation  hauled  in  alongside  and 
engaged  her.  The  privateer  still  continued  to  make  a  most  gallant  defense.  The-se 
veterans  reminded  me  of  Lawrence's  dying  words  of  the  Chesapeake.  '  Don't  give 
up  the  ship.'  The  Carnation  lost  one  of  her  topmasts  and  her  yards  were  shot 
away.  She  was  much  cut  up  in  her  rigging  and  received  several  shots  in  her  hull. 
This  obliged  her  to  haul  off  to  repair  and  to  cease  firing.  The  Americans,  now 
finding  their  principal  gun  (Long  Tom)  and  several  others  dismounted,  deemed 
it  folly  to  think  of  saving  her  against  so  superior  a  force.  They  therefore  scuttled 
her  and  went  ashore.  Two  boats'  crews  were  soon  after  dispatched  from  our  ves- 
sels, which  went  on  board,  took  out  some  provisions,  and  set  her  on  fire. 

"For  three  days  after  we  were  employed  in  burying  the  dead  that  washed  on 
shore  in  the  surf.  The  number  of  British  killed  exceeds  120,  and  90  wounded. 
The  enemy,  to  the  surprise  of  mankind,  lost  but  2  killed  and  7  wounded.  We  may 
well  say,  '  God  deliver  us  from  our  enemies,'  if  this  is  the  way  the  Americans  fight. 

"After  burning  the  privateer,  Commodore  Lloyd  made  a  demand  on  the  gover- 
nor to  deliver  up  the  Americans  as  his  prisoners,  which  the  governor  refused.  He 
threatened  to  send  500  men  on  shore  and  take  them  by  force.  The  Americans 
immediately  retired,  with  their  arms,  to  an  old  Gothic  convent,  knocked  away  the 
adjoining  drawbridge,  and  determined  to  defend  themselves  to  the  last.  The  com- 
modore, however,  thought  better  than  to  send  his  men."    *    *    * 

Thus,  after  a  defense  unparalleled  in  the  history  of  naval  warfare,  the  Ameri- 
cans sustained  a  loss  of  only  2  killed  and  7  wounded,  while  the  loss  in  killed  and 
wounded  on  the  part  of  the  enemy  was  between  two  and  three  hundred.  'The 
squadron  was  detained  ten  days  at  Payal  repairing  damages  and  in  burying  their 
dead.  Two  sloops  of  war,  the  Thais  and  Calypso,  which  arrived  two  days  after- 
wards, were  sent  back  to  England  with  their  wounded. 

HOW  NEW  ORLEANS  WAS  SAVED  PROM  CAPTURE. 

It  further  appears  that  Lloyd's  squadron  constituted  a  part  of  the  expedition 
then  concentrating  at  Negril  Bay,  .Jamaica,  for  the  capture  and  conquest  of  New 
Orleans,  and  it  is  shown  that  the  attempted  seizure  of  the  Armstrong  by  Lloyd 
was  to  make  her  a  useful  adjunct  in  that  expedition. 
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After  the  burning  of  Washington,  on  the  84th  of  August,  1814,  the  British  fleet. 
commanded  by  Sir  Admiral  Cochrane,  sailed  from  the  Chesapeake  on  the  6th  of 
October,  for  Negril  Bay,  Jamaica,  to  concentrate  with  the  transports  and  troop- 
ships of  Generals  Keane  and  Pakenham,  and  await  reenforcements  from  England 
before  proceeding  to  New  Orleans.  Lloyds  squadron  did  not  arrive  at  Jamaica 
until  the  19th  of  November,  and  the  fleet  did  not  leave  for  New  Orleans  until  the 
26th  of  November,  1814. 

In  ''A  Narrative  of  the  Campaigns  of  the  British  Army  at  Washington,  Balti- 
more, and  New  Orleans,"  by  a  British  officer,  the  author  says,  in  speaking  of  the 
secrecy  of  the  expedition:  "  Trusting,  therefore,  that  the  object  of  the  enterprise 
was  unknown  to  the  Americans,  Sir  Admiral  Cochrane  and  General  Keane  deter- 
mined to  effect  a  landing  somewhere  on  the  banks  of  the  lake  (Borgne)  and,  push- 
ing on,  to  take  possession  of  the  town  before  any  effectual  preparation  could  be 
made  for  its  defense. 

"When  Lloyd  arrived  and  It  was  told  to  Sir  Admiral  Cochrane  and  Generals 
Keane  and  Pakenham  what  had  befallen  him — that  he  had  sustained  a  loss  of  300 
of  his  best  men,  and  had  in  consequence  been  detained  in  Fayal  ten  days — they 
were  exceedingly  indignant,  and  loaded  Lloyd  with  bitter  reproaches." 

Thus  the  crippled  condition  of  Lloyd's  squadron  and  their  great  loss,  besides  the 
ten  days'  detention  at  Fayal,  occasioned  a  further  delay  of  one  week  after  they  had 
effected  a  junction  with  the  fleet  at  Jamaica;  consequently  the  whole  fleet  was  so 
retarded  by  means  of  the  gallant  defense  of  the  Armstrong  that  it  only  arrived  off 
the  Chandeleur  Islands,  near  the  entrance  of  Lake  Borgne,  on  the  (ith  of  Decem- 
ber, 1814,  just  four  days  after  the  arrival  of  General  Jackson  at  New  Orleans.  It 
is  therefore  evident  that  the  heroic  action  of  Captain  Reid  and  his  brave  officers 
and  crew  saved  New  Orleans  from  conquest  by  England;  for  had  the  British  forces 
arrived  even  one  week  before  General  Jackson  they  would  have  captured  the  city, 
which  was  then  utterly  defenseless,  and  who,  on  these  facts  afterwards  being 
made  known  to  him,  magnanimously  conceded  that  he  owed  the  success  of  his 
victory  "to  the  battle  of  the  little  brig  General  Armstrong  in  sustaining  the  honor 
of  the  American  flag. " 

DIPLOMATIC   HISTORY   OP  THE   CASE, 

On  the  Government  of  Portugal  being  informed  by  the  Portuguese  governor  of 
Fayal  of  the  outrage  committed  by  the  commander  of  the  British  squadron,  the 
Prince  Regent  of  Portugal,  on  the  a2d  December,  1814,  instructed  his  minister  at 
London  to  demand  an  apology  and  indemnification  from  the  English  Government. 
The  minister  of  foreign  affairs  of  Portugal,  the  Marquis  de  Aguiar,  in  compliance 
with  instructions  from  the  Prince  Regent,  addressed  a  note  to  Mr.  Thomas  Sum- 
ter, the  American  minister  to  Portugal,  residing  at  Rio  de  Janeiro,  dated  23d 
December,  1814,  informing  him  "  that  not  a  moment's  delay  ensued  in  causing  to 
be  addressed  to  the  British  minister  at  this  court  the  note  which  is  confidentially 
communicated  by  a  copy  to  your  excellency,  at  the  same  time  that  he  has  directed 
his  minister  at  London  to  make  the  reclamation  so  serious  an  offense  requires." 

The  note  addressed  to  the  minister  plenipotentiary  of  Great  Britain,  Lord 
Strangf  ord,  is  dated  Palace  of  Rio  de  Janeiro,  December  33, 1814,  and  asserts  that — 

"His  Royal  Highness,  at  the  same  time  that  he  has  directed  his  minister  at  the 
court  of  London  to  make  the  strongest  representations  before  the  Prince  Regent 
of  the  United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain,  and  require  satisfaction  and  indemnifi- 
cation, not  only  for  his  subjects,  but  for  the  American  privateer,  whose  security 
was  guaranteed  by  the  safeguard  of  a  neutral  port,  orders  it  to  be  signified  to  his 
excellency  Lord  Strangford  that  he  may  inform  his  Government  of  the  unfavor- 
able impression  which  the  conduct  of  that  British  commander  has  caused  in  the 
mind  of  His  Royal  Highness,"  etc. 

Mr.  Sumter,  in  his  reply  of  1st  January,  1815,  to  the  letter  of  the  Marquis  de 
Aguiar,  expresses  his  gratification  at  the  promise  made  on  the  part  of  the  Portu- 
guese Government  to  make  or  procure  compensation  to  the  claimants;  andbutfor 
this  confession  of  liability  being  overlooked  for  years  by  the  United  States  Gov- 
ernment while  blindly  prosecuting  this  claim,  it  would  have  been  paid  by  Portugal 
a  quarter  of  a  century  ago.  Mr.  Sumter  says:  "  The  undersigned  can  not  fail  to 
be  gratified,  and  it  is  presumed  his  Government  will  be  gratified,  by  the  sentiments 
which  His  Royal  Highness  has  been  pleased  to  make  this  the  occasion  of  repeating, 
respecting  the  rights  and  duties  of  his  neutrality.  These  sentiments,  always  dig- 
nified and  valuable  in  themselves,  derive  additional  dignity  and  value  from  the 
indication  accompanying  them  of  a  resolution  on  his  part  to  make  or  procure  com- 
pensation to  the  injured  Americans;  to  demand  for  and  give  satisfaction  to  hie 
unfortunate  vassals  at  Fayal,  and  to  pursue  until  he  obtains  an  ample  reparation 
for  so  rude  and  degrading  an  attack  upon  his  sovereign  authority." 
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This  action  on  the  part  of  Portugal,  and  the  voluntary  admission  of  her  liability 
to  the  United  States,  was  entirely  gratuitous,  and  made  before  the  American  Gov- 
ernment had  claimed  any  indemni  fication.  It  resulted  in  the  British  Government, 
through  Lord  Bathurst,  minister  of  foreign  affairs,  apologizing  to  Portugal  for 
violating  the  neutrality  of  her  port,  and  afterwards,  through  Lord  Castlereagh, 
paying  the  reclamation  for  the  damage  to  Portuguese  subjects  occasioned  by  the 
firing  of  the  British  brig  Carnation,  while  absolutely  refusing  indemnification  for 
the  loss  of  the  American  privateer.  (See  letters  Count  Tojal  to  Mr.  Hopkins,  p. 
34,  and  Count  Tojal  to  Air.  J.  B.  Clay,  p.  51,  in  House  Ex.  Doc.  No.  53,  first  session 
Thirty-second  Congress. ) 

The  note  addressed  to  Mr.  Sumter  by  the  minister  of  foreign  affairs  of  Portugal, 
with  a  copy  of  the  note  to  Lord  Strangford,  was  communicated  by  Mr.  Sumter, 
in  a  letter  dated  Rio,  January  8,  1815  (the  very  day  the  battle  of  NewOrleans  was 
being  fought),  to  Messrs.  Adams,  Gallatin,  Bayard,  Clay,  and  Russell,  ministers 
of  the  United  States  at  Ghent,  and  Mr.  Crawford,  minister  of  the  United  States  at 
Paris,  for  their  cons  deration.  (See  Mr.  Sumter's  letter,  p.  20,  Senate  Doc.  14, 
first  session  Twenty-ninth  Congress. )  The  treaty  of  Ghent  was  signed  on  the  34th 
December,  1814,  so  that  previous  to  the  reception  of  Mr.  Sumter's  letter  to  this 
Government,  or  to  our  ministers  in  Europe,  Mr.  Madison,  President  of  the  United 
States,  on  the  3d  January,  1815  (five  days  before  the  battle  of  New  Orleans), 
instructed  Mr.  Monroe,  the  Secretary  of  State,  to  make  a  demand  on  Portugal  for 
immediate  indemnification,  without  then  being  aware  that  Portugal  had  already 
admitted  her  liability  to  this  Government. 

THE   CAUSE   OF  THE   DELAT  ATTENDING  THIS  CLAIM. 

It  further  appears  by  the  corn  spondence  in  Senate  Document  No.  14  that  /tie 
claimants  never  ceased  to  press  their  claim  upon  this  Government  for  indemnity 
against  Portugal  from  Mr.  Madison's  administration  down  to  that  of  President 
Taylor's;  and  that  their  rights  against  Portugal  have  been  fully  acknowledged  by 
every  succeeding  administration  from  that  of  Mr.  Madison's.  From  Mr.  Monroe's 
administration,  in  1818,  to  that  of  General  Jackson's  in  1834,  a  period  of  sixteen 
years,  the  civil  wars  of  Portugal  prevented  a  successful  prosecution  of  this  claim, 
though  it  was  frequently  urged  on  that  Government  in  the  years  1835,  1836,  1837, 
and  1838, 

During  this  period  Mr.  Cavanaugh.  the  American  charge  d'affaires  at  Lisbon, 
had  repeatedly  written  for  the  correspondence  had  at  Rio  de  Janeiro,  in  1814, 
under  General  Sumter,  in  order  to  enable  him  to  prosecute  this  claim,  and  which 
it  seems  the  Secretary  of  State  was  profoundly  ignorant  of,  though  it  was  on  file 
in  the  Department  of  State!  In  1838  Mr.  Cavanaugh  again  wrote  to  Mr.  Forsyth 
explaining  the  cause  of  the  delay  in  prosecuting  the  claim,  and  stated :  "  I  have  as 
yet  no  Information  of  what  was  done  by  General  Sumter,  our  minister  at  Rio  de 
Janeiro,  in  1814  or  1815,  who  presented  the  case  to  the  consideration  of  the  Portu- 
guese Government  then  established  there." 

On  this  account  it  seems  no  progress  was  made  during  the  administration  of 
Mr.  Van  Buren.  Finally,  in  1843,  under  Mr.  Tyler's  administration,  after  a  lapse 
of  nearly  thirty  years,  a  reply  was  received  from  the  Portuguese  Government, 
through  her  minister  of  foreign  affairs,  De  Castro,  wholly  denying  the  liability  of 
Portugal,  and  asserting  that  the  Americans,  and  not  the  British,  had  violated  the 
neutrality  of  her  port. 

As  extraordinary  as  it  may  seem,  no  response  was  ever  made  to  De  Castro's 
remarkable  letter  by  the  Department  of  State,  although  for  the  first  time  the 
Americans  were  charged  with  the  violation  of  the  neutrality  of  the  Portuguese 
territory,  while  the  accusation  had  been  originally  made  against  England,  and  tor 
which  she  had  apologized  to  Portugal. 

ABANDONMENT   OF   THE   CLAIM, 

The  further  prosecution  of  this  claim  was  abandoned  in  the  administration  of 
Mr.  Tyler  in  1844,  Mr.  A.  P.  Upshur,  the  Secretary  of  State,  having  declined  to 
reply  to  De  Castro's  letter  in  a  communication  to  Mr.  Reid,  stating  that ' '  Artcument 
and  importunity  have  been  exhausted,  and  this  Government  can  see  nothing  in 
the  circumstance  to  justify  or  warrant  it  in  having  recourse  to  any  other  weapons." 

The  claimants  then  appealed  to  Congress  under  the  administration  of  Mr.  Polk, 
in  1815,  when,  by  a  resolution  of  the  Senate,  all  the  correspondence  in  this  case 
was  for  the  first  time  produced  (Senate  Doc.  No.  14,  first  session  Twenty-ninth 
Congress),  including  the  original  correspondence  had  at  Rio  de  Janeiro,  with  the 
letters  of  the  Marquis  de  Aguiar  to  Mr.  Sumter  and  Lord  Strangford,  containing 
the  voluntary  acknowledgment  and  admission  of  the  liability  of  Portugal  to  this 
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Government,  with  the  demand  upon  England  for  an  apology  and  indemnity, 
which,  after  being  buried  with  the  dust  of  over  thirty  years  in  the  State  Depart- 
ment, was  at  last  brought  to  light! 

This  correspondence  was  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  who, 
in  their  report.  No.  349,  May  19,  1846,  recommended  that  this  case  be  referred 
back  to  the  Department  of  State  for  further  action. 

RENEWAL  OP  ITS  PROSEODTION. 

No  further  proceedings  were  had  in  this  case  until  1849,  when,  under  the  adminis- 
tration of  President  Taylor,  the  demand  was  renewed  on  Portugal  in  behalf  o£ 
the  claimants.' 

On  the  30th  of  April,  1849,  Mr.  John  M.  Clayton,  Secretary  of  State,  under 
instructions  from  President  Taylor,  renewed  the  prosecution  of  this  case,  and  in  a 
dispatch  to  Mr.  George  W.  Hopkins,  charge  d'affaires  at  Lisbon,  stated: 

"  The  President  considers  his  accession  an  auspicious  naoment  to  make  one  laore 
appeal  to  Portugal.  The  injustice  done  us  and  the  delay  of  redress  would  justify 
the  severest  animadversion  in  speaking  of  these  outrages,  which  of  late  seem  to 
have  increased  in  number  and  magnitude  in  a  direct  proportion  to  the  impunity 
with  which  they  have  been  hitherto  inflicted.  *  *  '^  The  oldest  case  of  wrong, 
and  the  most  remarkable,  is  that  of  the  privateer  General  Armstrong,  Capt.  S.  C. 
Reid,  destroyed  in  1814  by  a  British  squadron,  under  the  guns  of  the  Portuguese 
fortress  which  protects  the  harbor  of  Fayal,  after  a  defense  as  gallant  and  mem- 
orable as  any  act  recorded  in  naval  annals.    *    *    * 

'•  It  is  under  these  circumstances  that  the  President  has  resolved  to  make  one 
more  attempt  to  procure  satisfaction  for  the  American  claimants,  and  to  assert 
the  national  honor;  and  in  this  resolve  it  will  be  your  duty  to  convince  the  Portu- 
guese Government  that  he  is  in  earnest,  and  will  not  be  turned  aside  from  hia 
purpose.  You  will  impress  upon  Portugal  this  idea,  that  on  entering  upon  the 
duties  of  his  high  office  as  Chief  Magistrate  of  the  United  States  the  President 
determined  that  he  would  assert  the  rights  of  his  fellow  citizens  upon  foreign 
governments,  proceeding  upon  the  principle  often  avowed  by  our  Government, 
'to  make  no  demand  not  founded  on  justice,  and  to  submit  to  no  wrong.'    *    *    « 

"  It  is  in  contemplation  to  lay  before  Congress  the  result  of  this  final  appeal  at 
an  early  period  of  the  next  session.  Should  it  so  happen,  unfortunately,  that  a 
satisfactory  answer  be  denied  or  withheld  until  the  arrival  of  the  period  for  mak- 
ing'the  proposed  communication,  the  subject  will  then  be  submitted  as  it  shall  at 
the  time  stand  to  that  body;  and  the  Portuguese  Government  may  rest  assured 
that  any  measures  which  Congress  in  their  wisdom  may  decide  upon  as  due  to  our 
citizens  and  country  will  be  faithfully  carried  out  by  the  Executive. 

"  In  presenting  this  view  of  the  subject  to  the  consideration  of  the  Portuguese 
Government  as  a  frank  avowal  of  a  fixed  determination  on  the  part  of  the  United 
States  Government,  you  will  be  most  careful  to  represent  at  the  same  time  the 
extrenae  anxiety  of  the  President  to  avoid  being  forced  to  suspend  or  interrupt 
present  diplomatic  relations  with  Portugal,  because  a  recourse  to  that  measure 
would  most  probably  prove  to  be  but  the  antecedent  to  reprisals." 

In  communicating  tliese  instructions  to  the  Portuguese  Government,  through 
our  minister  at  Lisbon,  it  was  expressly  asserted  that  ''the  President  of  the 
United  States  sincerely  desires  to  cultivate  peace  with  every  nation  and  people, 
but  he  will  never  compromit  the  dignity  of  the  Republic  nor  abandon  the  just 
rights  of  his  fellow  citizens  to  attain  any  end." 

A  proposition  was  then  made  by  Portugal  to  pay  a  number  of  other  claims  pre- 
ferred by  this  Government,  "  without  regard  to  their  justice  or  injustice,  but  only 
pro  bono  pacis,  for  the  sake  of  peace,  provided  the  United  States  would  consent  to 
refer  this  claim  to  the  decision  of  a  third  power.''  This  proposition  was  peremp- 
torily refused,  and  Mr.  Clayton  in  his  instructions  to  our  minister  at  Lisbon,  Mr. 
James  B.  Clay,  stated: 

' '  In  regard  to  the  reference  of  this  claim  to  an  arbiter,  which  has  been  indicated, 
the  President  has  directed  me  to  say  that  no  such  course  will,  under  the  circum- 
stances, receive  his  sanction."    *    *    * 

A  peremptory  demand  was  then  made  on  the  Portuguese  Government,  supported 
by  the  presence  of  an  American  frigate  in  the  river  Tagus,  to  receive  Mr.  Clay  in 
case  of  refusal.  Portugal,  aided,  supported,  and  encouraged  by  England,  resisted 
the  claim,  and  Mr.  Clay  demanded  his  passports  and  left  the  country. 

In  the  meantime  the  Portuguese  minister  at  Washington,  Figaniere,  had  urged 

>  Note.— See  abstract  of  all  the  diplomatic  correspondence  in  this  case,  for  reference,  at  page  416. 
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upon  our  Government  a  reference  of  this  case  to  a  third  power.  Mr.  Clayton,  in 
his  reply,  dated  the  yOth  of  April,  1850,  stated: 

"The  undersigned,  in  conclusion,  is  compelled  to  add  that  should  the  Portuguese 
Government  persevere  in  the  refusal  to  adjust  and  settle  what  are  believed  to  be  the 
incontrovertible  claims  of  American  citizens  upon  that  Government,  the  only  alter- 
native left  to  the  President  will  be  immediately  resorted  to — the  submission  of  the 
whole  subject  to  the  decision  of  the  Congress  of  the  United  States,  whose  final 
determination  as  to  the  mode  of  adjustment  will  have  all  its  appropriate  influence 
upon  the  course  of  the  Executive." 

At  this  critical  juncture,  on  the  9th  of  July,  1850,  President  Taylor  died.  Anew 
cabinet  was  formed  under  Mr.  Fillmore,  and  three  days  afterwards,  in  violation  of 
the  pledged  national  honor  and  faith  of  this  Government  never  to  consent  to  submit 
this  claim  to  the  arbitration  of  a  third  power,  this  proposition  of  Portugal  was 
accepted,  without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of  the  claimants. 

It  was  held,  under  the  Admini  stration  of  Mr.  John  Quincy  Adams,  who  concurred 
in  the  opinion  of  Mr.  William  Wirt,  in  the  cases  of  Pottenger  and  Spence,  reported 
in  Opinions  of  Attorney-General  of  the  United  States,  volume  1,  page  486,  October, 
1825— 

"  That  no  executive  was  authorized  to  review  and  unsettle  the  acts  of  its  prede- 
cessor, for  otherwise  no  question  can  be  conhidered  as  finally  settled.  Hence  it  is 
a  rule  of  action  to  consider  the  acts  of  its  predecessors  conclusive,  so  far  as  the 
executive  is  concerned." 

The  bonus  offered  by  Portugal  to  pay  the  other  claims  was  accordingly  accepted 
and  a  treaty  made  referring  this  claim  to  the  President  of  the  Republic  of  France, 
Louis  Napoleon.  The  claimants  then  submitted  to  the  Department  of  State  a  writ- 
ten argument,  with  a  request  that  it  should  be  transmitted  to  our  minister  at  Paris, 
in  order  that  the  rights  of  the  claimants  might  be  fairly  presented  before  the  arbi- 
ter. Mr.  Webster,  the  Secretary  of  State,  refused  the  application  on  the  ground 
that  the  terms  of  the  treaty  (which  were  silent  on  the  subject)  did  not  permit  of 
it,  so  that  the  claimants  were  deprived  of  the  privilege  and  debarred  of  the  rights 
and  benefits  of  being  heard  and  represented. 

This  claim  was  submitted  to  the  Prince  President  on  the  1st  of  November,  1851, 
upon  a  question  of  the  public  law  of  nations.  On  the  29th  November,  1852,  over 
a  year  afterwards,  Louis  Napoleon,  having  become  Emperor  of  France,  made  an 
ex  parte  decision  against  the  claimants  on  the  facts  presented  in  the  affidavit  of 
Lieutenant  Fausset,  as  furnished  by  the  British  Government,  while  all  the  evi- 
dence of  the  claimants  and  the  previous  admissions  of  both  Portugal  and  England 
were  wholly  excluded.  The  claimants  protested  against  the  award  under  tbese 
circumstances,  but  it  was  ratified  by  the  Senate  without  any  knowledge  of  the 
subsequent  facts  developed  in  this  case. 

PROCEEDINGS  BEFORE   CONGRESS. 

On  the  19th  of  January,  1854,  the  claimants  again  appealed  to  Congress  for  relief 
and  filed  their  memorial ,  with  the  arguments  submitted,  to  the  Department  of  State 
on  the  7th  of  July,  1851,  the  request  to  forward  which  to  our  minister  at  Pans  had 
been  refused.  (See  Senate  Mis.  Doc.  14,  first  session,  Thirty-third  Congress. )  The 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  of  the  Senate,  to  whom  the  memorial  was  referred, 
unanimously  reported  in  their  favor  on  the  10th  of  March,  1854  (see  Report  No. 
157),  and  said: 

"  Under  all  the  peculiar  circumstances  of  the  case,  the  committee  are  of  opinion 
that  the  claimants  are  justly  entitled  to  relief  on  strict  legal  principles,  and  even 
were  their  convictions  on  the  subject  less  decided  than  they  are,  they  would  find 
in  the  heroic  conduct  of  Captain  Reid  and  his  gallant  crew  strong  inducements  to 
give  them  the  benefit  of  their  doubts.    *    *    * 

"  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  if  he  had  suffered  himself  to  be  captured  without 
resistance,  full  pecuniary  satisfaction  would  long  since  have  been  accorded  by 
Portugal  to  the  claimants.  Shall  we  refuse  it  because  he  has  added  to  our  naval 
history  one  of  its  most  brilliant  pages?" 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs  of  the  House,  on  the  29th  of  May,  1854  (see 
Report  No.  139),  also  reported  unanimously  in  favor  of  the  claimants,  and  said: 

"The  committee  are  of  the  opinion  that,  under  the  circumstances,  the  claimants 
had  a  right  to  consider  the  repeated  recognitions  by  the  different  admmistrations 
of  this  Government  of  the  justice  of  their  claim,  and  the  determined  action  upon 
it  by  General  Taylor  as  carrying  with  it  the  force  of  a  judgment  in  their  favor, 
which  a  succeeding  administration  had  no  power  to  review  and  unsettle. 

"  The  only  ground  on  which  the  validity  of  this  claim  can  be  questioned  is  entirely 
technical  in  its  character,  and  not  to  be  enforced  against  the  evident  demands  of 
justice.    It  is  not  a  point  of  law  that  is  to  be  decided,  but  a  principle  of  national 
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honor  that  is  to  be  vindicated.  The  gallant  sailors  who  were  attacked  in  the  neutral 
port  of  Fayal  doubted  not  that  they  would  be  protected  in  their  just  rights  by  the 
full  power  of  their  Government;  and  having  had  repeatedly  since  the  approval  of 
their  conduct  by  the  authorities  of  their  country,  your  committee  are  of  the  opin- 
ion that  a  stronger  case  for  redress  in  equity  could  scarcely  be  made  out. " 

On  the  26th  of  January,  1S55,  this  case  was  fully  debated  in  the  Senate  (see 
Congressional  Globe,  27th  January,  1855),  and  by  a"  resolution  of  both  Houses  of 
Congress  this  claim  was  finally  submitted  to  the  Court  of  Claims,  then  just 
established. 

PBOCEEDINGS  BBFOEB  THB  OOUBT  OF  CLAIMS. 

On  the  17th  March,  1856,  after  a  thorough  investigation  of  all  the  facts  and  evi- 
dence before  the  court  and  arguments  by  counsel,  Chief  Justice  Gilchrist  delivered 
the  opinion  of  the  court  in  favor  of  the  claimants.  Justice  Scarburg  concurring, 
on  the  following  points.  Justice  Blackford  dissenting: 

"First.  That  the  English  forces,  by  sending  out  their  boats  with  the  intention 
of  making  an  illegal  capture,  first  violated  the  neutrality  of  the  Portuguese  port, 
and  that  the  Portuguese  authorities  having  failed  to  protect  the  Americans,  Portu- 
gal was  bound  by  the  law  of  nations  to  make  the  claimants  pecuniary  compensation. 

"Second.  That  the  United  States  solemnly  rejected  the  proposition  of  Portugal 
to  submit  this  case  to  arbitration,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  proper  under  the 
circumstances  and  that  the  facts  would  not  justify  a  submission.  That  afterwards 
a  succeeding  Administration  accepted  the  proposition  to  arbitrate  this  claim,  in 
consideration  of  a  bonus,  pro  bono  pacis,  to  pay  a  number  of  other  claims  without 
reference  to  their  justice  or  injustice. 

"Third.  That  the  case  was  submitted  to  arbitration  without  the  knowledge  or 
consent  of  the  claimants;  that  the  important  evidence  containing  the  admissions 
of  Portugal  and  England  in  the  correspondence  had  at  Rio  de  Janeiro  in  1814  and 
1815  with  the  American  minister,  and  the  letter  of  the  British  consul  at  Fayal 
avowing  the  intention  of  the  commander  of  the  British  squadron  was  wholly 
excluded  and  omitted,  and  that  the  claimants  were  refused  the  privilege  of  being 
heard  by  written  argument  before  the  authority  which  was  to  decide  upon  their 
rights. 

"Fourth.  That  the  award  of  the  Emperor  Louis  Napoleon  exceeded  the  submis- 
sion, and  was  void,  because  it  did  not  settle  the  matter  in  dispute  and  the  matter 
submitted,  which  was  a  point  of  public  law,  but  determined  the  case  on  a  question 
of  fact  not  submitted." 

In  asserting  the  liability  of  this  Government  to  the  claimants  upon  the  mutual 
obligations  existing  between  the  Government  and  its  citizens  the  court  said: 

But  in  conclusion  Judge  Scarburg  candidly  admitted  that,  although  the  claim- 
ants had  strictly  no  legal  remedy,  they  were  entitled  to  relief  in  equity,  and  said: 
"It  may  be  true  that  the  claimants  are  entitled  to  recover  on  other  grounds,  but 
this  is  a  matter  for  Congress  to  consider,  and  Congress  will  doubtless  do  justice 
to  the  claimants. "  (Opinion  in  House  of  Representatives,  Court  of  Claims,  pp.  163 
and  166.) 

It  would  seem  impossible  to  force  any  other  construction  upon  the  language 
used  in  the  proposition  of  Portugal  to  refer  this  claim  to  arbitration  (already  cited) 
than  that  there  was  a  complete  compromise,  and  which  was  of  itself  the  very  basis 
of  the  treaty.  The  bona  fide  consideration  received  by  this  Government  for  con- 
senting to  arbitrate  this  case  in  violation  of  the  pledged  national  honor  not  to  do 
so,  was  the  payment  by  Portugal  of  a  number  of  claims  "without  reference  to 
their  justice  or  injustice,  but  pro  bono  pacis,"  and  which  created  a  legal  responsi- 
bility on  the  part  of  this  Government  that  can  not  be  evaded  or  denied.  (See 
letter  of  Count  Tojal,  6th  July,  1850,  to  Mr.  Clay,  in  abstract  of  the  correspond- 
ence, p.  35.) 

The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  has  decided  in  the  cases  of  Ware  v. 
Hylton  (3  Dallas,  199  and  245)  and  the  schooner  Peggy  (1  Oranch,  108)  that  private 
rights  may  be  sacrificed  by  treaty,  though  the  Government  will  be  bound  to  make 
compensation  and  indemnity  to  the  individuals  whose  rights  have  thus  been 
surrendered. 

In  the  case  of  the  northeastern  boundary  line  submitted  to  arbitration  by  treaty 
between  the  United  States  and  Great  Britain  this  Government  did  not  act  with- 
out first  consulting  the  States  of  Massachusetts  and  Maine  and  providing  for  the 
appointment  of  commissioners  to  be  present  at  the  negotiation. 

In  the  case  of  the  Baron  de  Bode  v.  Regina  (16  Eng.  L.  and  Eq.  Reports,  p.  33) 
the  lord  chancellor  of  England  held  that,  "  It  is  admitted  law  that  if  the  subject 
of  a  country  is  spoliated  by  a  foreign  government  he  is  entitled  to  obtain  redress 
through  the  means  of  his  own  government.  But  if  from  weakness,  timidity,  or 
any  other  cause  on  the  part  of  his  own  government  no  redress  is  obtained  from  the 
foreigner,  then  he  has  a  claim  against  his  own  country." 

S.  Doc.  231,  pt.  1 -28 
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In  Farnham  v.  Crooks  (9  Pickering's  Reports.  239)  Mr.  Justice  Parker,  one  of 
the  most  eminent  of  American  iurists,  recognizes  the  al)0ve  rule,  and  held  that  in 
such  cases  there  rests  "an  ol)lig;i,tion  on  the  Government  of  the  United  States  to 
procure  redress  for  its  citizens,  or  itself  to  reimburse  them." 

Thus,  in  any  view  of  this  claim,  whether  considered  on  legal  or  equitable 
grounds,  no  case  could  be  presented  to  Congress  which  appeals  so  strongly  to  its 
sense  of  honor  and  justice.  For  it  will  be  perceived  that  while  a  majority  of  the 
Court  of  Claims  decided  adversely  against' the  claimants  on  the  law  of  the  case, 
and  upon  the  presumption  that  all  the  evidence  was  before  the  arbiter  (which  sub- 
sequently was  proved  not  to  be  the  case) ,  the  opinion  of  the  majority  of  the  court 
is  in  favor  of  the  claimants  on  the  equity  side  of  this  claim. 

OPINION   OF   BAEON   DB   CUSSY. 

It  is  worthy  of  note,  and  as  illustrating  the  unjust  award  of  Louis  Napoleon, 
that  the  Baron  Ferdinand  de  Cussy,  formerly  consul-general  of  France,  and  one 
of  the  most  distinguished  writers  on  international  law,  in  his  standard  work  on 
Phases  and  Celebrated  Causes  of  Maritime  RigMs  of  Nations,  fully  reviews  this 
case,  and  in  volume  3,  page  82,  edition  of  1856,  says: 

"It  is  hardly  possible  to  admit  that  the  American  privateer  could  have  been  so 
foolhardy  as  to  commit  the  first  hostilities  against  three  ships  of  war  of  the  British 
navy,  and  that  she  had  been  the  first,  under  these  circumstances,  to  violate  the 
neutrality  of  the  port. 

"  But  admitting  even  that,  in  consequence  of  a  misunderstanding,  a  musket  was 
fired  from  the  American  vessel,  did  not  the  three  ships  of  the  English  navy  over- 
step all  bounds  in  their  vengeance  in  burning  the  American  privateer  in  a  neutral 
port,  while  under  the  batteries,  which  remained  silent,  of  the  fortress  of  Fayal? 

"In  this  affair,  as  well  as  that  of  the  taking  of  the  frigate  La  Ifodes^ein  the  port 
of  Genoa,  there  was  a  brutal  violation  of  all  principle  on  the  isart  of  the  British 
navy,  and  a  deplorable  inaction  on  the  part  of  the  territorial  authorities." 

This  confirmation  of  the  public  law  of  nations  by  one  of  the  most  learned  juris- 
consults of  France,  published  four  years  after  the  iniquitous  award  of  Louis 
Napoleon,  is  a  sad  commentary  upon  the  injustice  suffered  by  the  claimants  from 

the  injudicious  action  of  this  Government  in  submitting  the  case  to  arbitration. 

*  «-  ■>:-  -:t  -A  -A  w 

As  the  amount  demanded  is  simply  for  the  actual  value  of  the  loss  of  the  vessel 
and  armament  and  for  the  loss  sustained  by  the  officers  and  crew,  without  regard 
to  the  great  and  important  services  rendered  by  them  to  their  country,  the  com- 
mittee is  respectfully  asked  to  report  a  bill  for  the  claimants  in  accordance  with 
the  actual  sum  proved  before  the  Court  of  Claims. 

All  of  which  is  respectfully  submitted.  Sam.  C.  Reid, 

In  behalf  of  the  claimants. 

Washington,  D.  C,  April  2S,  1870. 


[Thirty-fifth  Congress,  First  session.  Senate  Report  Committee  No.  191] 

Mr.  Mason  made  the  following  report,  to  accompany  bill  S.  273: 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  to  whom  was  referred  the  report  from 
the  Court  of  Claims  in  the  case  of  the  "claimants  of  the  brig  General  Armstrong 
against  the  United  States,"  have  had  the  same  under  consideration,  and  now  report: 

That  at  the  first  session  of  the  Thirty-third  Congress  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations  of  the  Senate,  to  whom  the  petition  was  referred,  made  a  report,  accom- 
panied by  a  bill,  for  the  relief  of  the  petitioners  (Report  No.  I"i7,  Senate  bill  268). 
The  case  was  subsequently  referred  to  the  Court  of  Claims,  both  by  th.e  Senate 
and  House  of  Representatives. 

The  case  now  comes  before  this  committee  on  the  report  of  the  Court  of  Claims. 
(Mis.  Doc.  No.  143,  first  session.  Thirty-fifth  Congress.)  On  examination  of  this 
report  it  appears  that,  at  the  first  hearing,  that  court  sustained  the  claim  of  the 
petitioners  as  valid  against  the  Government,  and  directed  that  evidence  should 
be  taken  to  show  the  amount  due.  one  of  the  judges  dissenting. 

On  a  further  hearing  of  the  case  on  such  evidence,  one  of  the  judges,  theretofore 
in  the  majority,  reconsidered  and  reversed  his  opinion,  and  judgment  was  then 
rendered  adversely  to  the  claim— the  ground  then  assumed  being  that  on  the  proofs 
no  claim  in  law  was  established  against  the  United  States,  and  that  the  claim 
could  be  addressed  only  to  the  liberality  and  equity  of  Congress. 

On  examination  of  this  report  from  the  Court  of  Claims,  it  would  appear  that 
the  court  assumed  that  certain  proofs  had  been  laid  by  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  before  the  arbitrator  which  might  materially  have  affected  his 
award,  but  which  now  clearly  appears  was  a  mistake,  and  that  the  proofs  in 
question  were  not  before  him  when  the  award  was  made.  • 
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The  facts  appear  to  be  these:  By  the  convention  with  Portugal,  pursuant  to 
which  this  clalni  was  referred  to  the  arbitrament  of  the  Republic  of  France,  it 
was  stipulated  that  all  the  correspondence  between  the  Government  of  Portugal 
and  the  United  States  respecting  this  claim  should,  by  the  parties  to  the  treaty, 
be  laid  before  the  arbitrator.  In  doing  this  it  further  appears  that,  by  some  mis- 
appiehension,  a  part  of  this  correspondence,  being  that  which  first  arose  in  the 
years  1814-15,  and  conducted  at  Rio  de  Janeiro  (where  the  Government  of  Portu- 
gal then  resided) ,  was  omitted,  and  in  which  the  last-named  Government  admitted, 
by  necessary  implication,  its  liability  to  the  claimants. 

It  is  now  shown  that  the  evidence  of  such  omission  had  been  communicated  by 
the  Secretary  of  State  to  the  solicitor  of  the  Court  of  Claims  prior  to  the  judg- 
ment of  that  court  in  the  case,  but  for  some  reason  had  not  been  laid  before  the 
court,  whilst  both  the  existence  of  such  proofs  and  the  omission  to  adduce  them 
before  the  arbitrator  were  necessarily  unknown  to  the  claimants,  nor  were  these 
facts  discovered  until  after  the  decision  of  the  court. 

In  proof  of  this  the  committee  append  to  this  report  a  copy  of  the  letter  of  Mr. 
Marcy  to  Mr.  Blair,  solicitor  of  the  Court  of  Claims,  dated  November  20,  ISfSS, 
with  the  papers  accompanying  it.  There  is  a  descriptive  list  of  the  correspond- 
ence that  was  laid  before  the  arbitrator,  and  this  correspondence  of  1814  and  1815 
is  not  amongst  them. 

It  was  contended  in  the  argument  on  the  part  of  the  Government  that,  even 
conceding  that  this  last-named  correspondence  was  not  before  the  arbitrator,  still 
no  injury  could  have  resulted  to  the  claimants,  because  all  the  material  facts  con- 
tained in  it  were  referred  to  or  otherwise  cited  in  so  much  of  the  correspondence 
as  was  exhibited.  Still,  the  committee  are  of  opinion  that  the  failure  to  exhibit 
it,  as  required  by  the  convention,  is  a  matter  of  just  complaint  by  the  claimants, 
because,  amongst  other  reasons,  it  can  not  be  known  what  inference  or  conclusions 
might  be  drawn  by  the  arbitrator  by  reason  of  its  absence. 

Nor  do  the  committee  mean  to  say  that,  had  that  evidence  been  before  the  court, 
it  would  have  made  a  clear  case  of  demand  in  law  against  the  Government;  but 
they  advert  to  it  as  a  further  equitable  consideration  in  favor  of  the  claimants. 

On  the  whole,  the  committee,  on  further  examination,  again  concur  in  their 
report,  before  adverted  to,  of  March  10,  18.'54,  in  favor  of  this  claim,  and  make  the 
same  a  part  of  this  report;  and  on  the  proofs  as  to  the  amount  due,  established  , 
before  the  Court  of  Claims,  and  set  forth  in  its  report,  pages  149  and  150,  report  a 
bill  for  the  relief  of  the  claimants. 

The  proofs  before  the  Court  of  Claims  show: 

The  value  of  the  vessel  at - $43,000 

Loss  of  officers  and  men _._ 27,739 

70, 739 
From  which  is  deducted — 
Amount  paid  heretofore  as  prize  money  to  officers  and  men  10, 000 

60, 739 

UNITED  STATES   OF  AMERICA — DEPARTMENT   OF  STATE» 

To  all  to  whom  these  presents  shall  come,  greeting: 

I  certify  that  the  papers  hereunto  annexed  are  true  copies  from  the  records  and 
of  the  archive^  of  this  Department. 

In  testimony  whereof,  I,  Lewis  Cass,  Secretary  of  State  of  the  United  States, 
have  hereunto  subscribed  my  name  and  caused  the  seal  of  the  Department  of  State 
to  be  affixed.  Done  at  the  city  of  Washington,  this  29th  day  of  January,  A.  D.  1858, 
and  of  the  Independence  of  the  United  States  of  America  the  eighty-second. 

[SEAL.]  Lewis  Cass. 


[Mr.  Marcy  to  Mr.  Blair.] 

Department  of  State, 
Washington,  November  SO,  1855. 
Sir:  I  have  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  your  letter  of  yesterday  relative  to  the 
claim  in  the  case  of  the  General  Armstrong;  and  with  a  view  to  enable  you  to  repel 
the  statement  that  the  correspondence  upon  the  subject  was  not  duly  laid  before 
the  arbiter,  an  extract  from  a  dispatch  of  Mr.  Rives  to  this  Department,  and  a 
copy  of  the  papers  to  which  it  refers,  is  herewith  inclosed. 
I  am,  sir,  very  respectfully,  your  obedient  servant, 

W.  L.  Marcy. 
M,  Blair,  Esq., 

Solicitor  of  the  Court  of  Claims,  Washington. 
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[Mr.  Eives  to  Mr.  Webster— Extract.] 

No.  141.]  Legation  of  the  United  States, 

Paris,  April  7,  185Z. 

Sir:  In  my  dispateh  No.  182 1  mentioned  to  you  that  the  corresiiondence  between 
the  Government  of  the  United  States  and  that  of  Portugal,  on  the  subject  of  the 
reclamation  in  the  case  of  the  privateer  brig  General  Armstrong,  had  been  for- 
warded from  Lisbon  to  the  Portuguese  minister  here  for  the  purpose  of  being  laid 
by  the  representatives  of  both  Governuients  before  the  President  of  the  French 
Republic  as  arbiter,  in  pursuance  of  the  convention  of  February  26,  1851.  The 
minister  of  Portugal  retained  the  correspondence  in  his  possession  till  about  a_f  ort- 
night  ago,  in  order  to  enable  him  to  complete  the  copy  and  translation  he  wished 
to  make.  He  then  communicated  it  to  me,  and  as  I  had  never  had  an  opportunity 
of  making  myself  acquainted  with  the  merits  of  the  question,  I  retained  the  cor- 
respondence long  enough  to  enable  me  to  read  the  whole  of  it  with  attention,  so 
that  I  might  be  in  a  position  to  give  explanations,  if  any  should  be  called  for  in 
the  progress  of  the  arbitration.  Having  completed  the  perusal  of  the  papers,  and 
finding  them  all  duly  authenticated  by  the  signature  of  Mr.  Haddock,  charge 
d'affaires  of  the  United  States  at  Lisbon,  with  that  of  the  person  empowered  to  do 
so  on  behalf  of  the  Portuguese  Government,  I  proceeded,  under  the  instructions 
heretofore  given  by  the  Department  of  State,  and  m  conjunction  with  Count 
Azanhaga,  the  Portuguese  minister  here,  to  communicate  them  to  the  minister  of 
foreign  aiiairs,  to  be  laid  before  the  President  of  the  French  Republic,  as  arbiter 
chosen  by  the  two  Governments.  A  copy  of  the  note  addressed  by  me  to  the  min- 
ister of  foreign  affairs  is  herewith  inclosed.  A  note  of  the  same  tenor  was  at  the 
same  time  addressed  to  the  minister  of  foreign  affairs  by  Count  Azanhaga.  I 
inclose  also  a  copy  of  the  list  of  papers  communicated,  as  made  out  at  Lisbon  and 
signed  by  Mr.  Haddock  and  the  Portuguese  minister  of  foreign  affairs.  *  *  * 
I  have  the  honor  to  be,  etc., 

W.  C.  Rives. 

Hon.  Daniel  Webster, 

Secretary  of  State. 


Legation  des  Stats  Unis, 

Paris,  April  S,  1852. 

The  undersigned,  envoy  extraordinary  and  minister  plenipotentiary  of  the  United 
States,  has  the  honor,  in  conjunction  with  the  Comte  Azanhaga,  envoy  extraordi- 
nary and  minister  plenipotentiary  of  Her  Most  Faithful  Majesty  the  Queen  of 
Portugal,  to  communicate  herewith  to  his  excellency  the  Marquis  de  Turgot, 
minister  of  foreign  affairs,  the  accompanying  series  of  papers,  duly  authenticated 
and  regularly  numbered  from  1  to  21,  being  the  correspondence  which  has  passed 
between  their  respective  Governments  on  the  subject  of  the  reclamation  in  the 
case  of  the  American  privateer  brig  the  General  Armstrong. 

The  two  contracting  parties  having  engaged,  by  the  third  article  of  the  conven- 
tion entered- into  between  them  on  the  26th  day  of  February,  1851,  to  lay  this 
correspondence  before  the  arbiter  who  should  be  chosen  by  them  to  decide  the 
claim  in  question,  and  the  prince  President  of  the  French  Republic  having  been 
pleased  to  accept  the  office  of  arbiter,  conferred  upon  him  by  the  choice  of  both 
parties,  the  accompanying  papers  are  now  communicated,  in  pursuance  of  the 
said  convention,  to  be  laid  before  him  for  his  consideration  and  decision  on  the 
matter  in  controversy. 

The  undersigned  prays  his  excellency  the  minister  of  foreign  affairs  to  accept 
the  renewed  assurances  of  his  most  distinguished  consideration. 

W.  C.  Rives. 

His  Excellency  le  Marquis  de  Tuegot, 

Minister  of  Foreign  Affairs. 


[Oorrespondendo  havide  entre  o  Ministro  dos  Negocioz  Estrangerioa  de  S.  M.  P.  so  represent  ante 
dos  Unidos  d'America  sin  Liebor  acerca  or  veclanaacio  do  corsario  General  Armstrong.] 

No.  1.  Note  de  Mr.  Kavanagh,  de  17  de  Fevereiro,  de  1837,  com  trez  docnmentoz 
A.  B,  C. 

No.  2.  Note  de  Mr.  Washington  Barrow,  de  25  de  Mais,  de  1843. 

No.  3.  Note  de  Mr.  Washington  Barrow,  de  10  d'Ootubro,  de  1843,  com  trez  doc- 
nmentoz, A,  B,  C. 

No.  4.  Note  de  Ministro  dos  Negocioz  Estrangerlos,  de  3d  Agosto,  1843. 
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No.  5.  Note  de  Mr.  Hopkins,  de  38  de  Julho,  de  1847. 

No.  6.  Note  de  Ministro  dos  Negocioz  Estrangerios,  de  29  de  Septembro,  de  1847, 
e  un  documento. 

No.  7.  Note  de  Mr.  James  B.  Clay,  de  3  de  Novembro,  de  1847. 

No.  8.  Note  dos  Negocioz  Estrangerios,  de  9  de  Marco,  de  1850. 

No.  9.  Note  de  Mr.  Clay,  de  15  de  Marco,  de  1850. 

No.  10.  Note  de  Ministro  do  Negocioz  Estrangerios,  de  15  d'Abril,  de  1850. 

No.  11.  Note  de  Mr.  Clay,  de  34  d'Abril,  de  1850. 

No.  13.  Note  de  Ministro  do  Negocioz  Estrangerios,  de  15  de  Mais,  de  1850. 

No.  13.  Note  de  Mr.  Clay,  de  16  de  Mais,  de  1850. 

No.  14.  Extracto  du  note  de  Mr.  Clay,  de  31  Junho,  de  1850. 

No.  15.  Note  de  Ministro  dos  Negocioz  Estrangerios,  de  3  Julho,  1850. 

No.  16.  Extracto  dn  note  de  Mr.  Clay,  de  3  de  Julho.  de  1850. 

No.  17.  Extracto  du  note  de  Ministro  dos  Negocioz  Estrangerios,  de  6  de  Julho, 
1850. 

No.  18.  Extracto  du  note  de  Mr.  Clay,  de  7  de  Julho,  de  1850. 

No.  19.  Extracto  du  note  de  Ministro  dos  Negocioz  Estrangerios,  de  10  de  Julho, 
de  1850. 

No.  30.  Note  de  Mr.  Clay,  de  11  de  Julho,  de  1850. 

No.  21.  Note  de  Ministro  dos  Negocioz  Estrangerios,  de  13  de  Julho,  1850. 

Emilio  Achilles  Montbneede, 
Secretario  d'Estado  dos  Negocioz  Estrangerios  um  7  de  Janeiro,  de  185S. 

Charles  B.  Haddock, 
Charge  d' Affaires  of  the  United  States  of  America. 


[See.  Claims  against  Japan,  Gen.  Index.] 

rORTY-SIXTH   CONGRESS,  THIK.D   SESSION. 

January  13,  1881. 

[Senate  Eeport  No.  752.] 

Mr.  Eaton,  from  tlie  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  submitted  tlie 
following  report : 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  to  which  was  referred  the  bill 
(S.  2021)  in  relation  to  the  Japanese  indemnity  fiind,  submit  to  the 
Senate  the  following  report,  and  recommend  the  passage  of  the  accom- 
panying bill  as  a  substitute  for  the  original  bill: 

The  Japanese  indemnity  fund  is  a  sum  of  money,  amounting  on  the 
15th  day  of  February,  1881,  to  the  sum  of  $1,711,224,  invested  in 
United  States  securities,  and  under  control  of  the  State  Department, 
never  having  been  covered  into  the  Treasury. 

This  sum  is  the  proceeds  and  accretions  of  the  sum  of  $785,000  in 
gold  paid  to  the  United  States  by  the  Government  of  Japan  xmder  the 
provisions  of  a  convention  made  October  22, 1864,  between  the  Tycoon 
of  Japan  and  the  representatives  of  the  United  States,  Great  Britain, 
France,  and  the  Netherlands,  by  which  Japan  agreed  to  pay  the  four 
powers  $3,000,000,  "this  sum  to  include  all  claims,  of  whatever  char- 
acter, for  past  aggressions  on  the  part  of  the  Prince  of  Nagato,  indem- 
nity, ransom  for  Shimonoseki,  or  expenses  entailed  by  the  operations 
of  the  allied  squadrons." 

One-fourth  of  this  sum  has  been  paid  to  the  United  States  in  gold, 
and  constitutes  the  fund  named. 

"It  is,"  as  was  stated  by  Mr.  Secretary  Seward,  January  8,  1868, 
"in  our  hands  without  substantial  equivalent." 

The  circumstances  which  led  to  the  convention  between  the  four 
powers  and  Japan  are,  briefly,  as  follows : 

Prior  to  1853  the  ports  of  the  Japanese  Empire  were  closed  to  for- 
eign trade.     The  policy  of  Japan  was  that  of  seclusion.     For  centuries 
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she  had  been  isolated  from  all  communication  with  foreign  powers 
and  the  minds  of  her  peoijle  were  deeply  imbued  with  the  idea  that 
commercial  intercourse  with  foreigners  was  perilous  to  her  best 
interests. 

The  rulers  of  the  Empire  were  the  Mikado,  who  was  the  titular  and 
hereditary  sovereign,  but  not,  apparently,  possessed  of  the  governing 
power;  the  Tycoon,  also  hereditary,  who  was  the  executive  head, 
and  apparently  wielded  the  power  of  the  Empire,  and  the  Daimios, 
who  were  rulers  in  localities  or  provinces.  Many  of  these  were  very 
rich  and  powerful,  aiming  at  independence  from  the  Mikado  and 
Tycoon.  Wars  were  very  frequent  between  the  Daimios  and  the 
Tycoon. 

The  Daimio  of  Chosin  or  Nagato  was  one  of  the  most  powerful  of 
this  class.  His  territory  lay  at  the  southwestern  part  of  the  largest  of 
the  Japanese  islands,  and  the  Strait  of  Shimonoseki,  which  connects 
the  inland  sea  of  Japan  with  the  ocean,  is  within  it. 

The  advent  of  Commodore  Perry  in  1853  and  the  events  following 
it  opened  certain  ports  of  Japan  to  foreign  trade,  and  in  1858  the 
treatj'  now  in  existence  was  concluded  between  the  Tycoon  and  the 
United  States.  The  Mikado  was  not  a  party  to  this  treaty  until  1865, 
and  none  of  the  ports  opened  by  it  were  upon  the  inland  sea  of  Japan. 
Many  of  the  people  were  incensed  at  this  action,  and  several  of  the 
great  Daimios — notably  those  of  Satsuma  and  Nagato — opposed  this 
policy  of  the  Tycoon  with  great  bitterness.  The  prejudices  and  fanat- 
icism of  the  natives  were  aroused  and  intensified,  and  while  the  Tycoon 
did  all  in  his  power  to  carry  out  his  treaty  stipulations  made  with  the 
foreign  powers,  it  was  practicallj^  impossible  for  him  to  do  so  in  all 
parts  of  the  Empire. 

The  Prince  of  Nagato  openly  rebelled  against  the  Tycoon  and  his 
policy  of  opening  the  ports,  and  erected  at  the  narrowest  part  of  the 
Strait  of  Shimonoseki  powerful  batteries  mounted  with  modern  cannon, 
with  the  avowed  purpose  of  closing  the  strait  to  foreign  traffic.  In 
June,  1863,  the  Pembroke,  a  small  American  steamer,  loaded  with 
merchandise,  from  Yokohama  for  Nagasaki,  and  carrying  the  flag  of 
the  United  States,  attempted  to  pass  through  the  strait.  She  was  fired 
upon  by  the  shore  batteries  and  by  an  armed  brig  belonging  to  the 
Prince  of  Nagato.  She  was  not  struck,  no  one  was  hurt,  and  she 
retraced  her  way  and  abandoned  her  voyage  to  Nagasaki.  Demand 
was  made  by  the  American  minister  for  redress  for  this  insult  to  the 
American  flag  and,  by  his  direction.  Commander  McDougal,  in  the 
U.  S.  S.  Wyoming,  proceeded  in  July  to  retaliate  upon  the  Daimio. 
He  found  at  Shimonoseki  three  vessels  belonging  to  the  prince  lying 
at  anchor  near  the  shore.  He  attacked  them  and,  after  a  sharp  con- 
flcit  with  them  and  the  shore  batteries,  sank  a  brig  and  blew  up  a 
steamer,  by  which  some  40  persons  were  said  to  have  been  killed. 
The  loss  of  the  Wyoming  was  5  killed  and  6  wounded.  A  French 
steamer  and  a  Dutch  corvette  had  also  been  fired  upon  at  these  straits 
by  this  rebellious  Daimio.  No  English  ship  was  attacked.  A  claim 
was  at  once  made  by  Mr.  Pruyn,  our  minister,  for  loss  of  time,  freight, 
etc.,  sustained  by  the  Pembroke,  amounting  to  $10,000,  which  was 
fully  and  promptlj^  paid  by  the  Japanese  Government.  The  insult  to 
the  flag  had  been  fully  redressed  by  Commander  JlcDougal,  and  it 
would  be  supi)0sed  that  here  the  matter  was  ended.  On  the  8th  of 
August,  1864,  our  minister  writes:, 

The  Japanese  Government  has  arranged  to  my  satisfaction  the  claims  which  I 
had  been  instructed  by  the  President  ot  the  United  States  to  make  upon  it. 
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On  the  15tli  of  the  same  month  we,  with  the  representatives  of  Great 
Britain,  France,  and  the  Netherlands,  signed  a  memorandum  agreeing 
to  dispatch  an  armed  expedition  "with  all  consistent  speed  to  open 
the  straits  at  Shimonoseki,  destroying  and  disarming  the  batteries  of 
the  Prince  of  Chosin  and  otherwise  crippling  him  in  all  his  means  of 
attack,  and  that  the  political' situation  renders  it  desirable  that  there 
should  be  no  considerable  delay  in  the  commencement  of  operations." 
This  expedition,  consisting  of  9  British,  3  French,  and  i  Dutch  ves- 
sels, and  a  chartered  vessel  called  the  Takiang,  bearing  the  American 
flag,  proceeded  to  the  strait,  and  on  the  1st  of  October,  1864,  our  min- 
ister again  writes: 

A  portion  of  the  fleet  has  returned  from  the  Strait  ot  Shimonnseki,  bringing  the 
intelligence  that  on  the  I5th,  6th,  7th,  and  8th  days  of  September  last  the  batteries 
of  Chosin,  commanding  these  straits,  were  entirely  destroyed,  the  magazines 
blown  up,  shot  and  shell  thrown  into  the  sea,  and  the  guns,  to  the  number  of 
nearly  70.  carried  away.  The  prince  made  an  unconditional  surrender  and  agreed 
to  pay  such  sum  as  the  ministers  of  the  treaty  powers  might  demand  for  the 
expenses  of  the  expedition. 

The  cost  of  the  hired  steamer  Tahiang  for  one  month  was  $9,500, 
and  her  coal  cost  $1,848.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  fixes  the  injury 
to  and  expenses  of  the  Wyoming  while  in  action  at  $10,169,  making  a 
total  of  $21,517.  This  is  the  maximum  for  which  any  claim  for  indem- 
nity could  justly  have  been  made.  Especially  is  this  the  case  when  it 
is  remembered  that  the  Wyoming  had  fully  and  adequately  repaid 
the  insult  to  our  flag  a  year  before,  and  every  claim  for  loss  by  the 
Pembroke  had  been  made  and  paid. 

Tet  on  the  22d  of  October,  1864,  the  convention  between  the  four 
powers  and  the  Tycoon  was  executed,  and  by  it  the  sum  of  $785,000 
was  obtained  for  our  benefit  from  a  weak  and  friendly  power,  and  this 
sum  still  remains  in  our  hands  "without  substantial  equivalent." 

The  preliminary  clause  of  this  convention  is  in  these  words: 

The  representatives  of  Great  Britain,  France,  the  United  States,  and  the  Neth- 
erlands, in  view  of  the  hostile  acts  of  Mori  Daizen,  Prince  of  Nagato  and  Suwo, 
which  were  assuming  such  formidable  proportions  as  to  make  it  difficult  for  the 
Tycoon  faithfully  to  observe  the  treaties,  having  been  obliged  to  send  their  com- 
bined forces  to  the  Straits  of  Shimonoseki,  in  order  to  destrny  the  batteries  erected 
by  that  daimio  for  the  destruction  of  foreign  vessels  and  the  stoppage  of  trade; 
and  the  government  of  the  Tycoon,  on  whom  devolved  the  duty  of  chastising  this 
rebellious  prince,  being  held  responsible  for  any  damages  resulting  to  the  interests 
of  the  treaty  powers,  as  well  as  the  expenses  occasioned  by  the  expedition:  There- 
fore, etc. 

And  the  first  article  of  the  convention  is  as  follows : 

The  amount  payable  to  the  four  powers  is  fixed  at  $3,000,000.  This  sum  to 
include  all  claims  of  whatever  nature  for  past  aggressions  on  the  part  of  the  Prince 
of  Nagato,  whether  indemnities,  ransom  for  Shimonoseki,  or  expenses  entailed  by 
the  operations  of  the  allied  squadrons. 

Your  committee  is  of  the  opinion  that,  except  in  so  far  as  it  may  be 
just  and  equitable  to  provide  out  of  this  fund  for  the  relief  of  the  fami- 
lies who  suffered  in  the  attack  made  by  the  Wyoming  to  avenge  the 
insult  to  our  flag,  and  to  those  who  personally  suffered  therein,  or  to 
repay  the  gallantry  displayed  in  so  remarkable  a  degree  by  her  ofiicers 
and  crew,  in  the  distribution  of  a  reasonable  sum  to  them  as  prize 
money,  the  whole  of  the  money  should  be  returned  to  Japan. 

In  view  of  the  present  friendly  relations  between  the  United  States 
and  the  Government  of  Japan,  your  committee  recommend  that  after 
deducting  the  sum  of  $140,000  and  the  interest  thereon  at  the  rate  of 
5  per  cent,  amounting  in  all  to  tlie  sum  of  $248,000,  that  the  balance 
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of  the  fund,  amounting  on  the  15th  day  of  February,  1881,  to  the  sum 
of  $1,463,224  in  gold,  be  retiirned  to  the  Government  of  Japan. 

In  making  this  recommendation,  it  is  not  to  be  understood  that  your 
committee  in  the  slightest  degree  attack  the  motives  governing  the 
authorities  of  Prance,  Great  Britain,  or  the  Netherlands. 

The  expenditures  of  those  Governments  were  vastly  larger  than  the 
expenditure  of  the  United  States,  being  in  fact  greater  than  the  amount 
of  money  received  by  them  from  Japan,  and  thus  they  may  be  justified 
by  every  principle  of  public  morality  in  retaining  the  full  amount 
obtained  by  the  convention  between  the  powers.  Yet  it  is  the  judg- 
ment of  your  committee  that  the  United  States  can  not  in  justice  retain 
the  amount  allotted  to  it  by  the  arrangement  entered  into  by  its  rep- 
resentative with  the  representatives  of  the  aforesaid  Governments. 

The  amount  of  $140,000  and  the  accrued  interest  in  full  remunerates 
the  United  States  for  its  losses  and  expenses  arising  out  of  the  unfor- 
tunate difficulties  between  Japan  and  the  treaty  powers,  and  to  retain 
the  balance  would  not  be  in  harmony  with  the  time-honored  policy  of 
the  United  States,  to  demand  from  foreign  powers  indemnity  for  actual 
losses  only,  and  to  exact  no  money  indemnity  for  insults  to  its  flag, 
but  to  accept  just  and  suitable  apology  therefor. 

Especially  should  this  Government  adhere  to  this  policy  in  the  case 
now  under  consideration,  as  the  friendly  relations  between  the  United 
States  and  Japan,  interrupted  during  the  existence  of  serious  internal 
troubles  in  the  latter  Government,  have  now  been  fully  restored. 

Your  committee  therefore  say  that  the  aforesaid  sum  of  $1,463,224 
should  at  once  be  returned  to  the  authorities  of  Japan,  and  thus  assure 
not  only  that  Government,  but  all  the  powers  of  the  earth,  that  the 
United  States  demands  but  simple  justice  from  other  Governments, 
and  makes  restitution  whenever  public  justice  and  the  principles  of 
public  morality  demand  such  action. 


[See  Claims  against  Japan,  Gen.  Index.] 

rORTY-SEVENTH  CONGRESS,  EIRST  SESSION. 

February  7,  1882. 

[Senate  Report  No.  120.] 

Mr.  Morgan,  from  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  submitted 
the  following  report : 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  to  whom  was  referred  Senate 
bill  No.  85,  relating  to  the  Japanese  indemnity  fund,  have  had  the 
same  under  consideration,  and  respectfully  report  as  follows: 

The  whole  amount  of  the  fund  received  in  the  Department  of  State, 
under  the  convention  of  October  24, 1864,  with  Japan,  was  $785,000.87 
in  coin.     This  was  paid  in  several  installments. 

This  fund  was  invested  in  bonds  of  the  United  States,  of  which  there 
are  now  in  the  Department  of  State,  to  the  credit  of  the  "Japanese 
indeminity,"  the  sum  of  $1,766,750  in  bonds  and  $130.90  in  money. 

On  the  1st  of  June,  1882,  the  collections  of  interest  on  the  bonds 
will  increase  the  amount  to  the  credit  of  the  "Japanese  indemnity" 
to  $1,793,117.64,  if  the  interest  collections  for  February,  April,  and 
May  are  not  reinvested  in  bonds. 
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The  letter  of  tlie  Secretary  of  State  annexed  to  this  report,  dated 
11th  January,  1882,  gives  a  full  history  of  the  manner  in  which  this 
fund  has  been  managed  in  the  Department  of  State,  and  shows  that 
it  has  been  so  managed  in  accordance  with  the  settled  practice  of  the 
Government  in  respect  of  such  funds,  which  has  been  to  keep  them 
invested  so  long  as  Congress  chooses  to  leave  them  in  charge  of  that 
Department. 

Amongst  the  earliest  statements  of  the  history  of  the  events  out  of 
which  this  indemnity  fund  arose,  made  by  a  committee  of  Congress, 
was  that  reported  to  the  House  of  Representatives  by  Mr.  Banks,  from 
the  House  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs,  May  20,  1872,  as  follows: 

Commercial  intercourse  between  Japan  and  Christian  nations  was  commenced 
by  Commodore  Perry's  expedition  from  the  United  States  in  1853.  A  treaty  of 
peace  and  amity  between  the  United  States  and  Japan  was  signed  the  31st  of 
March,  1854.  This  was  the  first  treaty  made  between  Japan  and  foreign  powers. 
It  opened  the  ports  of  Simoda,  in  the  principality  of  Idzu,  and  Hakodadi,  in  the 
principality  of  Matsai,  to  American  vessels,  and  secured  to  Americans  the  freedom 
of  the  country  within  the  limits  of  7  Japanese  miles  from  an  island  in  the  harbor 
of  Simoda.  It  also  authorized  the  appointment  of  consuls  for  the  United  States  at 
Simoda.  After  an  absolute  prohibition  of  communication  with  foreign  nations 
for  two  hundred  years,  diplomatic  intercourse  was  established  by  the  United 
States.  The  Portuguese  and  Dutch  had  enjoyed  the  privilege  of  sending  one  or 
two  vessels  a  year  to  Japan  from  an  early  period,  but  with  very  limited  trade  and 
no  intercourse  with  the  people.  The  success  of  the  United  States  led  England  and 
Russia  to  send  expeditions  to  Japan,  and  in  the  year  following  the  negotiation  of 
the  American  treaty  the  same  advantages  were  granted  to  England,  Russia,  and 
Holland.  A  convention  negotiated  by  Commodore  Perry,  June  17,  1857,  opened 
the  port  of  Nagasaki,  in  the  principality  of  Hizen,  and  secured  the  right  of  citizens 
of  the  United  States  to  reside  permanently  at  Simoda  and  Hakodadi.  In  July, 
1858,  Mr.  Townsend  Harris  negotiated  a  commercial  treaty  for  the  United  States 
upon  the  basis  of  that  negotiated  between  the  United  States  and  China  in  1854. 
This  treaty  permitted  the  residence  of  diplomatic  agents  at  Yedo,  and  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  minister  of  Japan,  to  reside  at  Washington,  and  consuls  at  all  ports  of 
the  United  States.  The  ports  of  Kanagawa,  Nagasaki ,  Nee-e-gata,  and  Hiogo  were 
opened  in  succession  at  different  periods  of  time  to  American  vessels.  Americans 
were  allowed  to  reside  at  Yedo  and  at  Osaca  for  purposes  of  trade.  Religious  free- 
dom was  secured  to  Americans,  and  places  of  public  worship  were  to  be  protected 
by  the  Japanese  Government. 

Intercourse  was  thus  established  with  the  principal  Christian  nations  after  an 
isolation  of  more  than  two  hundred  years.  Great  opposition  was  made  to  the  new 
policy  of  Japan  by  some  of  the  native  princes,  who  were  sustained  by  their 
retainers  among  the  lower  orders  of  the  people.  The  period  immediately  follow- 
ing the  negotiation  of  the  commercial  treaty  by  Mr.  Harris  was  one  of  violent  dis- 
orders; the  Tycoon  was  assassinated,  one  of  the  principal  ofBcers  of  the  foreign 
legations  was  murdered,  and  several  legation  buildings  were  burned.  The  native 
princes  held  in  their  pay  masses  of  the  people  who  endeavored  to  intimidate 
native  merchants  and  destroy  the  trade  with  foreigners.  Small  traders  and  work- 
Ingmen  were  organized  against  the  supporters  of  the  new  policy  and  those  engaged 
in  foreign  commerce,  and  some  of  the  most  prominent  silk  merchants  were  assas- 
sinated during  the  period. 

The  rebels  against  the  liberal  policy  of  the  Japanese  Government  seized  the  forts, 
and  some  of  the  principal  naval  posts,  and  made  war  upon  all  foreign  vessels.  The 
American  frigate  Wyoming  and  the  merchant  ship  Pembroke  were  fired  upon  in 
186B.  In  1864,  Choshu,  Prince  of  Nagato,  who  ruled  the  provinces  of  Suwo  and 
Nagato,  having  absolute  possession  of  the  Japanese  fortifications  which  com- 
manded the  straits  of  Simonoseki,  and  having  with  him  the  person  of  the  Mikado, 
or  spiritual  ruler,  refused  to  recognize  the  validity  of  the  treaties  concluded  by 
the  Tycoon  with  foreign  powers,  and  closed  by  force  this  chief  passage  to  the 
principal  inland  sea  of  the  Empire. 

In  this  controversy  the  Tycoon  desired  at  first  to  conciliate  the  antiforeign 
party,  and  was  disposed  to  yield  to  their  demands;  but  he  was  relieved  from  that 
necessity  by  the  support  which  the  treaty  powers  gave  to  his  government.  At  his 
request  the  forces  of  the  United  States,  Great  Britain,  France,  and  the  Netherlands 
in  Japanese  waters  jointly  determined  to  open  the  straits  by  force.  The  campaign 
opened  on  the  4th  of  September,  1864,  and  lasted  five  days.  The  fleets  destroyed 
the  batteries  commanding  the  straits,  blew  up  the  magazines,  threw  shot  and  shell 
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into  the  sea,  carried  away  seventy  cannon,  and  obtained  an  tmconditional  sur- 
render from  Prince  Choshu.  who  agreed  to  pay  the  expenses  of  the  expedition. 

The  treaties  were  ratified  by  the  Mikado,  as  they  had  been  before  by  the  Tycoon, 
thus  uniting  the  two  elements  of  power  existing  in  the  Government  of  Japan,  and 
the  liberal  foreign  policy  of  the  Tycoon  was  firmly  established.  The  government 
of  the  Tycoon,  preferring  to  assume  the  expenses  of  the  expedition,  which  Choshu 
had  agreed  to  pay,  entered  into  tlie  convention  of  October  ::!3.  1864.  stipu'ating  to 
pay  the  four  powers  three  millions  of  dollars,  "this  sum  to  include  all  claims,  of 
whatever  nature,  for  past  aggressions  on  the  part  of  Nagato.  whether  indemnity, 
ransom  for  Simonoseki,  or  expenses  entailed  by  Ihe  operations  of  the  allied 
squadrons."  The  whole  sum  was  to  be  paid  quarterly,  in  installments  of  half 
a  million  of  dollars  each. 

The  lapse  of  time  and  the  advantages  of  more  perfect  means  of 
information  prove  the  accuracy  of  this  statement,  and  leave  only  two 
unimportant  errors  to  be  corrected,  viz:  First,  that  the  Prince  of 
Nagato  "had  with  him  the  person  of  the  Mikado"  in  1864.  That 
prince,  with  a  powerful  army,  attempted  to  seize  the  person  of  the 
Mikado  in  1864,  shortly  before  the  affair  of  Simonoseki,  but  was 
defeated  in  his  purpose  by  the  forces  of  the  Tycoon,  to  whom  the 
Mikado  appealed  for  aid.  The  other  error  is  that  the  Prince  of 
Nagato  "agreed  to  pay"  the  expenses  of  the  combined  expedition  to 
Simonoseki.  In  a  note  to  the  four  powers  he  intimated  his  willing- 
ness to  provide  some  indemnity,  but  they  refused  to  hold  any  diplo- 
matic correspondence  with  him,  and  no  terms  of  agreement  were  sug- 
gested, and  no  such  agreement  was  formulated  by  him  or  any  of  the 
four  powers.  Your  committee  have  carefully  looked  into  the  history 
of  the  connection  of  our  Government  with  the  affairs  of  Japan  during 
the  period  above  mentioned,  and,  with  the  exceptions  stated,  find  it 
fairly  and  truly  epitomized  in  the  report  of  Mr.  Banks,  as  above 
copied. 

The  convention  of  the  24th  of  October,  1864,  is  in  all  respects  valid, 
and  should  be  executed  in  its  true  spirit  and  meaning.  It  has  estab- 
lished by  treaty  the  right  of  all  nations,  perhaps,  at  least  of  all  the 
powers  having  treaty  relations  with  Japan  in  1864,  to  the  free  naviga- 
tion of  the  inland  sea  of  Japan.  And  this  is  a  very  important  result. 
This  question,  therefore,  and  the  means  by  which  its  solution  has 
been  reached,  must  be  considered  as  settled.  The  true  spirit  and 
meaning  of  this  convention  as  to  the  $3,000,000  of  indemnity  which 
it  provided  should  be  paid  by  Japan  jointly  to  Great  Britain,  France, 
the  Netherlands,  and  the  United  States,  and  our  duty  and  just  policy 
as  to  the  disposition  we  shall  make  of  the  portion  which  the  other 
three  powers  have,  by  agreement  with  our  Government,  allotted  to  it, 
are  the  only  matters  that  can  now  be  properly  open  to  our  considera- 
tion. 

Your  committee  are  of  opinion  that  the  matter  of  the  disposal  of 
this  fund  is  to  be  determined  by  our  own  present  sense  of  duty,  and 
our  sentiments  of  friendship,  as  a  Government,  toward  Japan,  rather 
than  by  reference  to  any  fixed  policy  to  be  established  as  a  precedent 
in  like  cases,  or  by  entering  upon  a  review  of  the  grounds  on  which 
the  Government  acted  in  this  case,  with  the  purpose  of  reversing,  or 
even  criticising,  its  conclusions  as  embodied  in  this  convention. 

The  return  to  Japan  of  so  much  of  this  fund,  in  the  custody  of  the 
Department  of  State,  as  we  received  from  that  Government,  has  been 
kept  an  open  question  from  the  time  of  the  receipt  of  the  first  install- 
ment, and  has  been  much  discussed  by  our  Government  from  that 
time  to  this. 

Before  the  expedition  of  the  four  allied  powers  was  sent  against  Mori 
Daizen,  Prince  of  Nagato  and  Suwo,  and  in  the  discussion  ot  the  terms 
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of  the  agreement  between  the,  four  powers,  which  resulted  in  the  expe- 
dition to  Simonoseki,  and  also  in  the  subsequent  negotiations  which 
resulted  in  the  convention  of  October  24,  1864,  Mr.  Pruyn,  our  min- 
ister to  Japan,  expressed  much  solicitude  that  our  peculiar  relations 
of  friendship  with  Japan  should  not  be  marred  by  the  possible  sus- 
picion on  their  part  that  we  would  accept  money  from  that  Govern- 
ment as  a  "salve  to  wounded  honor,"  or  that  our  policy  toward  the 
Japanese  people  was  dictated  by  mercenary  motives. 

He  recognized  the  fact  that  the  United  States,  in  1852,  in  advance 
of  other  powers,  and  with  the  highest  gratification,  had  taken  Japan 
by  the  hand  and  led  her  into  the  circle  of  the  family  of  commercial 
nations  as  a  sovereign  treaty  power,  endowed  with  all  the  rights  and 
dignity  of  a  great  empire. 

The  just  and  sensitive  respect  with  which  our  minister  regarded  the 
people  and  the  Government  of  Japan,  in  the  serious  embarrassments 
which  had,  in  a  great  measure,  grown  out  of  the  confidence  they  had 
reposed  in  our  Government  when  they  entered  into  treaty  relations 
with  us  through  the  efforts  of  Commodore  Perry,  was  earnestly  felt  by 
the  Government  and  the  people  of  the  United  States.  Mr.  Seward 
expressly  instructed  Mm  not  to  make  war  on  Japan.  England  also  gave 
like  instructions  to  its  minister.  Our  Government  was  fully  conscious 
of  the  fact  that  its  newly-established  relations  with  Japan,  into  which 
the  other  great  powers  had  eagerly  pressed  with  claims  for  equal  advan- 
tages, was  the  cause  of  a  complete  political,  social,  and  commercial 
revolution  in  that  Empire,  which  was  in  rapid  progress  in  1863  and 
1864.  Each  of  the  four  great  organic  powers  in  the  Japanese  Govern- 
ment— the  Mikado,  the  Shogunate,  the  feudatory  princes,  and  the 
people — were  struggling  for  ascendency.  And  each  of  the  contending 
factions  knew  that  the  treaty  with  Perry  was  the  cause  of  this  com- 
motion. 

Social  strife,  commercial  rivalry,  political  jealousy,  court  intrigues, 
partisan  conflicts,  and  destructive  wars  between  each  and  all  of  the 
recognized  powers  of  the  Empire  were  prevailing  in  every  part  of 
Japan. 

The  treaty  powers  all  perfectly  understood  that  the  new  policy  of 
commercial  intercourse  with  other  nations,  which  they  had  induced, 
if  they  had  not  forced,  Japan  to  adopt,  was  the  real  cause  of  her  then 
torn  and  distracted  condition. 

Under  such  circumstances  a  policy  of  kindness  and  forbearance 
toward  Japan  was  entirely  becoming  on  our  part,  and  it  was  never 
lost  sight  of  either  by  Mr.  Pruyn  or  his  successor,  Mr.  Porturan,  as 
charge  d'affaires,  or  by  IMr.  Seward,  the  Secretary  of  State. 

It  was  essential,  in  order  to  meet  the  exigencies  of  a  situation  which 
seemed  to  change  with  almost  every  day,  that  a  large  discretion 
should  be  given  to  our  minister  in  Japan,  and  that  we  should  act  in 
concert  with  the  other  treaty  powers.  We  were  engaged  in  a  great 
civil  war  at  home,  and  could  not  spare  the  ships  with  which  to  impress 
upon  the  Japanese  people  a  just  idea  of  our  power,  and,  for  that  rea- 
son also,  we  did  not  loolc  very  narrowly  into  the  details  of  the  meas- 
ures that,  for  the  time,  were  considered  necessary  by  our  minister  to 
compel  the  Japanese  Government  and  people  to  observe  its  treaty 
engagements  with  us.  Under  these  circumstances  his  conduct  was 
approved  by  the  President.  Indeed,  the  President  had  little  discre- 
tion in  the  matter,  for  the  results  were  accomplished  in  Japan  before 
they  were  communicated  to  him  by  our  minister,  owing  to  the  great 
distance  between  the  two  countries. 
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Our  minister,  acting  by  agreement  witli  the  representatives  of  other 
treaty  powers,  adopted  and  carried  into  effect,  without  instructions 
or  previous  authority  from  this  Government,  the  most  stringent  meas- 
ures against  Mori  Daizen,  a  rebellious  prince  of  Japan.  He,  in  con- 
junction with  ministers  of  other  powers,  made  war  on  that  prince, 
and  held  Japan  responsible  for  its  cost.  He,  and  the  other  ministers, 
concluded  the  convention  of  October  24, 1864,  and  collected  an  install- 
ment of  the  indemnity  which  it  provided,  and  remitted  it  to  the  United 
States  before  Congress  had  considered  the  question  of  its  ratification. 

Mr.  Pruyn,  in  this  unusual  and  very  energetic  course  of  action, 
was  guided  by  his  conceptions  of  duty  to  protect  the  treaty  rights  of 
his  own  Government;  and  by  the  consideration  (scarcely  less  impor- 
tant) of  still  further  liberalizing  the 'intercourse  of  Japan  with  foreign 
countries,  by  gaining  additional  open  ports  for  their  trade,  and  by 
removing  restrictions  upon  the  exportation  of  the  products  of  that 
country. 

His  conduct  was  governed  by  these  considerations,  and  he  and  the 
other  ministers  of  the  treaty  powers  were  greatly  embarrassed  by  the 
difficulty  in  getting  reliable  information  as  to  the  actual  political 
situation  in  Japan,  and  in  ascertaining  the  proper  authorities  upon 
whom  to  make  demands  for  the  faithful  observance  of  the  treaties. 

Mr.  Pruyn  wisely  adopted  a  tentative  course  in  his  treatment  of 
the  question  of  the  indemnity  to  be  demanded  after  the  success  of  the 
expedition  to  Simonoseki.  His  real  purpose  being  to  cause  the  open- 
ing of  additional  ports,  as  well  as  to  keep  open  the  inland  sea,  and 
to  compel  the  Mikado  to  ratify  the  treaties  made  by  the  Tycoon,  he, 
in  concert  with  the  other  ministers,  resorted  to  the  expedient  of 
imposing  on  Japan  a  very  heavy  charge  for  the  expenses  of  the  expe- 
dition to  Simonoseki — a  charge  entirely  out  of  proportion  to  such 
expenses,  and  all  other  losses  and  indignities  suffered  by  the  four 
powers  or  their  people ;  and  then  offered  to  accept  in  lieu  thereof  one 
or  two  additional  open  ports,  and  the  ratification  of  the  treaties  by 
the  Mikado. 

The  government  of  the  Tycoon,  with  whom  all  the  treaties  had  been 
made,  eagerly  accepted  the  terms  as  proposed  in  negotiating  the  con- 
vention, and  proceeded  with  unusual  punctuality  to  pay  the  first 
three  quarterly  installments. 

This  alacrity  was  inspired  by  a  dread  of  war  with  the  four  powerful 
allies.  Great  Britain,  the  Netherlands,  France,  and  the  United  States, 
and  by  the  hope  that  the  lapse  of  time  would  give  the  Tycoon  the 
ability  to  bring  the  Mikado  around  to  the  support  of  his  treaty  policy, 
which  looked  to  the  entire  emancipation  of  Japan  from  the  exclusive 
policy  which  for  centuries  had  shut  her  people  out  from  intercourse 
with  other  nations.  The  Tycoon  was  successful  in  both  respects;  the 
war  was  arrested,  and  the  Mikado  ratified  the  treaties. 

The  alternative  of  substituting  the  additional  open  ports  for  the 
payment  of  the  $3,000,000  was,  by  the  language  of  the  convention, 
placed  under  the  option  of  the  four  powers,  but  it  is  undeniable  that 
this  was  not  the  real  understanding.  Every  declaration  and  act  of 
each  of  the  treaty  powers,  including  Japan,  both  before  and  after  the 
convention  was  signed,  is  to  the  effect  that  Japan  had  the  right  to 
tender  additional  opened  ports  in  lieu  of  the  money. 

The  peculiar  language  of  the  convention  on  this  point  was  the  result 
of  the  apprehension  of  the  Tycoon  that  if  it  was  left  in  his  power  to 
discharge  the  money  demand  by  opening  the  ports,  the  war  which  he 
was  then  preparing  to  wage  against  Nagatoand  other  rebellious  princes, 


JAPANESE   INDEMNITY   FUND.  445 

to  reduce  tliem  to  obedience,  would  be  regarded  by  the  Japanese  peo- 
ple as  a  war  in  aid  of  the  foreign  powers,  and  not  for  the  purpose  of 
restoring  order  and  subordination  to  law  within  the  Empire.  All  the 
parties  to  the  convention  understood  that  the  real  purpose  was  to 
impose  a  heavy  money  demand  on  Japan  to  induce  all  the  contending 
parties  there  to  consent  to  open  other  ports  to  foreign  trade. 

Mr.  Seward,  then  Secretary  of  State,  understood  the  situation  per- 
fectly, and  to  keep  the  duty  of  the  United  States  fully  in  the  view  of 
Congress  and  the  people,  in  his  letter  of  January  6,  LS68,  to  Hon.  N. 
P-  Banks,  chairman  of  the  House  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations, 
he  said: 

This  Government  has  received  from  the  Japanese  Government,  without  substan- 
tial equivalent,  as  its  share  of  the  indemnity  stipulated  to  be  paid  by  that  treaty, 
the  sum  of  $600,000  in  gold. 

Under  this  impressive  denial  of  our  just  and  equitable  right  to  this 
money  Congress  has  never  attempted  to  appropriate  it  to  the  use  of 
the  Government. 

This  declaration  was  made  before  the  indemnity  was  fully  paid,  and 
is  in  perfect  accordance  with  the  then  well-understood  views  of  our  then 
minister  in  Japan,  and  with  many  express  declarations  of  his  prede- 
cessor, who  took  part  in  framing  the  convention  of  October  24,  1864-. 

The  Tycoon,  and  the  Mikado  after  he  had  ratified  the  convention, 
decided,  it  is  true,  to  pay  the  indemnity  in  preference  to  opening  other 
ports  at  the  time  the  demand  was  made ;  but  it  is  to  be  remembered 
that  this  was  the  very  question  upon  which  the  daimios  were  then 
exciting  the  people  of  Japan  to  hostilities  against  the  government  of 
both  rulers;  and  they  did  not  dare  at  that  time  to  avow  their  wish  to 
open  other  ports.  The  presence  of  civil  war  at  the  doors  of  the  palace 
of  the  Mikado  prevented  him  from  risking  his  life  and  the  existence 
of  his  Government  upon  that  question. 

The  civil  war  progressed  with  great  vigor,  and  the  hostile  daimios 
were  subdued  and  reduced,  in  1868,  to  the  rank  of  private  citizens ;  and 
the  Government,  in  the  convention  of  July  24, 1878,  has  agreed  to  open 
the  port  of  Shimonoseki,  and  another  port  to  be  hereafter  agreed  upon. 

The  committee  have  presented  in  this  brief  outline  their  view  of  the 
circumstances  under  which  this  convention  was  made,  so  that  it  may 
be  seen  that  these  facts  and  the  recitals  of  the  instrument  accord  very 
clearly  with  the  opinion  so  often  expressed  by  the  Presidents  of  the 
United  States,  the  Secretaries  of  State,  the  committees  of  the  two 
Houses,  and  the  vote  of  each  House  of  Congress,  that  it  is  our  duty  to 
return  this  fund  to  Japan. 

Ten  reports  have  been  made  to  the  two  Houses,  in  which  this  sub- 
ject has  been  carefully  considered,  and  bills  providing  for  the  return 
of  this  fund  have  passed  each  House,  but  not  at  the  same  session  of 
Congress. 

While  there  has  been  some  diversity  of  opinion  in  Congress  as  to  the 
grounds  on  which  our  return  of  this  indemnity  fund  should  be  based, 
the  duty  has  been  distinctly  recognized  in  all  the  reports  made  to  Con- 
gress on  the  subject. 

There  has  been  no  adverse  report. 

The  convention  is  as  follows : 

The  representatives  of  the  United  States  of  America,  Great  Britain,  France,  and 
the  Netherlands,  in  view  of  the  hostile  acts  of  Mori  Daizen,  prince  of  Nagato  and 
Smoo,  which  were  assuming  such  formidable  proportions  as  to  make  it  difficult 
for  the  Tycoon  faithfully  to  observe  the  treaties,  having  been  obliged  to  send  their 
combined  forces  to  the  Straits  of  Shimonoseki  in  order  to  destroy  the  batteries 
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erected  by  that  daimio  for  the  destruction  of  foreign  vessels  and  the  stoppage  of 
trade;  and  the  Government  of  the  Tycoon,  on  whom  devolved  the  duty  of  chastis- 
ing this  rebellious  prince,  being  held  responsible  for  any  damage  resulting  to  the 
interests  of  treaty  powers,  as  well  as  the  expenses  occasioned  by  the  expedition: 

The  undersigned,  representatives  of  the  treaty  powers,  and  Sakai  Hida  no  Kami, 
a  member  of  his  second  council,  invested  with  plenipotentiary  powers  by  the 
Tycoon  of  Japan,  animated  with  a  desire  to  put  an  end  to  all  reclamations  concern- 
ing the  acts  of  aggression  and  hostility  committed  by  the  said  Mori  Daizen  since 
the  first  of  these  acts,  in  June,  1863,  against  the  flags  of  divers  treaty  powers,  and, 
at  the  same  time,  to  regulate  definitely  the  question  of  indemnities  of  war,  of  what- 
ever kind,  in  respect  to  the  allied  expedition  to  Shimonosekl,  have  agreed  and  deter- 
mined upon  the  four  articles  following: 

1.  The  amount  payable  to  the  four  powers  is  fixed  at  three  millions  of  dollars. 
This  sum  to  include  a'l  claims,  of  whatever  nature,  for  the  past  aggressions  on  the 
part  of  Nagato,  whether  indemnities,  ransom  for  Simonoseki,  or  expenses  entailed 
by  the  operations  of  the  allied  squadrons. 

2.  The  whole  sum  to  be  payable  quarterly,  in  installments  of  one-sixth,  or  half 
a  million  dollars,  to  begin  from  the  date  when  the  representative  powers  shall 
make  known  to  the  Tycoon's  Government  the  ratification  of  this  convention  and 
the  instructions  of  their  respective  Governments. 

3.  Inasmuch  as  the  receipt  of  money  has  never  been  the  object  of  the  said  pow- 
ers, but  the  establishment  of  better  relations  with  Japan,  and  the  desire  to  place 
these  on  a  more  satisfactory  and  mutually  advantageous  footing  is  still  the  lead- 
ing ob.ject  in  view;  therefore,  if  His  Ma.iesty  the  Tycoon  wishes  to  offer,  in  lieu 
of  payment  of  the  sum  claimed,  and  as  a  material  compensation  for  loss  and  inju- 
ries sustained,  the  opening  of  Shimonosekl,  or  some  other  eligible  port  in  the  inland 
sea,  it  shall  be  at  the  option  of  the  said  foreign  Governments  to  accept  the  same, 
or  insist  on  the  payment  of  the  indemnity  in  money,  under  the  conditions  above 
stipulated. 

4.  This  convention  to  be  formally  ratified  by  the  Tycoon's  Government  within 
fifteen  days  from  the  dute  thereof. 

In  token  of  which,  the  respective  plenipotentiaries  have  signed  and  sealed  the 
convention,  in  quintuplicate,  with  English,  Dutch,  and  Japanese  versions,  whereof 
the  English  shall  be  considered  the  original. 

Done  at  Yokohama,  this  22d  day  of  October,  1864,  corresponding  to  the  32d  day 
of  the  ninth  month  of  the  first  year  of  Gengi. 

The  following  analysis  of  the  recitals  in  the  preamble  to  the  conven- 
tion is  believed  to  present  the  ease  fairly,  and  may  assist  in  coming 
to  a  correct  interpretation  of  the  agreement: 

1.  That  Mori  Daizen  was  "  a  rebellious  prince; "  his  rebellion  being 
against  the  lawful  authority  of  the  Tycoon,  with  whose  government 
we  then  held  treaty  relations  fully  recognizing  its  imperial  power. 

2.  That  the  prince  of  Nagato  had  committed  acts  of  aggression  and 
hostility,  the  first  of  which  was  in  June,  1863,  "against  the  flags  of 
divers  treaty  powers,"  none  of  which  are  named. 

3.  That  the  hostile  acts  of  "this  prince  were  assuming  such  formi- 
dable proportions  as  to  make  it  difficult  for  the  Tycoon  to  faithfully 
perform  the  treaties." 

4.  That  the  four  powers  were  "  obliged  to  send  their  combined  forces 
to  the  Straits  of  Shimonosekl,  in  order  to  destroy  the  batteries  erected 
by  that  daimio  for  the  destruction  of  foreign  vessels  and  the  obstruc- 
tion of  trade." 

5.  That  "the  duty  of  chastising  this  rebellious  prince "  devolved 
on  the  Government  of  the  Tycoon. 

6.  That,  in  consequence,  the  Government  of  the  Tycoon  was 
"held  responsible  for  any  damage  resulting  to  the  interests  of  the 
treaty  powers,  as  well  as  the  expenses  occasioned  by  the  expedition  " 
to  Shimonosekl. 

7.  That  the  minister  Hida  no  Kami,  "invested  with  plenipotentiary 
powers  by  the  Tycoon  of  Japan,"  and  the  representatives  of  the 
treaty  powers  "were  animated  by  a  desire  to  put  an  end  to  all  recla- 
mations concerning  the  acts  of  aggression  and  hostility  committed  by 
said  Mori  Daizen  since  the  first  of  these  acts  in  June,  1863,  against 
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the  flags  of  divers  treaty  powers;"  and  were  also  animated  with  the 
desire  "at  the  same  time  to  regulate  definitely  the  question  of  indem- 
nities of  war,  of  whatever  kind,  in  re.spect  to  the  allied  expedition  to 
Shimonoseki." 

8.  On  this  basis  of  facts,  and  for  these  purposes,  the  agreement  was 
entered  into. 

Construing  these  recitals  most  strongly  against  Japan,  there  is  noth- 
ing in  theDi  to  indicate  why  that  Government  should  pay  "  ransom  for 
Shimonoseki,"  and  it  is  beyond  dispute  that  the  Government  of  Japan 
had  paid  in  full  for  all  "  past  aggressions  on  the  part  of  the  Prince  of 
Nagato,"  to  each  of  the  treaty  powers,  except  France,  under  separate 
agreements  (in  each  case)  not  included  in  this  convention.  So  that 
nothing  was  left  to  be  provided  for  with  the  $3,000,000,  so  far  as  the 
United  States  were  concerned,  besides  the  "expenses  entailed  by 
the  operations  of  the  allied  squadrons,"  and  the  claims  of  the  officers 
and  crew  of  the  Wyom  ing,  and  the  claim  of  the  United  States  for  inju- 
ries sustained  by  that  ship.  Japan  had  apologized  in  the  most  humble 
way  for  the  affront  to  the  flags  of  the  treaty  powers,  and  had  disclaimed 
all  participation  in  the  insult  so  offered. 

The  convention,  therefore,  is  silent  as  to  that  grievance  as  a  ground 
for  pecuniary  compensation,  in  stating  the  account  of  "all  claims  of 
whatever  nature,"  which  the  sum  of  §3,000,000  was  intended  to  cover. 
It  speaks  only  of  "indemnities,"  the  "  ransom  of  Shimonoseki,  and  the 
expenses  entailed  by  the  operations  of  the  combined  expedition." 

This  sum  was  greatly  disproportioned  to  the  expenses  of  that  expe- 
dition, so  far  as  the  United  States  was  concerned. 

We  only  expended  $11,608,  including  the  charter  party  of  the  Ta- 
liiang,  and  coal,  and  the  ammunition  expended.  We  lost  no  men  and 
sustained  no  actual  damage.  The  officers  and  men  we  sent  on  the 
expedition  were  taken  from  the  Jamestown,  and  drew  the  same  pay 
they  would  on  board  that  ship. 

This  is  the  whole  case  as  it  appears  in  the  convention. 

We  selected  this  ground  for  our  demand  of  indemnity,  and  put  our 
ease  upon  it  in  the  preamble  to  the  convention.  We  had  no  otlier 
available  ground  to  rest  it  upon;  but  if  we  had,  we  are  concluded  by 
the  ground  thus  voluntarily  assumed. 

If  Japan  had  been  then,  as  it  has  since  become,  a  nation  enlightened 
in  the  knowledge  of  the  laws  of  nations,  it  might  have  appealed  with 
effect  to  those  laws  upon  the  question  of  its  liability  for  the  acts  of  a 
rebellious  prince  against  powers  whose  relations  with  the  Empire  were 
peaceful. 

It  is  difficult  to  perceive  in  such  a  case  how  Japan,  under  the  laws 
of  nations,  could  be  held  bound  for  such  acts,  unless  that  Government 
gave  the  Prince  of  Nagato  secret  encouragement,  or,  being  able  to 
prevent  his  depredations,  neglected  to  do  so.  Both  these  grounds  of 
complaint  are  negatived  by  the  recitals  of  the  convention;  and  the 
contemporaneous  history  of  those  events  as  plainly  relieves  the  Gov- 
ernment of  Japan  from  any  just  ground  of  censure  for  the  conduct 
of  the  Prince  of  Nagato. 

The  convention  and  the  statements  made  in  our  diplomatic  corre- 
spondence show  clearly  that  the  expedition  to  Shimonoseki  was  sent  out 
with  the  express  approval  of  the  Government  of  the  Tycoon,  and  with 
all  its  consequences  and  results  it  was  afterwards  sanctioned  and 
approved  by  the  Mikado. 

The  combined  powers  were  the  friends  and  allies  of  Japan,  and  not 
its  enemies. 

They  sent  out  the  expedition  to  wage  a  war  that  Japan,  in  the  con- 
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vention,  admitted  it  was  tlie  duty  of  that  Government  to  wage,  and 
the  expenses  of  which  it  voluntai'ily  assumed,  and  paid  to  the  United 
States  thirty-fold  the  amount  of  injury  and  expenses  it  had  sustained. 

The  treaty  powers  proposed  on  several  occasions  to  take  the  port  of 
Shimonoseki  and  the  adjacent  coasts  of  the  inland  sea  and  deliver  them 
to  the  Tycoon  as  imperial  territory.  This  he  declined,  preferring  not 
so  seriously  to  disturb  the  ancient  order  of  the  Government.  Being 
his  allies,  and  having  made  these  overtures,  there  seems  to  be  no 
just  ground  for  the  mention  in  the  convention  of  the  "ransom  of 
Shimonoseki." 

The  four  powers  were  as  much  interested  in  protecting  the  freedom 
of  the  seas  as  was  Japan. 

No  treaty  had  ever  declared  this  inland  sea  open  to  the  ships  of  the 
world.  Grant  that  it  was  so  open,  it  was  not  a  treaty  obligation  of 
Japan  to  keep  it  open.  That  was  the  common  right  of  every  power, 
and,  by  consequence,  the  duty  of  every  power.  But  Japan  conceded 
the  point  of  duty  to  keep  it  open,  and  in  obtaining  the  aid  of  others 
to  perform  this  dtity  she  has  also  conceded  the  obligation  to  pay  the 
entire  expenses  of  the  expedition.  She  has  bound  herself  by  these 
means;  but  the  question  remains,  Can  the  United  States  afford  now 
to  hold  her  to  this  obligation  and  compel  her  to  pay  expenses  that 
were  never  incurred? 

Your  committee  are  convinced  that  we  can  not  now  afford  to  take 
that  ground  with  a  Government  which,  though  many  centuries  older 
than  the  United  States,  is  still  our  grateful  foster-child  in  the  great 
family  circle  of  nations. 

Japan  has  at  great  expense  uncomplainingly  kept  in  line  with,  the 
most  advanced  ideas  of  our  own  Government  in  the  adoption  for  her 
people  of  all  the  beneficent  treaty  relations  between  the  Governments 
of  the  world,  and  in  her  internal  policy  has  made  a  progress  that  is 
the  marvel  of  the  age. 

The  Tycoon  and  the  daimios,  representing  a  powerful  and  harsh 
feudal  system,  have  alike  fallen  under  the  eifects  of  the  civilization 
we  have  been  so  greatly  interested  in  planting  in  Japan ;  and  now  the 
Empire  is  about  to  secure  to  its  people  the  guaranties  of  a  liberal  con- 
stitution. This  has  cost  Japan  long  and  wasting  civil  wars,  and  has 
already  run  up  her  public  debt  to  a  very  large  sum.  The  money  with 
which  she  has  paid  the  three  millions  indemnity  cost  her  9  per  cent 
per  annum  in  London,  and  is  not  yet  all  paid. 

This  convention  contains  a  statement  of  the  objects  for  whicli  it 
was  made,  viz:  "The  establishment  of  better  relations  with  Japan, 
and  to  place  these  on  a  more  satisfactory  and  mutually  advantageous 
footing."  It  declares  such  to  be  "still  the  leading  object  in  view." 
It  then  points  out  the  means  by  which  this  object  may  be  obtained, 
viz:  "As  a  material  compensation  for  the  loss  and  injuries  sustained, 
the  opening  of  Shimonoseki  or  some  other  port  in  the  inland  sea." 

As  a  preface  to  this  declaration,  there  is  an  earnest  protestation  in 
the  third  article  of  the  convention  "that  the  receipt  of  money  has 
never  been  the  object  of  said  powers." 

If  the  object  so  earnestly  desired  by  the  four  powers  has  been 
granted  without  injurious  delay,  and  without  any  new  and  unreason- 
able condition,  it  should,  equitably,  be  accepted  as  a  satisfaction  "in 
lieu  of  the  payment  of  the  sum  claimed,"  inasmuch  as  "  the  receipt  of 
money  has  never  been  the  object  of  said  powers,  but  the  establish- 
ment of  better  relations  with  Japan  on  a  more  satisfactory  and  mutu- 
ally advantageous  footing." 
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These  declarations  had  been  frequently  made  to  the  Government  of 
the  Tycoon,  and  to  the  Mikado,  by  each  of  the  four  powers,  and  were 
understood  by  the  Japanese  Government  as  being  continuing  offers 
on  the  part  of  the  four  powers  to  talie  the  open  ports,  or  sojue  equiva- 
lent advantage,  in  lieu  of  indemnity.  In  the  negotiations  for  this 
convention,  the  signing  of  the  treaties  by  the  Mikado  and  tlie  reduc- 
tion of  duties  on  Japanese  imports  and  exports  were  more  than  sug- 
gested as.  topics  of  discussion.  But  the  convention  did  not  include 
these  demands.  It  was  tlien  too  earlj^  to  insist  on  these  projects,  and 
they  were  deferred  until  the  power  should  be  gained,  by  the  imposi- 
tion of  exorbitant  pecuniary  demands  upon  Japan,  then  greatly  in 
need  of  money,  to  compel  that  Government  to  yield  to  these  demands. 
As  soon  as  the  convention  was  signed,  then  the  new  demands  were 
pressed  upon  Japan,  while  the  hope  of  a  release  from  the  $3,000,000 
was  kept  constantly  in  her  view.  Japan  could  not  then  open  new 
ports,  and  she  eagerly  accepted  tlie  conditions  of  a  reduction  of  the 
tarifC,  and  the  ratification  of  the  treaties  by  the  Mikado,  as  a  means 
of  inducing  some  leniency  in  the  extension  of  the  time  of  the  pay- 
ments of  the  pecuniary  indemnity. 

The  letter  of  Mr.  Pruyn,  of  October  28,  1864,  to  Mr.  Seward,  states 
further  the  animus  of  the  four  treaty  powers  in  levying  this  "pecun- 
iary fine,"  as  he  rightly  styles  the  $3,000,000  indemnity. 

In  that  letter  he  says,  speaking  of  the  convention: 

I  am  unable  to  regard  it  with  unmixed  satisfaction.  *  *  *  The  declaration 
embodied  in  it  "that  the  receipt  of  money  has  never  been  the  object  of  the  treaty 
powers,  but  the  establishment  of  better  relations  with  Japan,  and  the  desire  to 
place  them  on  a  more  satisfactory  and  mutually  advantageous  footing,  is  still  the 
leading  object  in  view,"  met  my  most  hearty  approval.  It  is  highly  honorable  to 
the  treaty  powers,  and  will,  in  my  judgment,  if  acted  on,  greatly  promote  their 
interests.  It  would  be  a  great  misfortune  should  the  opinion  prevail  that  money 
alone  can  atone  for  injuries. 

******* 

The  British  minister  and  myself,  prior  to  meeting  the  Japanese  commissioners, 
had  agreed  on  $3,000,000  as  the  sum  to  be  paid,  and  would  have  had  no  difficulty 
in  its  division  among  the  powers  interested.  IBut  some  difference  was  suggested 
as  likely  to  arise  from  the  considerations,  whether  the  moral  support  afforded  was 
not  entitled  to  weight  in  such  adjustment,  and  1  did  not  feel  that  it  was  inciim- 
bf-nt  on  me  to  interpose  any  objection  to  this  view,  as  the  moral  support  afforded 
by  the  United  States  was  considerably  in  excess  of  the  material  support  I  was 
enabled  to  give.  I  therefore  readily  agreed  to  the  reference  of  this  delicate  ques- 
tion to  the  home  Governments,  with  the  understanding  that  a  memorandum 
which  I  prepared  should  be  signed  and  accompany  the  convention,  so  as  to  pro- 
vide an  equitable  basis,  if  any  should  become  desirable  or  necessary,  by  reason  of 
payment  of  the  indemnity  being  demanded  by  them.  I  assented  more  readily  to 
the  proposit  on  of  the  envoy  of  flis  Imperial  Majesty  the  Emperor  of  the  French 
to  fix  the  amount  at  $3,000,000,  because  I  thought  it  more  likely  to  lead  to  the 
substitution  of  a  port  as  the  material  compensation  for  the  expenses  of  the 
expedition. 

Should  the  Tycoon  be  averse  to  the  opening  of  another  port,  and  fail  to  make 
such  offer  in  lieu  of  the  payment  of  indemnities  and  expenses,  the  amount  agreed 
will  not  be  regarded  as  unreasonable.  But  should  he  make  the  offer,  it  will  be  at 
the  option  of  the  four  great  powers  to  accept  it  in  full  or  in  part  payment,  and  in 
that  event  a  moderate  pecuniary  fine  may  be  imposed. 

In  either  case  provision  will  be  made  for  a  reasonable  indemnity  for  damages 
sustained  by  the  IVyoiniiKj  and  Monitor,  and  for  the  insult  to  our  iiag  offered  by 
the  attack  on  those  vessels,  as  well  as  on  the  Pembroke,  the  owners  of  which  have 
receved  from  the  Japanese  Government  a  sum  which  covers  their  loss  as  estimated 
by  themselves. 

France  and  the  Netherlands  have  constantly  indicated  their  prefer- 
ence for  the  pecuniarj''  indemnity  to  the  acceijtance  of  additional  open 
ports.     The  United  States  have  urgently  insisted  on  the  extension  of 
their  trade  with  Japan,  and  have  assiduously  cultivated  every  oppor- 
S.  Doc.  231,  pt.  1 29 
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tunity  to  prove  to  Japan  that  tlie>-  were  hoiietit  in  the  desire  to  see 
that  eoimtrv build  up  in  real  prosperity,  in  solid  growth,  and  in  national 
wealth  and  power. 

Great  Britain  demanded  the  ratification  of  the  treati  es  by  the  Jlikado, 
the  opening  of  the  ports,  and  a  reduction  of  the  Japanese  tariff  on 
imports  to  the  lowest  rate. 

The  United  States,  with  unwise  complaisance,  joined  in  the  move- 
ment for  restricting  the  tariff  laws  of  Japan,  by  wliich  that  Govern- 
ment has  almost  lost  the  means  of  self-support.  They  have  recently 
found  it  necessary  to  attempt  an  act  of  justice  to  Japan  by  ratifying 
a  convention,  subject  to  ratification  by  other  powers,  to  restore  Japan 
to  her  rightful  and  indispensable  authority  over  her  own  sources  of 
revenue. 

Japan  could  not  afford,  until  a  recent  date,  to  encourage  a  policy  of 
free  intercourse  with  foreign  governments.  Her  people  were  reli- 
gously  wedded  to  the  exclusive  system,  and  she  could  not  venture  to 
force  a  policy  that  was  so  radically  opposed  to  the  seutiment  of  her 
people.  Her  troubles  and  embarrassments  on  this  score  have  become 
more  apparent  by  the  lapse  of  time,  and  we  are  now  better  prepared 
to  do  Japan  justice,  in  weighing  the  motives  of  her  conduct,  than  we 
were  twenty  years  ago. 

It  is  now  known  to  all  civilized  nations  that  she  has  emerged  from 
the  thraldom  of  a  traditional  policy  of  exelusiveness,  to  which  her 
people  were  bound  by  their  religious  faith,  and  by  bitter  memories  of 
former  persecutions  and  sufferings  at  the  hands  of  foreigners,  with 
wise  and  steady  steps,  and  with  far  greater  success  than  would  have 
been  possible  if  the  movement  had  been  more  rapid  and  compulsory. 
Japan  deserves  our  sympathy  and  help  in  her  great  and  unexampled 
efforts  to  bring  her  thirty  millions  of  people  up  to  the  full  enjoyment 
of  the  benefits  of  a  high  civilization. 

This  was  the  object  that  we  stated  to  be  chiefly  in  view  in  the  con- 
vention of  October,  1864. 

THE   CASE   OF  THE   WYOMING. 

This  convention  makes  no  specific  mention  of  the  visit  of  the  war 
steamer  Wyoming  to  the  Straits  of  Shimonoseki  in  1863,  nor  does  it 
mention  the  firing  upon  the  merchant  ship  Pembroke,  as  events  that 
gave  rise  to  a  claim  for  compensation  by  the  United  States.  The 
owners  of  the  Pembrohe  had  been  extravagantly  compensated  for  all 
their  losses  before  the  convention  was  agreed  upon. 

Our  minister,  in  his  dispatch  (Xo.  48)  of  July  24,  1863,  to  Mr.  Sew- 
ard, referring  to  the  visit  of  the  Wyom  ing  to  Shimonoseki,  from  whence 
it  had  just  returned,  imputed  the  conduct  of  Prince  Xagato  to  "the 
hostility  of  the  Daimios,"  and,  accusing  the  Mikado  and  Tycoon  of 
complicity  with  him,  said  "his  acts,  if  ju.stified  by  the  Government, 
constituted  war;  if  disowned,  were  acts  of  pirac}." 

In  his  letter  to  the  Japanese  ministers  of  foreign  affairs  of  July  :20, 
1863,  our  minister  says : 

The  attack  on  the  Pembroke  was  an  act  of  piracy  which  required  immediate 
punishment,  as  it  was  al.^o  an  insult  to  and  a  deliance  of  His  Majesty  the  Tycoon, 
in  treating  as  enemies  those  whom  he  regards  as  friends.  I  regret  that  your" excel- 
lencies did  not  propose  to  inflict  the  punishment  yourselves,  or  to  unite  your  flag 
with  ours  in  doing  so.  This  you  doubtless  omitted  to  do,  as  all  your  forces  were 
required  at  Osaka  for  the  defense  of  His  Majesty  the  Tycoon. 

On  the  22d  of  July  he  wrote  the  same  ministers,  saying: 

I  was  happj-to  hear  the  above-named  governors  disavow,  en  your  behalf,  these 
criminal  acta  of  that  prince,  and  it  will  contribute  to  a  good  understanding,  and 
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the  friendship  which  has  thus  far  so  happily  existed  between  the  United  States 
and  Japan,  if  youi'  escellencies  shall  give  practical  effect  and  value  to  that  dis- 
avowal by  causing  ample  reparation  to  be  made  for  the  insult  and  injury  to  both 
the  Pembroke  and  the  Wyoming. 

Thus  it  will  be  seen  that  we  attacked  the  Prince  Xagato  as  a  pirate, 
exonerated  the  Japanese  Government  from  criminal  complicity  with 
him,  still  claimed  them  as  friends,  and  made  excuse  for  their  inability, 
ill  conseqtience  of  the  situation  at  Osaka,  to  aid  us  in  the  attack  on 
Shimonoseki.  But  our  minister  seemed  to  overlook  the  definition  of 
piracy,  in  applying  that  charge  to  Xagato.  He  did  not  make  an 
assault  on  our  ships  animo  furandi,  but  to  vindicate  his  asserted  sov- 
ereignty over  the  inland  sea  at  the  Straits  of  Shimonoseki. 

The  convention  of  October  24,  1864,  also  settled  that  matter.  The 
battle  with  the  Wyoming  was  after  the  1st  of  June,  1864,  from  which 
date  the  convention  includes  "all  claims  of  whatever  nature,  for  the 
past  aggressions  on  the  part  of  the  Prince  ISTagato. " 

As  all  other  claims  in  favor  of  the  United  States  or  our  people  had 
been  paid  by  Japan,  except  the  expenses  of  the  expedition  and  the 
"insult  and  injury"  to  the  Wyoming,  and  as  our  minister,  on  July 
22,  1864,  "demanded  ample  reparation  to  be  made  for  the  insults 
and  injury  to  both  the  PembroTce  and  the  Wyoming  "  by  the  Govern- 
ment of  Japan,  there  can  remain  no  doubt  that  the  indemnities  "  pro- 
vided by  the  convention  included  the  injuries  to  the  Wyoming  and 
her  crew." 

If  this  construction  of  the  convention  is  correct,  it  is  conclusive  as 
to  our  duty  to  apply  the  money  received,  as  far  as  necessary,  to  the 
indemnification  of  officers  and  crews  of  tlrie  Wyoming  and  Ta  Kiang, 
and  to  the  expenses  of  the  ships,  and  for  repairs,  etc. 

The  treaty  is  to  us  the  supreme  law.  But  this  duty  becomes  entirely 
clear  when  it  is  remembered  that  we  received  $140,000,  out  of  the 
$3,000,000  above  our  aliquot  part  of  the  fund,  in  consideration  that 
our  ships  had  been  fired  upon  by  the  Prince  of  Nagato. 

This  was  a  voluntary  concession  of  the  other  powers,  made  to  us  for 
this  reason,  and  we  so  accepted  the  money. 

Japan  has  no  claim  for  this  part  of  the  fund  against  the  United 
States.  Indeed,  she  has  never  made  a  claim  for  the  portion  of  the 
83,000,000  paid  to  us.  But  it  is  well  understood  that  she  admu-es  and 
applauds  the  conduct  of  the  Wyoming,  and  freely  acknowledges  the 
value  of  her  services  in  bringing  the  Prince  of  Nagato  to  submission 
to  Japanese  \a,\\s,  and  to  the  observance  of  the  rights  of  the  maritime 
nations,  and  would  be  glad  to  see  that  the  United  States  had  recog- 
nized the  services  and  valor  of  her  officers  and  men,  as  well  as  those 
of  the  Ta  Kiang,  in  the  substantial  manner  proposed  by  the  bill 
referred  to  the  committee. 

The  country  has  become  familiar  with  the  splendid  action  of  the 
Wyoming  in  the  Straits  of  Shimonoseki,  wliich  gives  to  the  histoiy  of 
our  naval  exploits  one  of  its  brightest  chapters.  But  it  is  proper  that 
this  committee  should  again  ask  the  attention  of  the  Senate  to  the 
matter.  , 

The  following  statement  of  that  engagement  is  taken  from  the  report 
of  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  of  the  Senate,  made  by  Mr. 
Scott,  on  the  9th  of  July,  1870.  The  committee  then  recorded  these 
facts  with  evident  and  just  satisfaction  and  pride: 

In  obedience  to  the  orders  of  the  properly-constituted  authorities  of  the  United 
States  Government,  the  Wi/oming  weighed  anchor  at  Kanagawa  on  the  13th  of 
July,  1863,  and  set  out  on  hfr  voyage  to  the  Straits  of  Shimonoseki.  She  entered 
the  bay  of  Shimonoseki  on  the  morning  of  the  16th  of  July.     When  she  approached 
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the  entrance  of  the  bay  the  fort  next  to  her  fired  a  signal  gun,  which  was  answerer! 
by  all  the  I'orts  and  by  the  ships  in  the  harbor.  At  this  time  the  Wyoming  had  no 
flag  up.  but  upon  Ihe  signals  being  fired  she  hoisted  her  flag  and  proceeded  into 
the  bay,  keeping  as  close  as  she  could  to  the  northern  shore,  contrary  to  the  expecta- 
tions of  the  .Japanese.  The  first  fort  immediately  opened  a  heavy  fire  upon  her, 
and  so  did  all  the  others,  as  she  moved  slowly  along  shelling  the  forts  with  such 
an  effect  as  to  silence  such  of  them  as  received  her  fire.  The  men  in  the  forts 
which  received  shells  from  the  Wyoiidii<i  were  observed  to  rush  out  and  jump 
from  the  heights  in  such  a  precipitate  manner  as  to  lead  to  the  belief  that  the 
shells  must  have  told  with  greater  effect  and  done  more  damage  than  the  Japanese 
anticipated. 

The  bark  and  the  brig  Laurick,  the  two  vessels  which  fired  on  the  Pembrnlcc, 
were  still  there,  and  another  vessel  also,  the  steamer  Lancefleld.  These  vessels 
lay  close  under  the  town,  the  bark  being  inside,  the  Launch  next  to  her,  and  the 
Lanvejielil  outside  with  steam  up,  and  a  great  number  of  men  on  board,  appai'- 
ently  making  preparations  to  approach  and  board  the  Wyoming.  Caiitain 
McDougal  ordered  the  Wyomiiig  to  be  taken  in  between  the  Lancefleld  and  the 
iMuriflc,  and  prepared  to  give  each  of  them  a  broadsiae  in  passing.  The  Lauriclc 
fired  first,  but  immediately  afterwards  the  Wyoming  delivered  her  broadside  on 
the  two  Japanese  and  sent  a  ball  through  the  stern  of  the  Lanrick  in  such  a  way 
as  to  leave  her  apparently  sinking.  The  Wyoming  moved  on  slowly,  firing  into 
the  forts  and  the  town  as  she  went,  and  making  a  curve  to  enable  her  to  return  to 
fire  on  the  ships  again;  but  as  she  was  turning,  the  Lancefleld  moved  on  across  the 
track  of  the  Wyoming  farther  into  the  bay,  to  escape  at  the  western  outlet;  but 
the  Wyoming,  while  curving,  brought  her  great  pivot  gun  to  bear  on  the  I^ance- 
Jleld  in  her  new  position  and  sent  a  ball  right  through  her  boiler,  causing  her  to 
blow  up,  and  scattering  destruction  through  every  part  of  the  vessel.  Steam, 
cinders,  etc.,  were  blown  out  in  all  directions,  and  such  of  the  crew  as  were  not 
immed  alely  overwhelmed  jumped  overboard.  The  W^yominq  returned  under  a 
slack  fire  from  the  forts,  and  having  done  all  that  she  deemed  necessary  for  that 
time,  she  returned  to  Kanagawa  to  report  what  had  taken  place.  She  arrived 
here  about  2  a.  m.  on  the  2Uth  of  July.  The  engagement  lasted  an  hour  and  ten 
minutes.  The  Wi/oming  received  11  shots,  and  had  4  men  killed  in  action  and  7 
wounded,  one  of  whom  died  on  the  passage  back. 

This  is  substantially  the  description  of  the  engagement  as  it  appears  in  the 
Japan  Commercial  News  of  July  2i,  1863. 

Tlie  official  accounts  of  the  engagement  are  even  more  flattering  to 
Commander  McDougal  and  his  men,  since  they  show  that  lie  was  in 
strange  waters,  in  a  narrow  channel  where  the  current  was  very- 
strong,  with  Japanese  for  pilots,  who  protested  that  he  could  not  float 
his  ship  on  the  line  he  selected,  near  the  shore,  to  avoid  the  lire  of  the 
batteries,  and  that  his  remaTkfible  success  was  due  to  the  most 
intrepid  courage  and  to  the  highest  skill  in  handling  his  ship. 

In  a  letter  of  Hon.  George  S.  Fisher,  United  States  cojisul  at  Yoko- 
hama at  that  time,  he  thus  speaks  of  the  value  of  the  ships  sunk  and 
disabled  and  grounded  by  the  Wyoniivri: 

The  vessels  destroyed  by  the  Wyoming  were  the  British  brig  Alert,  clipper  built 
12  guns,  and  very  superior  sailing  vessel.  She  was  sold  to  the  Japanese  Govern- 
ment for  .§45.000.  Me.xican  money. 

The  British  steamer  (iron)  Lancefleld,  sold  but  a  few  weeks  previously,  ostensi- 
bly to  the  Japanese  Government,  but  really  to  or  for  the  Prince  of  Nagato  for 
§160,000,  Mexican  money,  and  the  American  bark  Daniel  Webster,  sold  afso  to  the 
Japanese  Government  for  $22,000,  Mexican  money. 

These  vessels,  with  the  batteries  placed  upon  the  Lancefleld  and  Webster  and 
the  other  public  property  of  the  enemy  upon  three  destroyed,  amounted  in  value 
to  full  5300.000  or  $3.30,000  of  our  money. 

It  may  be  that  no  statute  of  the  United  States  precisely  covers  this 
claim,  and  permits  its  recovery  as  prize  mont'y,  in  favor  of  the  officers 
and  crews  of  the  Wyoming  and  Ta  Kianrj.  If  so,  that  is  a  sufficient 
reason  for  a  special  enactment.  The  justice  and  equity  of  the  case 
seem  clearly  to  require  that  Congress  should  make  a  substantial 
recognition  of  the  exceptional  heroism  of  these  brave  men. 

Tilany  of  them,  and  the  widows  and  children  of  thos(>  kiiled  in  bat- 
tle, or  who  have  since  died,  are  in  necessitous  condition.     Some  are 
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very  poor.  They  appeal  to  Congress  for  this  act  of  jnstice  which  has 
been  delayed  now  nearly  twenty  years. 

Their  claim  is  based  upon  the  convention,  by  which  they  were 
intended  to  be  provided  for;  iipon  the  fact  that  1140,000  was  set 
apart  for  them  by  the  other  contracting  powers  and  paid  to  the  United 
States  in  virtual  trust  for  them;  and  upon  the  precedents  in  cases 
analogous  to  this,  where  Congress  has  not  hesitated  to  make  pro- 
vision for  the  crews  of  ships  that  have  rendered  services  to  the 
country  of  conspicuoiis  merit. 

Congress  by  special  acts  awarded : 

I.  To  the  officers  and  crew  of  the  United  States  frigate  Constitution, 
for  destruction  of  the  British  frigate  Guerriere,  $50,000,  to  be  distribu- 
ted as  XJrize  jnoney  (2  Stat.  L.,  p.  818). 

II.  To  Capt.  William  Bainbridge,  his  officers  and  crew,  for  the 
destruction  of  the  British  frigate  Java,  $60,000,  to  be  distributed  as 
prize  mcmey  (2  Stat.  L.,  p.  818). 

III.  To  the  officers  and  crew  of  the  sloop-of-war  Wasp,  for  the  cap- 
ture of  the  British  sloop-of-war  Frolic,  125,000  (2  Stat.  L.,  p.  818). 

IV.  To  Capt.  Oliver  H.  Perry,  and  the  officers  and  crew  of  his 
squadron,  for  the  capture  of  British  vessels  on  Lake  Erie,  September 
10,  1813,  $255,000,  and  16,000  to  Captain  Perry,  in  addition  to  his 
share  of  the  aforesaid  sum  (3  Stat.  L.,  p.  130). 

V.  To  the  officers  and  crew  of  the  sloop-of-war  Wasp,  for  the  cap- 
ture and  destruction  of  the  British  vessels  Reindeer  and  Avon,  $60,000, 
and  one  year's  pay  in  addition  (3  Stat.  L.,  p.296). 

VI.  To  Commodore  Decatur,  his  officers  and  crew,  for  the  capture 
of  Algerian  vessels,  which  were  afterwards  released  and  restored  to 
the  Dey  of  Algiers  $100,000  (3  Stat.  L.,  pp.  315,  316). 

VII.  To  the  officers  and  crew  of  the  United  States  steamer  Kear- 
sarge,  for  the  destruction  of  the  Alabama,  $190,000,  the  full  esti- 
mated value  of  the  Alabama  (17  Stat.  L.,  pp.  9,  53). 

This  fund  has  been  in  the  possession  of  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  since  it  was  received  by  our  ministers.  The  Govern- 
ment has  f orboi'ne  to  appropriate  it,  because  it  preferred  to  await  the 
course  of  events,  which  might  make  it  proper  to  return  it  to  Japan,  or 
else  to  cover  it  into  the  Treasury. 

The  increased  cordiality  of  our  relations  with  Japan,  and  the  free- 
dom of  commercial  intercourse  with  that  country,  invite  us  to  a  course 
of  corresponding  liberality. 

The  committee  report  the  bill  without  amendment,  and  recommend 
that  it  pass. 


Appendix. 

Department  op  State, 

January  11,  ISSS, 
Hon.  J.  T.  Morgan, 

United  States  Senate: 
Sir:  I  have  tlie  honor  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  your  letter  of  the  5th 
instant,  asking  for  certain  information  in  regard  to  the  Japan. indemnity  and  in 
reply  to  forward  herewith  a  report  on  said  indemnity,  in  answer  to  your  several 
inquiries. 

I  have  the  honor  to  be,  sir,  your  obedient  servant, 

Fred"k  T.  Frelinqhuysen. 
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Bureau  of  Accounts, 

Janvxiry  10, 1S82. 

[Subject— Japanese  todemnity.] 

Receipts  on  account. 
[Avails  nf  drafts  on  Baring  Bros.] 


1867. 

Coin. 

Currency. 

£10,000  Os.  Od. 
10,000  Os.  Od. 
10,475  13  10 
10,000  Os.  Ud. 
15,000  Os.  Od. 
15,000  Os.  Od. 
18,406  5     0 

$48,55.5,56 
48,(KIO.0O 
50,690.70 
48,333.33 
7.3,000.00 
73,000.00 
89,883.85 

$65,307.22 

March  7            .         -  .                                              .'..... 

64,980.110 

March  16                      .                                                 .            - 

(,7.088.90 

Apriie -., - 

April  23 

(U,162.."i0 
10 1.740. 00 

May  10     - 

00. 918.  75 

June  12 --- 

l:i:i.028.50 

88,881  18  10 

481,463.44 

686,ra.87 

The  above  constituted  the  first,  second,  and  third  installments,  the  first  of 
which  by  general  consent  of  the  representatives  in  Japan  of  the  four  powers  was 
remitted  to  the  British  treasury;  the  portion  belonging  to  the  United  States  was 
turned  over  by  the  treasury  to  the  United  States  minister  in  London,  and  by  him 
deposited  with  Baring  Bros.,  and  drawn  thence  by  the  agent  of  this  department. 

In  June  and  July,  1867,  $58.5,000  were  invested  in  10-40  United  States  registered 
bonds,  at  a  premium  of  3|  per  cent. 

An  annual  interest,  5  per  cent,  payable  semiannually,  on  the  1st  March  and  1st 
September,  was  received  on  these  bonds. 

The  interest,  received  in  gold,  was  sold  at  a  premium  of  about  40  per  cent  in 
1868;  of  from  38  per  cent  to  33  per  cent  in  1869.  The  March  (1870)  interest  was 
sold  at  a  premium  of  only  13^  per  cent. 

The  fourth  and  fifth  installments,  amounting  to  £54,563  10.5.,  and  the  sixth 
installment,  £26,984  7s.  6d.,  in  all  £81,546  17s.  6d.,  were  received  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  State,  as  follows: 

On  March  4,  18?."),  §364,000,  10-40  bonds,  and  the  balance,  £6,546  7s.  6d.,  in 
$31,860,  coin,  making  the  whole  amount  received  §785,000.87. 

The  investments  continued  to  be  made  in  10-40's  and  in  new  5  per  cents  of  1881 
(both  United  States  registered  bonds) ,  until  on  the  15th  May,  1879,  when  ,S1 .908.000 
10-40  United  States  bonds  were  converted  by  and  at  the  Treasury  Department  into 
$1,208,000  of  4  percent  consols,  and  $11,831,78  cash. 

From  that  date  the  investments  of  interest  were  mainly  made  in  4  per  cent  con- 
sols, until  the  6th  of  July,  IfSKl,  when  $3(.0,000  United  Stales  registered  bonds  of 
the  loan  of  1881  were  extended  for  a  like  amount  of  3+  per  cent  United  States 
bonds,  similai-ly  registered,  and  $4,304.04  cash. 

Investments  since  that  date  have  been  mainly  made  in  8|  per  cent  United  States 
registered  bonds. 

The  amount  of  bonds  now  in  the  custody  of  the  Department,  and  belonging  to 
the  Japanese  indemnity,  is  as  follows: 

Four  per  cent  consols  ..   _ $1,418,850.00 

Fives,  extended,  'di  per  cent .__ _._        347,900.00 

Amount  of  bonds _. ._. 1,766,750.00 

In  order  to  show  the  amount  of  this  indemnity,  as  it  will  be  on  the 
30th  June,  1882,  it  is  necessary  to  add: 

Amount  in  agent's  hands..   .     -._ _ __ 130.90 

Interest  which  will  be  due  February  1,  1883,  on  3i  percent  bonds..  3,044.12 

Interest  which  will  be  due  May  1,  1883     .. .. ..    .,   ._   3,044.13 

Interest  due  April  1,  on  4  percent  consols.. 80148. 50 


1,793,117.64 


The  4  per  cent  consols  are  to  day  worth  a  premium  of  over  17i  per  cent.    The 
fives,  extended,  bear  a  premium  of  over  3  per  cent. 
Investments  have  been  made  from  time  to  time,  under  the  direction  of  the  Sec- 
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retary,  who  enjoined  economy  in  purchases  of  bonds.  Such  has  been  the  custom 
of  the  Department  with  reference  to  the  Geneva  award,  Chinese  and  other  indem- 
nities of  lesser  importance. 

Schedule  of  4.  per  cent  consols  of  the  United  States,  registered  in  the  name  of  the 
Secretary  of  State  of  the  United  States,  belonging  to  the  Japanese  indemnity. 


Denominations. 

Serial  numbers. 

Amount. 

850,000 

2,174 

2,179 

2,184 

1      2,189 

2,194 

[      5,098 

1,616 

15,474 

22,526 

f    81,716 

1  104,275 

7,877 

56,961 

16,143 

2,175 
2,180 
2,185 
2,190 
2,195 

2,176 
2,181 
2,186 
2,191 
2,196 

2,177 
2,182 
2,187 
2,193 
3,197 

3,178 
2,183 
3,188 
2,193 
3,198 

$1,300,000 

$20,000 

1,912 
15,475 
23,444 
81,717 

2,000 
15,476 

60,000 

810,000 

35,568 

40,000 

$5,000 

10,000 

$1,000 

101,602 

103,763 

104,274 

}          6,000 
2,500 

$500. _. 

33,978 
72,367 

50,946 
125,938 

53,279 

53,838 

$100. 

300 

$50.. 

60 

1,418,860 

Schedule  of  5  per  cents  of  1881  extended  at  5|  per  cent  United  States  bonds,  regis- 
tered in  the  name  of  the  Secretary  of  State  of  the  United  States,  belonging  to  the 
Japanese  indemnity. 


Denominations. 

Serial  numbers. 

A  mount. 

$50,000 

f     3,495 
\     3,499 

3,496 
3,500 
1,658 
8,120 
4,417 
8,617 
3,344 
3,492 

3,497 

3,498 

I     $300,000 
30,000 

$30,000    

$10,000                          .                   .    ... 

13,099 

20,000 

$5,000... 

5,000 

$1,000 

8,618 

2,0fl0 

600 

$100        

3,491 

3,495 

7,840 

400 

347,900 

[See  Claims  against  Brazil,  Gen.  Index.] 
March  14,  1882. 

[Senate  Report  No.  246.] 

Mr.  Morgan,  from  tlie  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  submitted 
the  following  report : 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relaions,  to  whom  was  referred  the  me- 
morial of  Helen  M.  Fiedler,  widow  and  executrix  of  Ernest  Fiedler, 
deceased,  praying,  on  behalf  of  herself  and  children,  that  Congress 
will  intervene  so  as  to  aid  her  in  collecting  a  claim  alleged  to  be  due  to 
her  late  husband  from  the  Government  of  Brazil,  have  carefully  ex- 
amined the  evidence  submitted  to  them  touching  the  validity  and  jus- 
tice of  said  claim,  and  respectfully  report  as  follows: 

In  the  year  1873  this  claim  was  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Gov- 
ernment of  Brazil,  through  our  minister  resident,  and  it  was  considered 
by  a  department  of  that  Government.  The  section  of  home  affairs  of 
the  council  of  state  made  a  report,  a  copy  of  M^hich  is  annexed  to  this 
report,  upon  the  validity  of  the  claim.  Whether  that  report  was  fol- 
lowed by  an  imperial  order  or  decree  disallowing  the  claim  does  not  ap- 
pear in  the  papers  submitted  to  this  committee. 
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The  report  of  the  section  of  home  affairs  of  the  council  of  state  does 
not  exclude  the  idea  that  something  is  due  the  memorialist,  but  con- 
cludes with  an  argument  that  the  amount  claimed  is  in  excess  of  the 
loss  and  injury  which  Fiedler  had  sustained  by  the  breach  of  the  agree- 
ment entered  into  between  him  and  a  person  who  acted  as  the  agent  of 
Brazil  in  making  the  contract. 

Comment  is  made  in  that  report  upon  admissions  which  it  alleges 
were  made  by  our  minister,  Mr.  Blow,  in  presenting  Fiedler's  case  to 
the  Government  of  Brazil,  to  the  disadvantage  of  his  claim.  These 
comments  are  not  accepted  as  being  just  to  Mr.  Blow,  but  the  Govern- 
ment of  Brazil  could  not  justly  deny  the  rights  of  Fiedler  upon  the  facts 
presented,  even  if  Mr.  Blow  had  made  admissions  thattended  to  weaken 
or  destroy  their  proper  effect. 

The  evidence  before  the  committee  seems  clearly  to  establish  the  fol- 
lowing facts,  and  to  show  that  Fiedler's  claim  is  good  in  f oro  eonscientio-, 
and  would  receive  the  sanction  of  a  court  of  justice  in  a  controversy 
between  private  litigants. 

On  the  21st  day  of  August,  1867,  at  the  city  of  New  York,  Ernest 
Fiedler  (now  deceased),  the  owner  of  the  steamship  Circassian,  of 
New  York,  then  on  her  way  to  Bremen,  of  the  first  part,  and  D.  de  Goi- 
couria,  esq.,  who  claimed  to  act  as  agent  for  immigration  for  the  Bra- 
zilian Government,  of  the  second  part,  made  a  contract  in  writing  for  the 
charter  of  the  steamship  Circassian  for  a  voj^age  from  the  port  of  New 
Orleans,  La.,  to  Rio  de  Janeiro,  Brazil.  The  vessel  was  engaged  to 
carry  passengers  to  be  furnished  by  the  second  party  from  New  Orleans 
to  Rio  de  Janeiro.  At  the  time  the  contract  was  made  it  was  supposed 
that  many  citizens  of  the  United  States  desired,  in  consequence  of  the 
condition  of  affairs  here,  resulting  from  our  civil  war,  to  emigrate  to 
Brazil,  and  the  Brazilian  Government  desired  their  presence  there. 

The  parts  of  the  contract  material  in  this  connection  are  that  the 
vessel,  which  was  then  en  voyage  to  Bremen,  was  to  sail  from  New 
Orleans  on  the  iSth  day  of  November,  1867,  weather  permitting,  unless 
detained  at  Bremen  or  elsewhere  by  causes  beyond  the  control  of  the 
first  party,  in  which  case  she  should  sail  within  ten  days  after  her 
arrival  at  New  Orleans,  and  that  the  second  party  (Brazil)  should  pay 
for  the  voyage  the  sum  of  $42,000  in  American  gold,  or  its  equivalent 
in  mille  reis,  ten  days  after  the  completion  of  the  voyage.  The  Cir- 
cassian did  not  reach  New  York  on  her  return  voyage  from  Bremen 
until  about  the  1st  of  November,  1867.  Certain  alterations  and  repairs 
of  the  vessel  were  required  to  accommodate  her  to  the  transportation 
of  the  large  number  of  passengers  she  was  intended  to  carry,  so  that 
she  did  not  leave  New  York  until  the  2.3d  of  November,  1867,  and  did 
not  reach  New  Orleans  until  the  6th  day  of  December  of  that  year. 
Before  her  arrival  at  New  Orleans  it  was  ascertained  that  no  passen- 
gers were  there  for  embarkation. 

On  the  17th  of  December,  1867,  Mr.  Fiedler  addressed  a  letter  to 
Chevalier  Fleury,  charge  d'affaires  of  Brazil  to  the  United  States, 
setting  forth  the  condition  of  affairs  and  asking  his  advice,  whether 
he  (Fiedler)  should  send  the  vessel  to  Rio  de  Janeiro  without  passengers 
and  subject  the  Brazilian  Government  to  the  paj^ment  of  the  $42,000 
agreed  on  as  the  price  of  the  voyage,  or  whether  the  charg^  would 
release  him  from  his  obligations.  In  this  letter  Mr.  Fiedler  staled 
that  his  expenses  in  preparing  for  the  voyage  amounted  to  about 
$20,000,  and  suggested  that  "remuneration  of  this  sum  would  per- 
haps be  preferable  than  in  default  forfeit  $42,000  gold,  equal  to 
$55,000  currency."     On  the  18th  of  December  the  Brazilian  charge, 
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in  reply  to  Mr.  Fiedler's  letter  of  the  17tli,  advises  Mr.  Fiedler  "not 
to  allow  the  steamer  to  sail,  but  to  consider  the  charter  party  com- 
pletely null  and  void,"  and  further  writes: 

I  shall  immediately  call  the  attention  of  my  Government  to  the  subject,  and 
ask  it  to  take  into  considei-ation  the  sum  represented  by  you,  and  to  indemnify 
you  for  the  losses  sustained. 

On  the  next  day  (December  19)  Mr.  Fiedler  acknowledged  the 
receipt  of  the  letter  of  the  Brazilian  chai-.ije  of  the  18th,  and  added: 

Relying  upon  your  assurance  and  in  full  confidence  of  the  justactsof  your  Gov- 
ernment, I  have  immediately  telegraphed  to  New  Orleans  to  withdraw  the  Cir- 
cansian  from  her  voyage,  and  ordered  her  return.  As  the  preparations  for  this 
voyage  have  cost  me  an  outlay  of  over  y20,000,  an  early  and  prompt  remittance 
is  respectfully  requested,  and  taidng  into  consideration  that  I  have  acted  through- 
out in  the  interest  of  the  Brazil  Government  and  would  have  gladly  avoided 
the  voyage  had  I  not  been  forced  by  their  agent  to  proceed,  I  hope  my  request  will 
be  granted. 

The  Emperor  of  Brazil  has  been  advised  by  the  section  of  home 
affairs  of  his  council  of  state  that  the  contract  entered  into  between 
Mr.  Fiedler  and  Mr.  Goicouria,  who  claimed  to  be  the  agent  of  the 
Brazilian  Government,  was  not  valid,  for  the  alleged  reason  that  Mr. 
Goicouria  was  not,  in  fact  or  in  law,  such  agent.  It  is  evident  that 
this  advice  was  not  well  considered  by  the  council  of  state  for  these 
reasons.  Mr.  Fiedler,  before  entering  into  the  contract  with  Mr.  Goi- 
couria, very  prudently  sought  to  know  the  extent  of  Mr.  Goicouria's 
authority,  and  upon  inquiry  found  that  Mr.  Russell  Sturgis,  of  ZSTew 
York,  acting  for  the  owners  of  the  steamship  il/armion,  had,  in  March, 
1867,  addressed  a  letter  to  the  Brazilian  legation  to  the  United  States, 
inquiring  as  to  the  authority  of  Mr.  Goicouria  to  charter  vessels  for 
the  Brazilan  Government  to  carry  emigrants  from  the  United  States 
to  Brazil,  and  had  received  from  the  Brazilian  legation  the  following 
reply: 

Brazilian  Legation, 

New  York,  March  15,  1867. 

Sir:  In  answer  to  your  letter  of  yesterday's  date,  I  have  the  honor  to  inform 
you  the  name  of  the  agent  of  the  Brazilian  emigration,  Mr.  Guintino  de  Sonza 
Bocayura. 

This  gentleman  has  power  to  charter  steamers  or  sailing  vessels  to  take  emi- 
grants from  the  south  ports  of  the  United  States  to  Brazil. 

According  to  the  contract  made  between  the  Imperial  G  o  vernment  and  the  United 
States  and  Brazil  Mail  Steamship  Company,  he  can  have  a  delegate,  and  Mr.  D.  de 
Goicouria  is  the  delegate  appointed  by  him.  I  believe  the  Government  will  approve 
what  is  done  by  the  said  agent. 

I  have  the  honor  to  be  your  obedient  servant, 

H.  Gardleanti  Albuquerque. 
Russell  Sturgis,  Esq. 

Mr.  Fiedler's  inquiries  developed  the  further  facts  that  the  owners  of 
the  steamship  Marmion,  acting  upon  the  letter  of  the  Brazilian  dele- 
gation, had  contracted  with  Mr.  Goicouria,  as  agent  of  the  Brazilian 
Government,  for  a  voj'age  of  the  Marmion  to  Brazil ;  that  such  voyage 
had  been  made  and  concluded  before  the  date  of  Mr.  Fiedler's  con- 
tract with  Mr.  Goicouria,  and  that  the  Brazilian  Government  had 
recognized  Mr.  Goicouria's  authority  to  charter  the  Marmion  by 
paying  the  money  provided  by  the  charter  party  to  be  paid  for  the 
voyage. 

Mr.  Fiedler,  who  knew,  as  the  world  knows,  the  many  proofs  the 
Emperor  of  Brazil  has  given  of  his  wisdom  and  justice,  and  the  mutual 
friendship  and  good  will  that  have  always  prevailed  between  the 
United  States  and  Brazil,  was  fully  justified  in  accepting  as  conclusive 
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the  foregoing  evidence  of  Mr.  Goicouria's  authority  to  act  for  the 
Brazilian  Government. 

But  there  is  further  evidence  of  Mr.  Goicouria's  authority.  The 
Brazilian  Government  in  1866  sent  to  the  United  States  the  citizen 
Guintino  de  Sonza  Bocayura  to  encourage  the  expected  emigration 
from  the  United  States  to  go  to  Brazil.  In  February,  1867,  the  agent 
Bocayura  advised  his  Government,  among  other  things,  of  his  inten- 
tion to  return  to  Brazil,  and  that  he  had  left  as  his  representative  in 
the  United  States  Mr.  Goicouria  (the  agent  with  whom  Mr.  Fiedler 
and  the  owners  of  the  Marmion  subsequently  contracted).  In  May, 
1867,  the  Brazilian  Government  acknowledged  the  receipt  of  the  com- 
munication of  Agent  Bocayura  of  February,  1867,  and  on  the  24th  day 
of  August,  1867  (three  days  after  the  date  of  the  contract  made  with 
Mr.  Fiedler),  advice  is  sent  from  Rio  Janeiro  to  Mr.  Goicouria,  at  New 
York,  withdrawing  his  authority  under  Bocayura's  appointment.  In 
this  "aviso"  is  the  following  language:  "The  Imperial  Government 
having  taken  sundry  measures  for  tlie  purpose  of  attracting  to  this 
country  the  emigration  from  the  Southern  States  of  the  American 
Union  and  the  necessity  ceasing  of  continuing  there  Domingo  de 
Goicouria  to  freight  steamers  for  the  transportation  of  such  emi- 
grants," etc.,  which  can  only  be  fairly  construed  as  recognizing  Mr. 
Goicouria  as  the  agent  of  the  Brazilian  Government,  and  as  including 
within  the  scope  of  his  agency  the  freighting  of  steamers  for  the  trans- 
portation of  emigrants. 

Enough  appears  in  the  evidence  submitted  to  the  committee  to  jus- 
tify the  belief  that  the  Brazilian  Government  will  review  its  decision 
in  this  matter,  if  this  Government  will  bring  the  subject  again  to  its 
attention,  and  will  present  the  evidence  now  before  the  committee  for 
its  consideration.  On  this  evidence  the  claim  appears  to  be  just,  and 
your  committee  do  not  consider  that  the  Government  of  Brazil  has 
reached  the  conclusion  that  it  is  not  just,  or  that  it  can  not  be  allowed. 
But  Congress  can  not  now  properly  legislate  on  this  subject.  At  most 
it  can  only  recommend  that  the  President  will  again  call  the  attention 
of  the  Brazilian  Government  to  the  justice  of  the  claim  in  favor  of  a 
citizen  of  the  United  States. 

In  this  view  your  committee  report  adversely  Senate  bill  No.  741,  and 
report  the  following  resolution,  and  recommend  its  passage: 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  {the  House  of  Representatives  concurring). 
That  the  President  of  the  United  States  be  requested  to  bring  to  the 
attention  of  the  Emperor  of  Brazil  the  claim  of  Helen  M.  Fiedler, 
executrix  of  Ernest  Fiedler,  deceased,  against  the  Government  of 
Brazil,  growing  out  of  a  contract  alleged  by  said  claimant  to  be  oblig- 
atory on  that  Government,  for  the  hire  of  the  ship  Circassian  to  trans- 
port emigrants  from  the  United  States  to  Brazil  in  the  year  1867,  with 
a  view  to  ask  said  Government  to  consider  the  said  claim,  and  to  pro- 
vide for  the  allowance  and  payment  of  such  sum  as  shall  be  found 
just  to  such  claimant. 


[Translation  of  the  copy  of  the  report  of  the  council  of  state  in  relation  to  the  claim  of  Fiedler's 

executrix.] 

Sire:  The  section  of  home  aifairs  of  the  counoil  of  state  received  order  from  Y.  I. 
Ma.ie.sty  to  consult  and  give  opinion  on  the  following  m.itter:  "Aviso  5th,  section 
No.  5,  Rio  de  Janeiro,  ministry  of  agriculture  and  public  works,  29th  August, 
1873.  Excellent  Sir:  H.  M.  the  Emperor  has  been  pleased  to  order  that  the  sec- 
tion of  home  affairs  of  the  council  of  state  should  consult  and  give  opinion,  Y. 
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excy  being  reporter,  on  the  annexed  papers,  relating  to  the  reclamation  presented 
by  the  legation  of  the  United  States  at  this  court,  of  the  representation  of  Ernes  r 
Fiedler,  who  he  thinks  has  a  right  to  indemnity  for  the  contract  of  affreightment 
unfulfilled  of  the  steamer  Circassian.  God  guard  Y.  excy,  Jos6  Fernandes  da 
Costa  Pereira,  jr.    To  his  excy,  counsellor  of  state.  Viscount  de  Longa  Frasuo." 

This  claim  arose  from  the  fact  of  the  Imperial  Government's  undertaking  with 
the  intention  of  causing  the  persons  who  emigrated  from  the  United  States  to 
come  to  Brazil  to  facilitate  their  means  of  reaching  here.  To  that  end  it  sent  to 
those  States  the  Brazilian  citizen  Quintiiio  de  Soma  Bocat/ura.  for  whose  voyage 
were  given  the  orders  of  the  33d  and  34th  July,  1866,  of  which  minute  and  account 
is  given  in  these  papers.  No  written  instructions,  however,  are  found,  addressed 
to  him. 

Of  the  communications  (ofBcial)  between  the  ministry  of  agriculture,  commerce, 
and  public  works  and  its  agent,  Bocayura,  the  section  had  before  it  the  following 
papers: 

1st.  The  order  (aviso)  of  November  35,  1866,  in  which,  after  acknowledging 
receipt  of  the  officios  of  the  38d  and  30th  September,  and  of  the  lUth  and  3ad  Octo- 
ber, of  that  year,  it  is  answered,  as  to  the  difficulties  which  he  says  he  met  with 
for  transporting  emigrants  desirous  of  coming  to  this  Empire,  and  as  to  the  doubts 
entertained  by  the  president  of  the  steamship  line  (receiving  a  subsidy  from  both 
Brazil  and  the  United  States  as  to  the  execution  of  the  contract  for  transporting 
such  emigrants)  that  he  may  authorize  the  transportation  of  such  as  can  comply 
with  the  conditions  already  sent  for  his  instruction,  the  Imperial  Government 
defraying  the  amount  of  their  necessary  expense  on  their  arrival  in  our  country, 
to  such  as  cannot  at  once  pay  therefor,  such  being  held  to  reimburse  the  same  in 
the  manner  required  (by  law). 

2d.  The  order  of  the  35th  January,  1867,  in  which,  after  acknowledging  the 
receipt  of  the  officio  of  32d  December,  1866  (the  ministry),  answers  as  to  the 
instructions,  for  which  he  asks  to  govern  him  In  the  forwarding  of  emigrants, 
declaring  "that  already  by  the  aviso  of  the  35th  November  preceding,  directed 
to  the  imperial  legation  in  Washington  (of  which  copy  had  been  sent  him),  this 
ministry  had  taken  measures  by  which  it  had  authorized  the  embarkation  of  all 
such  inhabitants  of  the  South  who,  complying  with  the  requirements  (announced 
in  the  avisos  of  said  ministry,  sent  to  said  legation,  and  of  which  you  are  advised) 
shall  come  to  remain  in  this  country  *  *  *  and  that  there  vstII  be  paid  by  the 
Government,  upon  their  arrival,  the  amount  of  expenses  for  such  voyage  to  those 
emigrants  who  cannot  pay  that  expense  immediately,  on  condition,  however,  of 
subsequent  reimbursement. " 

3d.  The  officio  of  the  agent,  Bocayura,  dated  February  20,  1867,  acknowledging 
receipt  of  the  (copy)  circular  addressed  to  the  presidents  of  provinces  asking  infor- 
mation as  to  the  settlement  and  employment  of  emigrants,  and  making  known  that 
since  he  intended  to  return  to  this  corte.  he  had  lett  in  the  United  States  as  his 
representative  (delegado)  the  American  citizen  Domingo  de  Goicouria,  a  respect- 
able merchant  of  that  city  (New  York),  and  that  he  had  substituted  him  (Goi- 
couria), during  such  absence,  in  the  form  of  the  7th  article  of  the  contract  with 
the  United  States  and  Brazil  Mail  Steamship  Company. 

4th.  The  aviso  of  the  14th  of  May,  1867,  in  answer  to  the  foregoing  officio  as  fol- 
lows: "  Superintendency  of  public  lands  and  colonization,  Eio  de  Janeiro,  ministry 
of  agriculture,  &c.,  14  May,  1867.  I  am  informed  of  the  contents  of  your  officio 
of  20th  of  February  last,  reporting  that  you  had  left  as  your  substitute  in  New 
York  the  merchant  Domingo  de  Goicouria,  and  inclosing  (copy)  of  the  circular 
which  you  directed  to  the  presidents  of  provinces,  with  the  intention  of  rendering 
easier  the  directing  of  the  American  emigration  thitherward.  God  guard  you." 
Man'l  Pen  to  de  Souza  Dantas  to  Mr.  Quintino  de  Sonza  Bocayura. 

5th.  The  aviso  of  the  24th  of  August,  1867,  in  which  Domingo  de  Goicouria  is  dis- 
charged (dispensado)  from  the  employment  of  freighting  steamers:  "  Third  superin- 
tendency of  public  lands  and  colonization,  Rio  de  Janeiro,  ministry  of  agriculture, 
&c. ,  24th  of  August,  1867.  The  Imperial  Government  having  taken  sundry  meas- 
ures for  the  purpose  of  attracting  to  this  country  the  emigration  from  the  Southern 
States  of  the  American  Union,  and  the  necessity  ceasing  of  continuing  there 
Domingo  de  Goicouria  to  freight  steamers  for  the  transportation  of  such  emigrants, 
I  make  known  to  you  this  determination  for  your  guidance,  and  in  order  that  you 
may  advise  at  once  the  said  Goicouria  that  he  is  (released)  discharged  (dispensado) 
from  said  employment.  God  guard  you.  Manuel  Panto  de  Souza  Dantas.  F.  W. 
Quintino  Bocayura." 

From  this  written  communication  it  does  not  appear  that  the  authority  to  take 
up  steamers  was  conferred  not  even  on  the  imperial  legation  at  Washington.  The 
power  to  authorize  passages  to  emigrants  is  what  the  Imperial  Government  granted. 
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and  this  only  to  the  imperial  leptation,  as  appears  from  the  aviso  of  the  25th  Janu- 
ary, 1867,  which  explains  the  aviso  of  the  35th  November,  1866. 

And  all  doubt  ceases  on  view  of  the  following  declarations  of  the  aviso  of  the 
25th  January,  1867:  "Having  thus  provided  for  this  object,  and  having  thus 
facilitated  the  coming-  hither  of  Southern  emigrants,  it  is  proper  that  you,  in  order 
to  make  the  movement  more  active,  in  the  most  convenient  and  eiHcacious  manner, 
should  transfer,  as  soon  as  possible,  your  residence  to  New  Orleans,  or  to  some  other 
Southern  or  Western  city  as  may  appear  most  advantageous  to  your  commission, 
where,  according  to  your  instruct  iiints,  you  should  giea  the  necessari/  inform  a  I  ion 
as  well  to  the  directors  (emprezarioii)  (or  persons  in  charge  of  emigrating  compa- 
nies) as  to  the  emigrants  themselves,  who  sliall  personally  ask  therefor,  and  also 
th'liver  passports  to  those  who  resolve  to  come  to  Brazil,  should  be  ready  to  make 
the  voyage,  plainly  making  known  to  such  the  condition  of  reimbursing  the 
advance  (made  for  payment  of  passage)  which  has  been  granted  in  order  to  pre- 
vent any  difficulties  and  I'eclamations  like  those  which  are  now  being  presented  by 
certain  persons  who  came  here  in  the  two  expeditions  sent  from  New  York." 

The  substitute,  even  if  he  had  been  named  under  authority  from  the  Govern- 
ment, or  had  been  approved  as  such  (which  can  only  lie  claimed  as  a  deduction 
from  the  aviso  of  14th  May,  1867),  had  no  power  to  sign  any  charter  party  of 
affreightment  whether  for  sailing  vessels  or  steamers.  The  charter  party  of  the 
steamer  Circassian,  signed  on  the  21st  of  August,  1867,  by  the  substitute,  Domingo 
de  Q-oicouria,  after  the  avisos  of  25th  November,  1866,  and  25th  January,  1867, 
was  therefore  unauthorized,  and  exceeded  the  authority  and  instructions  of  that 
substitute. 

On  the  21st  August,  1867,  the  substitute,  Domingo  de  Goicouria,  signed  the  con- 
tract of  affreightment  of  the  steamer  Circassian;  on  the  following  day  he  left  the 
United  States  for  Brazil,  and  the  contract  did  not  fix  a  term  within  which  the 
steamer,  which  had  first  to  make  a  voyage  to  Bremen,  and  then  could  make  others 
that  might  suit,  had  to  present  herself  in  New  Orfeans;  so  that  leaving  New  York 
on  the  'i'iA  November  she  only  arrived  in  New  Orleans  on  the  bth  December,  having 
still  on  board  freight  from  another  port  of  the  Union. 

No  passengers  having  offered  for  the  voyage  to  Brazil  the  owner  of  the  steamer 
sent  her  e  sewhere,  after  protesting  on  the  16th  December  against  whom  it  con- 
cerns, and  from  the  papers  it  appears  that  having  asked  advice  from  the  charice 
de  affaires  ad  interitii  (of  Brazil)  in  Washington,  as  to  sending  his  steamer  witii- 
out  passengers  to  Bio  de  Janeiro,  as  he  stated  that  Cestro,  the  substitute  appointed 
by  G-oicouria,  had  advised  him  to  do  or  as  to  considering  his  charter  party  at  an 
end.  he  chose  the  latter  altBinative. 

The  advice  given  not  to  dispatch  the  steamer  without  passengers,  and  that  this 
fact  should  be  made  known  to  the  Government,  created  no  obligation  on  any  one, 
either  on  him  who  should  thus  do  what  he  ought  {uem  ao  que  o  deue),  nor  on  the 
Imperial  Government. 

Ernest  Fiedler,  owner  of  the  Circassian,  who  had  sent  his  vessel  elsewhere,  and 
whose  contract  of  affreightment  he  had  declared  vacated  (roto)  in  the  hope  of 
receiving  20,000  dollars  as  indemnity,  presented,  later,  his  reclamation  to  the  Impe- 
rial Government,  the  result  of  which  appears  from  the  letter  of  Mr.  F.  Blow  (sic), 
copy  of  which  is  annexed  to  the  papers  presented  in  support  of  the  claim. 

In  this  letter,  dated  at  Lisbon,  November  28, 1870,  the  ex-minister  of  the  United 
States  in  Brazil  informs  the  claimant,  E.  Fiedler,  that  having  examined,  with  the 
minister  of  foreign  affairs  of  the  Empire, his  claim. he  was  sorry  to  have  to  inform 
him  that  the  answer  was  not  favorable,  because  that  (the  answer)  of  the  Brazilian 
minister  was  that  neither  Goicouria  nor  the  party  who  had  appointed  him  had 
authority  to  proceed  in  the  manner  in  which  they  acted  in  the  matter  of  the  char- 
ter party;  and,  Mr.  Blow  added,  that  it  appeared  "from  his  own  convictions  that 
under  such  circumstances  no  claim  could  be  founded  on  what  had  been  done  by 
either."  From  this  answer  it  will  be  seen  that  Mr.  Blow,  having  examined  the 
contract  of  affreightment  and  other  papers,  was  convinced  that  no  right  of  claim 
could  be  founded  on  them,  or,  what  is  the  same  thing,  that  the  claim  had  no  legal 
right  to  support  it,  but  still  might  be  maintained  in  equity,  as  in  other  cases,  and 
for  this  reason  he  closes  his  letter,  saying:  "Now,  my  dear  sir,  if  you  are  able  to 
prove  that  contracts  made  by  either  were  ever  allowed  and  the  money  paid  by  tlie 
Brazilian  Government  for  same,  or  on  account  for  same,  I  am  convinced  I  can 
obtain  from  the  Imperial  Government  the  sum  you  desire  to  receive;  nevertheless 
I  am  not  certain  that  you  could  obtain  these  proofs  from  shipowners  in  New  York 
through  the  person  who  acted  as  consul  of  the  Brazilian  Government  at  the  time 
of  Goicouria's  contract. 

This  abandonment  of  the  charter  party  as  a  decisive  document,  which  it  would 
be  if  the  contractor,  Goicouria,  had  authority  to  make  the  contract;  this  reference 
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to  contracts  in  general  without  distinguishinf;-  between  those  authorized  and  those 
made  without  authority;  this  guarded  or  strict  mode  of  expression  whenever  he 
states  a  proposition  in  which  he  has  entire  oonfideuce;  and,  finally,  his  recourse  to 
analogy,  which  is  not  reijuired  to  prove  strict  right,  as  well  as  the  lessened  sum 
demanded,  all  go  to  show  that  the  enlightened  judgment  of  Mr.  Blow  made  him 
recognize  at  once  that  this  claim  had  no  foundation  in  right. 

This  Ingh  judgment  also  shows  itself  in  the  memorandiim  of  the  present  minis- 
ter of  the  Jnited  States  when,  having  mentioned  that  the  representative  of  Fiedler 
claims  now  the  sum  of  $4',',000  as  indemnity  for  breakmg  the  contract  besides  the 
expenses,  closed  his  demand  thus:  "This  last  (the  representative)  has  certainly 
right  to  a  reasonable  compensation  for  the  disappointment  and  final  failure  of  the 
voyage  through  no  fault  of  his,  but  at  the  request  of  the  Brazilian  representative, 
and  the  claimant  is  also  entitled  to  reimbursement  for  all  moneys  expended  for 
outfit  &c." 

Thus,  as  Mr.  Blow  had  thought  that  the  sum  which  Ernest  Fiedler  claimed  of 
SiO.OOO  was  as  much  as  could  be  had,  the  present  minister  of  the  United  States 
does  not  support,  in  the  conclusion  of  his  memorandum,  more  than  what  may  be 
a  reasonable  compensation. 

The  charter  party,  if  it  is  valid  and  obligatory  upon  the  Imperial  Government, 
calls  for  a  fixed  sum  in  conformity  with  law.  The  demand  sustained  in  the  mem- 
orandum looks  to  recourse  to  the  sense  of  equity  of  the  Brazilian  Government; 
that  it  shall  do  in  this  case  as  it  has  done  in  others.  The  reasons  which  the  mem- 
orandum presents  as  supporting  the  claim  are: 

1st.  That  the  steamer  Circassian  was  taken  up  on  freight  by  Domingo  de  Goi- 
couria,  emigrant  agent  of  the  Brazilian  Government,  whose  authority  so  to  take 
up  steamers  is  deduced  from  the  letter  of  Mr.  Cavalcanto  de  Albuquerque,  in  which 
he  states  that  the  emigration  agent  was  Mr.  Quintino  de  Souza  Bocayura,  who 
was  authorized  to  appoint  a  substitute,  and  that  Mr.  Domingo  de  Goicouria  was 
the  substitute  named  by  him. 

2d.  That  the  Circassian  thus  chartered  was  placed  at  the  orders  of  the  emigra- 
tion agent  from  the  6th  day  of  December,  1867,  when  she  arrived  at  New  Orleans, 
until  the  1 6th. 

yd.  That  no  passengers  being  forthcoming,  the  owner,  Ernest  Fiedler,  addressed 
himself  to  the  charge  d'affaires  of  Brazil  in  Washington,  Mr.  Padua  Fleury,  who, 
when  informed,  warned  (preveniii)  him  (Fiedler)  that  the  ship  ought  not  to  undtr- 
take  to  go  to  Rio  de  Janeiro,  and  that  he  (Fleury)  would  make  the  representations 
to  the  Imperial  Government  proper  to  be  made  in  order  to  come  to  an  agreement. 

4th.  That  with  this  assurance  the  owner.  Ernest  Fiedler,  gave  up  the  voyage, 
and  withdrew  therefrom  ("withdrew  the  vessel  from  the  projected  voyage,'  says 
the  statement  of  Messrs.  Jordan  and  Whitney),  after  having  spent  more  than 
a^O.UOO  in  her  fitting  out. 

The  section  will  observe  that  the  first  reason  admits  that  the  charter  party  was 
insufficient  as  an  obligatory  instrument,  seeing  that  further  proofs  are  wanting  of 
the  competency  of  the  party  signing  in  the  name  of  the  Brazilian  Government. 
Mr.  Blow  also  admitted  the  insufficiency  of  this  authorization  since  he  advised  the 
collection  of  proofs  of  the  acceptance  of  the  contract  and  its  approval  afterwards. 

These  difficulties  would  have  been  prevented  if  the  owner  had  exacted  the  power 
of  attorney  or  other  regular  document  showing  the  extent  of  the  agent's  author- 
ity, as  is  done  by  every  merchant  who  treats  with  an  agent  professing  to  act  for 
a  third  party. 

The  letter  of  Mr.  Cavalcanti  de  Albuquerque  affirms,  it  is  true,  that  Mr. 
Bocayuia  was  the  Brazilian  emigration  agent,  with  powers  to  take  up  steamers, 
but  it  does  not  affirm  that  Domingo  de  Goicouria  held  the  same  authority. 

In  the  declaration  of  the  validity  of  powers  Mr,  Cavalcanti  was  inexact;  the 
avisos  of  the  2.")th  November,  1866,  and  of  2.oth  J  anuary .  1  .^67,  would  have  given  him 
a  diflerent  opinion  if  he  had  consulted  them,  in  any  event,  the  charge  d'affaires 
of  the  empire  was  not  the  proper  person  to  appear  as  the  informant  in  this  mat- 
ter, nor  does  the  information  which  he  ga\e  suffice  to  supply  the  powers  always 
demanded  in  the  course  of  commercial  undertakings  for  contracts  of  affreightment 
made  in  behalf  of  a  third  party. 

The  second  reason  does  not  supply  the  requirement  of  law  violated  in  the  con- 
tract, and  in  order  that  it  may  avail  as  a  reason  for  equity,  it  would  be  still 
necessary  that  there  should  not  exist  in  this  contract  the  extraordinary  circum- 
stance of  not  naming  a  time  within  which  the  steam'  r  should  arrive  in  New 
Orleans,  in  order  to  afford  the  opportunity  for  th'^i  execution  of  the  intentions 
which  the  new  policy  of  the  Federal  Government  caused  rapidly  to  diminish. 

The  steamer  being  chartered  on  the  21st  of  Augnst,  with  liberty  first  to  make  a 
long  voyage  to  Bremen,  and  after  that  again  to  carry  a  cargo  Irom  New  York  to 
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an  intermediate  port,  and  thence  again  to  New  Orleans,  where  she  arrived  in  fifteen 
days  after  leaving  New  York,  none  of  the  charges  for  damages  caused  in  voyages 
made  for  account  of  Mr.  E.  Fiedler,  none  of  the  outfit  for  any  tiuie  previous  lo  lier 
arrival  in  New  Orleans  to  receive  passengers  there,  can  be  brought  into  the  account 
for  a  voyage  to  Rio  de  Janeiro,  and  not  even  if  the  obligation  of  affreightment 
were  in  due  form  and  'egal. 

Third.  It  is  true  that  the  steamer  did  not  obtain,  in  the  port  of  New  Orleans 
the  passengers  on  which  she  had  reckoned,  and  in  case  of  a  lawful  charter  party, 
she  would  have  a  right  to  consider  the  charter  party  concluded  or  to  make  the 
voyage  without  passengers  at  the  expense  of  the  hirer. 

This  right,  however,  can  not  be  sustained  by  the  owner  claimant  in  this  c  ise, 
resting  on  a  private  letter  not  at  all  obligatory  (i.  e. ,  creating  no  obligatio.js)  on 
the  nominal  hirer,  as  has  been  shown.  It  was  because  he  was  convinced  of  the 
untenability  of  this  unsustainable  position  that  the  owner,  Fiedler,  addressed  him- 
self to  the  Brazilian  charge  d'affairs,  hoping  to  find  in  his  answer  a  reason  for 
involving  the  Brazilian  legation  in  the  contract,  and  which  up  to  that  time  had 
not  been  heard  of  in  the  contract,  or  from  in  respect  to  it. 

That  answer,  however,  conferred  no  new  rights  upon  him.  and  the  Brazilian 
charge,  in  advising  the  owner  not  to  make  the  voyage  to  Rio  without  passengers, 
only  gave  his  own  opinion,  not  at  all  obligatory  on  the  owner,  and  of  which  he 
availed  himself  and  with  reason,  for  he  well  understood  that  the  voyage  to  Rio 
de  Janeiro  would  only  cause  him  loss. 

He  had  already  gained  by  freighting  his  vessel,  up  to  that  time  employed  on  his 
account,  with  the  exception  only  of  a  few  days,  during  which  he  had  been  wait- 
ing in  New  Orleans  ready  to  receive  passengers  for  Brazil.  The  suggestion  attrib- 
uted to  Cestiro,  that  he  would  lose  nothing,  and  he  might  hope  to  gain,  by  the 
voyage  to  Rio,  the  sum  agreed  on.  he  ought  to  have  disregarded,  as  he  did  in  his 
own  interest,  what  right  could  accrue  to  him  by  that?    None  at  all. 

There  is  the  promise  of  the  Brazilian  charge  to  make  representations  to  the 
Imiierial  Government,  on  which  it  is  said  the  owner  relied.  From  the  answer  it 
will  be  seen  that  the  advice  was  that  the  owner  should  consider  as  completely 
vacated  the  charter  party,  and  should  not  dispatch  his  vessel  to  Rio  de  Janeiro 
without  passengers,  adding  the  following  words:  "Of  all  that  has  taken  place  I 
will  immediately  make  report  to  my  Government,  calling  its  attention  to  this 
matter  and  asking  that  it  take  into  consideration  the  account  presented  to  you  as 
an  indemnity  for  the  injury  and  damages  occasioned."  This  answer  is  not  at  all 
obligatory  for  the  imperial  government,  and  Mr.  E.  Fiedler  had  therein  only  one 
reason  more  for  counting  on  the  justice  and  right  due  to  him. 

In  what,  however,  did  the  owner  expend  the  -520,000,  and  what  is  the  outfit  for 
wljich  he  claims?  The  expenses  for  the  voyage  to  Bremen,  and  the  repairs  for 
damage  suffered  in  that  voyage,  which  he  declares  was  stormy,  can  be  in  no  way, 
and  by  no  one,  charged  or  imputed  to  tiae  hirer  for  a  voyage  to  Rio  de  Janeiro, 
and  the  expenses  also  for  or  at  the  intermediate  port  for  which  the  Circassian  took 
cargo  from  New  York,  and  thence  to  New  Orleans,  for  which  port,  it  is  said,  she 
also  carried  cargo. 

The  gains  or  the  losses  of  those  voyages  are  entirely  for  account  of  the  owner  o^ 
the  vessel.  The  neworancliiin  supports  this  opinion  when  it  states  that  the  Cir- 
cassian was  at  the  orders  of  the  hirer  from  the  Uth  day  of  December. 

Again,  as  a  last  resource,  the  freighting  of  the  steamer  Catherine  Whiting  is 
brought  up  as  an  example,  which  was  taken  up  in  New  York  on  the  38th  May, 
1867,  the-owner  letting  her  being  N.  B.  Starbuck,  and  the  hirer  on  the  part  of  Bra- 
zil the  same  Domingo  de  Goicouria.  and  the  fact  of  the  Imperial  Government 
having  paid  the  price  agreed  on  in  the  contract.  It  is  required,  however,  to 
observe  that  steamer  taken  up  on  the  S^^th  May  obliged  herself  to  proceed  immedi- 
ately on  the  1st  June  to  New  Orleans,  and  on  ihe  19th  of  saul  mouth  left  lor  Rio 
de  Janeiro,  where  she  arrived  on  the  Lth  ot  August,  having  diseml)arUed  in  Para 
the  emigrants  she  brought  for  that  province,  and  having  touched  in  Bahia  for 
provisions  and  coal. 

The  payment  of  the  freight  in  that  case  was  in  consequence,  not  of  the  recogni- 
tion of  the  validity  of  the  charte .-party,  but  of  a  service  actually  performed, 
which  the  Imperial  Government  never  omits  to  pay. 

The  Government  had  authorized  the  forwarding  ot  emigrants,  obligng  itself  to 
pay  or  advance  for  the  payment  of  the  passage-money  on  their  arrival  in  this 
Empire,  and  it  fulfilled  that  obligation;  this  conti  act  of  affreightment,  not  autho- 
ri  ed  and  not  performed  as  that  was  in  all  its  parts,  has  no  analogy  thereto  or 
parity  therewith  to  justify  this  reclamation.     In  fine,  the  section  is  ol  opinion— 

i  irst.  That  the  charter-party  of  the  Circassian  is  not  valid,  and  in  no  way 
o!li,L;atory  on  the  Imperial  Government, 


HELEN    M.   FIEDLER— BRIG  GENERAL  ARMSTRONG.  463 

Second.  That  in  consequence,  by  strict  right,  the  national  treasury  is  not  bound 
for  any  payment  of  any  sum  whatever. 

Third.  That  as  to  the  damage  occasioned  to  the  owner,  the  claimant  here,  it 
must  be  of  small  amount,  limited,  as  has  been  shown,  to  the  delay  of  some  few 
days,  during  which  she  was  ready  to  take  on  board  passengers  in  the  port  of  New 
Orleans  to  carry  them  to  Brazil. 

Fourth.  That  any  indemnity  due  the  claimant  should  demand  of  the  party  who 
without  due  authority  signed  the  contract,  and  of  the  party  who  being  substituted 
in  New  York  (Cestero)  attempted  to  put  life  into  a  void  contract. 

Let  them  discuss  among  themselves  the  honesty  and  good  faith  in  which  they 
engaged  themselves  to  the  observance  of  this  undertaking. 

Fifth.  That  if  the  Imperial  Government  shall  decide  in  its  own  judgment  (em- 
suasahidoria)  that  the  letter  of  the  5th  March,  18fi7  (original  1857),  written  by 
the  charge  de  affaires  ad  interim,  W.  A.  Cavalcanti  de  Albuquerque,  can  have 
led  in  error  the  owner  of  the  Circassian  to  make  this  contract  in  good  faith,  and 
to  incur  those  expenses  which  by  mere  equity  may  be  properly  reimbursed,  the 
compensation  in  that  case  should  not  exceed  some  hundreds  of  dollars,  because 
the  expenses  referred  to  were  occasioned  by  the  voyage  to  Bremen,  or  were 
caused  thereby,  and  the  owner  was  thus  reduced  to  offer  ai)  insufficient  vessel 
charged  with  all  the  expenses  for  repairs  in  a  previous  voyage,  made  for  his  benefit 
and  )  or  his  advantage,  as  was  that  to  Bremen,  and  like  manner  with  those  incurred 
during  the  voyage  to  an  intermediate  port,  taking  fifteen  days  to  reach  New 
Orleans  (from  New  York),  where  only  as  late  as  the 0th  December  he  alleges  that 
he  placed  his  vessel  at  the  orders  of  the  supposed  hirer. 

The  expenses  of  those  days  of  the  ten  elapsed  between  his  arrival  at  New 
Orleans  and  the  day  when,  having  completed  his  discharge,  he  was  in  a  condi- 
tion to  receive  passengers  for  Kio  de  Janeiro,  ought  to  be  reckoned  to  account  of 
the  owner. 

The  expected  profits  of  the  voyage,  besides  being  properly  lost  to  the  owner 
from  his  act  of  withdrawal  his  vessel  from  said  voyage,  can  not  in  any  way  be 
computed  at  more  than  a  reasonable  percentage  upon  the  43,000  dollars  named  in 
the  contract;  all  these  items  together  would  be  far  below  the  $20,000  claimed. 

Your  Imperial  Majesty  will  decide  with  your  accustomed  enlightment  {sabe- 
doria). 

Hall  of  the  conferences  of  the  committee  (section)  of  home  affairs  of  the  council 
of  state,  26th  November,  1873. 

VOZCONDB  Db  Souz  oe  Fkancos. 
Marquis  Db  Sapdcaht. 
VisooNDB  Do  Bom  Retiro. 

True  copy. 

Baeon  Do  Cabo  Feio. 


[See  Claims  against  Portugal,  Gen.  Index.] 
March  17,  1882. 

[Senate  Report  No.  270.] 

Mr.  Pendleton,  from  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  sub- 
mitted the  following  report : 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  to  whom  was  referred  the 
bill  (S.  185)  for  the  relief  of  the  captain,  owners,  officers,  and  crew  of 
the  late  United  States  private-armed  brig  General  Armstrong,  their 
heirs,  executors,  administrators,  agents,  or  assigns,  report  the  said  bill 
with  an  amendment,  and  recommend  its  passage. 

A  favorable  report  was  made  by  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations 
at  the  second  session  of  the  Forty-sixth  Congress  (Report  No.  347), 
and  the.  bill  passed  the  Senate  by  a  large  majority,  but  for  want  of 
time  no  action  was  taken  by  the  House  of  Representatives.  This 
report  sets  forth  all  the  facts  material  to  an  intelligent  determination 
of  the  bill,  and  your  committee,  after  having  examined,  do  approve 
and  adopt  the  same,  and  append  a  copy  hereto. 

[See  Senate  Report  347,  second  session  Forty-sixth  Congress,  p.  413.] 
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[See  Claims  against  Venezuela,  Gen.  Index.] 

March  23,  1882. 

[Senate  Eeport  No.  311.] 

Mr.  WiNDOM,  from  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  submitted 
the  following  report : 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
(S.  799)  in  relation  to  the  Venezuela  awards,  and  the  bill  (S.  893)  in 
respect  to  the  Venezuela  claims  and  awards,  have  considered  the 
same,  and  respectfully  report: 

That  in  their  opinion  the  Court  of  Claims  can  not  be  clothed  with 
jurisdiction  to  modify  or  annul  the  action  of  the  commission  organ- 
ized under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  April  20,  1866,  between  the 
Governments  of  the  United  States  and  Venezuela.  The  committee 
are  also  of  the  opinion  that  the  Department  of  State  has  full  power 
and  authority  touching  the  distribution  of  the  moneys  paid  in  under 
the  awards  made  by  said  commission,  and  they  therefore  recommend 
the  indefinite  postponement  of  said  bills. 


[See  Claims  against  Spain,  Gen.  Index.] 

April  25,  1882. 
[Seaate  Eeport  No.  485.] 

Mr.  WiNDOM,  from  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  submitted 
the  following  report : 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  to  whom  was  referred  the  joint 
resolution  (S.  44)  authorizing  the  payment  of  a  portion  of  the  Vir- 
ginius  indemnity  fund  to  the  mother  of  Gen.  W.  A.  C.  Ryan,  having 
had  the  same  under  consideration,  beg  leave  to  report  it  back  with  au 
amendment,  with  i-ecommendation  that  the  bill  pass;  and  the  com- 
mittee adopt  the  following  report: 

Your  committee  find  that  General  Ryan  was  born  in  Canada  in 
184.3,  and  became  a  resident  of  the  State  of  New  York  at  the  age  of 
15  years.  His  father  died  in  Canada  in  1861.  His  mother  is  a  resi- 
dent of  the  city  of  Chicago,  and  a  widow  of  advanced  years,  greatly 
in  need  of  the  relief  which  the  passage  of  this  joint  resolution  would 
afford  her.  Her  son,  General  Ryan,  entered  the  Union  Army  in  June, 
1862,  as  a  private  in  Company  G,  One  hundred  and  thirty-.second 
Regiment  New  York  Infantry.  He  was  engaged  in  maiiy  of  the  hard- 
fought  battles  of  the  late  war  and  was  wounded  several  times,  and, 
through  several  promotions  for  gallant  conduct,  was  mustered  out  at 
the  close  of  the  war  as  captain  of  the  One  hundred  and  ninety-second 
New  York  Volunteers,  receiving  an  honorable  discharge.  He  then 
went  to  Montana  Territory,  where  he  served  as  a  grand  juror  in  a 
United  States  court,  and  conducted  himself  in  all  respects  as  a  citizen 
of  the  United  States.  He  was  one  of  the  unfortunate  victims  of  the 
massacre  of  the  oflioers  and  crew  of  the  steamer  Virginius  at  Santiago 
de  Cuba,  November  4,  1873.  The  Government  of  the  United  States 
demanded  an  indemniiy  of  the  Government  of  Spain  on  account  of 
the  massacre  of  American  citizens  on  board  the  Virginius,  which  was 
afterwards  paid.  The  fund  has  been  partially  disbursed,  and  is  still 
held  subject  to  the  claims  of  the  representatives  of  such  American 
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citizens  as  lost  their  lives  at  that  time.  The  citizenship  of  General 
.  Ryan  has  not  been  proven  by  record  evidence  of  his  naturalization, 
for  the  reason  that  his  surviving  representatives  do  not  know  where 
to  obtain  such  record  evidence.  But  your  committee  are  of  the  opin- 
ion that  he  was  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  and  that  as  such  his 
mother  is  entitled  to  receive  the  pro  rata  share  to  which  she  would  be 
entitled  if  the  record  evidence  of  the  fact  of  citizenship  were  supplied. 
They  therefore  recommend  the  passage  of  the  accompanying  joint 
resolution. 
All  of  which  is  respectfully  submitted. 


[See  Claims  against  Brazil,  Gen.  Index.] 

rORTY-EIGHTH  CONGRESS,  FIRST  SESSION. 

February  5,  1884. 

[Senate  Beport  No.  111.] 

Mr.  Morgan,  from  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  submitted 
the  following  report: 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  to  whom  was  referred  Senate 
bill  223  and  Senate  joint  resolution  No.  2,  relating  to  the  claim  of 
Helen  M.  Fiedler,  widow  and  executrix  of  Ernest  Fiedler,  deceased, 
pi'aying,  on  behalf  of  herself  and  children,  that  Congress  will  inter- 
vene so  as  to  aid  her  in  collecting  a  claim  alleged  to  be  due  her  late 
husband  from  the  Government  of  Brazil,  have  carefully  examined  the 
evidence  submitted  to  them  touching  the  validity  and  justice  of  said 
claim,  and  respectfully  report  as  follows : 

[See  Senate  Report  346,  first  session  Forty-seventh  Congress,  p.  455.] 


[See  Claims  against  China,  Gen.  Index.] 

FORTY-EIGHTH  CONGRESS,  SECOND  SESSION. 

December  24,  1884. 

[Senate  Report  No.  934.] 

Mr.  Pendleton,  from  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  sub- 
mitted the  following  report : 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  to  which  were  referred  Senate 
bills  678,  1271,  and  1961,  with  sundry  communications  from  the  Secre- 
tary of  State,  reports  the  Senate  bills  1271  and  1961  with  the  recom- 
mendation that  they  be  indefinitely  postponed,  and  Senate  bill  678, 
entitled  "A  bill  in  relation  to  the  Chinese  indemnity  fund,"  with  the 
recommendation  that  it  do  pass. 

The  fund  was  paid,  according  to  the  terms  of  a  treaty  between  the 
Chinese  Government  and  the  United  States,  in  1858,  to  cover  alleged 
losses  incurred  by  American  citizens  prior  to  that  date,  and  amounted 
to  the  siim  of  600,000  taels  ($735,258.97).  The  real  amount  of  the  losses 
actually  sustained,  as  ascertained  by  commissioners  appointed  under 
an  act  of  Congress  to  adjust  the  claims  and  award  such  sums  as  might 

S.  Doc.  231,  pt.  1 30 
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be  justly  due,  and  by  the  Judgment  of  the  Court  of  Claims,  with 
interest  on  large  part  thereof  at  12  per  cent  for  five  years,  has  been  ■ 
fully  paid,  and  there  remains  a  large  balance  in  the  possession  of  the 
United  States  against  which  no  claim  exists. 

Since  it  has  been  ascei'tained  that  the  amount  paid  by  China  was 
largely  in  excess  of  every  just  demand  against  that  Government  at  the 
time  the  indemnity  was  paid,  every  Administration,  by  the  President 
and  the  Secretary  of  State,  has  earnestly  recommended  the  repayment 
to  China  of  that  excess. 

In  this  view  your  committee  most  cordially  concurs.  It  believes 
that  the  wisest  policy  on  the  part  of  this  Government  is  to  deal  with 
transparent  justice  and  even  liberality  in  its  intercourse  with  all  the 
nations,  and  especially  with  those  of  another  race  and  civilization. 

The  committee  annexes  two  letters  from  the  Secretary  of  State,  and 
a  report  made  by  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs  to  the  House  of 
Representatives: 

[Personal.] 

Department  of  State, 

Washington,  January  16, 1884, 

Sir:  I  have  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  a  letter  of  the  3d  instant  from  the 
clerk  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  desiring  certain  information  for  your  usj, 
in  reference  to  the  Chinese  indemnity.  The  following  questions  are  asked  in  your 
behalf: 

First.  "Out  of  what  did  the  fund  arise? " 

Contemporaneously  with  the  demands  made  by  Great  Britain  and  France  toward 
the  close  of  their  hostilities  with  China  in  1856-57.  Mr.  William  B.  Reed,  the 
minister  of  the  United  States  at  Peking,  addressed  the  Chinese  Government, 
urging  the  claims  of  American  citizens  against  it.  The  general  character  of  Mr. 
Reed's  demand  was,  according  to  his  dispatch  upon  the  subject  of  February  13, 
1858,  as  follows: 

*  *  *  "Among  them  [meaning  claims]  is  compensation  for  the  losses  which 
their  citizens  have  incurred  whilst  pursuing  lawful  commerce  (for  none  other  does 
the  undersigned  or  the  United  States  desire  to  countenance)  or  other  mode  of 
peaceful  occupation,  both  in  years  past  and  recently,  when  their  resolute  neu- 
trality did  not  seem  to  give  them  protection  from  outrage.    This  must  be  adjusted." 

In  a  dispatch  of  February  1,  1858,  Mr.  Reed  classifies  these  claims  as  follows: 

I.  Those  unadjusted  claims  dating  as  far  b.ack  as  1847,  and  having  no  relation 
whatever  to  the  events  of  1856. 

II.  Those  originating  in  the  pending  warfare,  and  these  again  may  be  divided 
into  three  classes: 

First.  Those  which,  though  no  doubt  produced  by  these  hostilities,  occurred  at  a 
distance  from  the  scene,  such  as  firing  upon  the  American  steamer  Curufa,  on 
October,  1856. 

Second.  Those  occasioned  by  the  British  bombardment  of  Canton,  October  36 
and  29,  1856. 

Third.  Those  produced  by  the  biirnin;?of  the  factories  of  the  14th  of  December, 
1856,  and  the  coincident  destruction  of  American  merchandise  in  the  Honau  pack- 
house;  and 

Fourth.;  The  destruction  of  the  American  docks  and  vessels  at  Whampoa  and 
the  reported  desecration  of  graves. 

Mr.  Reed  estimated  the  direct  losses  at  ?661, 574.17,  and  the  contingent  (as  where 
it  could  not  be  proved  that  property  alleged  to  have  been  taken  or  lost  had  not 
been  restored)  at  $245,139.81.  The  constructive  losses  were  placed  at  $380,137.90, 
making  a  total  of  §1,286,841.88. 

Negotiations  were  conducted  upon  the  above  basis,  and  culminated  in  a  propo- 
sition that  the  600,000  taels,  which  were  demanded,  would  be  reduced  to  525,000 
taels,  should  payment  be  made  by  orders  upon  the  Government  branches  in  the 
manner  proposed  by  Mr.  Reed. 

The  imperial  commissioners  replied,  November  6,  1858,  signifying  their  readi- 
ness to  acquiesce  if  a  further  reduction  of  25,000  taels  was  made,  and  asking,  in 
that  case,  the  submission  of  a  draft  of  a  convention  to  govern  the  settlement 
accordingly. 

This  proposition  was  acceded  to,  and  November  8.  1858,  a  convention  was  con- 
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eluded  by  which  China  agreed  to  pay  500,000  taels  "in  liquidation  of  the  claims 
of  American  citizens  at  the  various  ports  to  this  date." 

The  payment  was  subsequently  made  in  full,  amounting  to  !57y.'),'2y8.97,  which 
was  kept  upon  deposit  in  China  subject  to  the  orders  against  it  in  payment  of 
proper  claims  found  bj'  the  commission  authorized  afterwards  by  Congress  to 
determine  them. 

After  all  the  claims  had  been  adjusted  and  paid  in  China,  the  surplus  of  the  fund, 
with  accumulations  gained  by  interest  and  exchange,  amounted,  October  10,  1807, 
when  transfer. ed  to  the  custody  of  the  Department  of  State,  to  §390,323.72. 

Second.  "  What  parties  were  paid,  and  how  much?" 

Under  the  act  of  Congress  approved  February  22,  1869,  Messrs.  Nott  &  Co.  were 
paid  from  the  Chinese  indemnity  fund  the  sum  of  .S'^8.242..53;  and  on  May  11,  1881, 
John  E.  Ward,  attorney  of  record,  was  paid  from  this  fund  on  account  of  the  "  Cal- 
dera  claims  "  the  sum  of  §118,077.11,  for  different  parties  as  follows: 

Sun  Mutual  Insurance  Company - |43,932. 85 

The  Chinese  Mutual  Insurance  Company. 2,007.81 

John  P.  Paulison.  administrator  of  .\latthew  Rooney,  deceased  .   5, 9(56. 85 

John  C.  Wilbur,  administrator  of  Enoch  J.  Wilbur,  deceased _..     13,78(5.88 

Henry  W.  Hubbe;l    , 17,811.83 

Henry  W.  Hubbell 29,570.90 

Total 113,097.11 

The  above  payments  were  made  to  Mr.  Ward,  in  full  of  judgments  of  the  Court 
of  Claims,  affirmed  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States. 

According  to  a  statement  of  the  Bureau  of  Accounts,  the  present  condition  of 
the  Chinese  indemnity  to  January  3,  1884,  is  as  follows: 

Four  per  cent  United  States  registered  bond  s... $578, 500. 00 

Three  per  cent  United  States  registered  bonds 1, 100.00 

Cash  on  hand 4,551.36 

Total 584,151.36 

Third.  "  What  present  claimants,  and,  if  any,  how  much?" 

This  question  I  am  unable  at  present  to  answer  specifically.  While  there  are 
claims  against  China,  I  am  not  prepared  now  to  say  that  any  of  them  are  a  lien 
upon  the  indemnity  fund. 

As  Congress  has  on  several  occasions  had  the  Chinese  indemnity  before  it,  with- 
out, however,  arriving  at  any  definite  conclusion  touching  the  disposition  to  be 
made  of  the  surplus,  I  have  thought  it  not  inappropriate  to  briefly  allude  to  the 
more  important  documents  giving  consideration  to  this  subject: 

1.  Executive  Document  No.  30,  Thirty-sixth  Congress,  first  session. 

2.  Executive  Document  No.  29,  Fortieth  Congress,  third  session. 

3.  Executive  Document  No.  319,  Fortieth  Congress,  second  session. 

4.  Executive  Document  No.  58,  Forty-first  Congress,  second  session. 

5.  Congressional  Globe,  second  session  Forty-first  Congress,  page  2977. 

6.  House  Report  No.  113,  Fourth  Congress,  third  se.ssion. 

This  document  also  reprints  the  report  of  Mr.  Sumner,  chairman  Committee  For- 
eign Relations,  Senate,  of  June  34,  1870,  in  which  he  gives  fully  the  history  of  the 
fund,  and  recommends  its  return  to  China. 

I  have  the  honor  to  be,  sir,  your  obedient  servant, 

Feed'k  T.  Feblinuhuysen. 
Hon.  Warner  Miller, 

United  States  Senate. 


Department  of  State, 
Washington,  Mai/  16,  1884. 
Sir:  In  reply  to  your  letter  of  the  3d  of  March  last  in  relation  to  the  Chinese 
indemnity  fund,  and  requesting  to  be  informed  as  to  whether  any  claims  by 
American  citizens  are  now  pending  which  arose  before  the  date  of  the  con ,  ention 
of  November  8,  1858,  between  the  United  States  and  C  hina,  and  as  t^  whether  this 
Department  had  knowledge  of  any  unadjusted  or  unsettled  claims  on  the  part  of 
American  citizens  against  China  which  have  arisen  since  the  date  of  the  above- 
mentioned  convention,  and  also  as  to  whether  any  claims  which  have  arisen  from 
events  subsequent  to  the  date  of  the  convention  of  November  S,  18r)8,  have  been 
paid  to  American  citizens  out  of  the  thmese  indemnity  fund,  you  are  informed 
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that  there  are  no  claims  of  American  citizens  against  China  now  pending  which 
arose  prior  to  the  convention  of  November  8,  ia.')H.  The  recently  presented  claim 
of  ,1.  R.  Carroll  i, mentioned  below)  is,  however,  founded  on  events  which  occurred 
prior  to  the  convention,  and  other  claims  foimded  on  the  same  events  have  been 
settled  and  paid  since  the  convention  out  of  the  indemnity  fund. 

Claims  against  China  whi':h  have  arisen  since  the  convention  of  1858,  and  which 
are  yet  unadjusted,  are  as  follows: 

Charles  E.  Hill,  for  the  use  of  his  steamer,  the  Kmrgeor.  and  her  loss  while  under 
charter  to  the  Chinese  Government  as  a  dispatch  boat  durini?  the  Taiping rebellion 
in  1863-63. 

This,  with  the  Ward  claim,  was  referred  to  the  viceroy,  Li  Hung  Chang,  for 
settlement  last  year.  The  Ward  claim  was  settled,  and  the  settlement  of  the 
Kcur</i'(}r  claim  was  promised  "alter  a  little  delay,"  but  up  to  this  time  it  remains 
unadjusted. 

Charles  F.  Jones,  for  services  as  commander  of  the  above-named  steamer. 
This  claim  rests  on  grounds  similar  to  those  set  forth  on  account  of  the  vessel 
itself,  and  its  settlement  depends  on  the  dispocition  of  the  Keorgeo'c  case. 

M.  A.  Jenkins,  for  illegal  detention  of  goods  shipped  by  him  in  the  early  part  of 
1874.  under  transit  permits  from  Hung  Kow  for  Chun  King. 
They  were  detained  from  eight  to  ten  months  at  a  "  tax  station  '  on  the  ground 
that  the  transit  passes  were  forged.  The  claimant  placed  his  loss  at  $100,000. 
Minister  Avery  was  informed  by  the  Chinese  authorities  that  Mr.  Jenkins  did  not 
own  the  goods  claimed  as  his,  and  the  claimant  having  failed  to  jjroduce  satisfac- 
tory proof  to  the  contrary,  the  minister  dropped  the  claim.  It  was  subsequently 
taken  up  by  Minister  Seward,  who  requested  from  the  claimant  any  proofs  he 
might  be  able  to  advance  in  its  support.  So  far  as  the  Department  is  informed, 
no  answer  to  this  request  has  been  made. 

A.  A.  Fisher,  for  injuries  received  at  the  riot  in  Shanghai,.  May  3,  1874. 
This  claim  was  disallowed  on  the  ground  that  the  claimant  unnecessarily  and 
carelessly  exposed  himself  to  the  mob,  and  t.iat  his  injuries  were  not  severe,  con- 
sisting only  in  the  loss  of  two  teeth.  Mr.  Fisher  has  lately  renewed  his  claim, 
and  the  Department  instructed  Minister  Young,  April  25  last,  to  make  a  further 
investigation. 

Rev.  Mr.  Sites,  for  injiiries  received  in  an  assault  upon  his  chapel  at  Yenping  in 
December,  1879,  and  the  destruction  of  certain  property. 
The  Chinese  authorities  offer  a  satisfactory  amount  of  money  in  indemnification 
for  his  sufferings  and  losses,  but  refuse  to  restore  his  chapel  to  him  unless  he 
carries  on  his  religious  services  with  certain  restrictions. 

W.  S.  Wetmore,  for  breaking  up  his  business  (cotton-yarn  factory),  and  arrest  of 
his  comprador  company. 
Our  minister  in  China  has  been  instructed  not  to  press  the  claim  until  the  ques- 
t  on  of  the  legitimacy  of  his  business  enterprise  under  the  treaty  be  settled. 

J.  R.  Carroll  claims  indemnity  as  one-third  owner  of  the  bark  Ciddera,  giving  as 
his  reason  for  not  pressing  his  claim  when  other  Ualdera  claims  were  pending 
that  he  had  been  afloat  most  of  the  time  since  the  loss  of  the  bark,  and  therefore 
knew  nothing  of  the  settlement  of  the  Oaldcra  claims. 
The  Department  has  informed  the  claimant  that  it  can  not  interfere  in  his  case, 

because  by  authority  of  Congress  all  the  known  claims  on  account  of  the  Caldera 

were  settled  by  the  Court  of  Claims  in  1879. 
No  claims  have  been  paid  out  of  the  Chinese  indemnity  fund  which  have  arisen 

out  of  events  transpiring  subsequent  to  the  convention  of  \'^~>S. 
Since  the  date  of  the  convention,  c'aims  arising  from  occurrences  of  a  date  prior 

to  the  convention  have  been  paid  out  of  the  Chinese  indemnity  fund,  as  follows: 

The  Caldera  claim  of  Mathew  Rooney.  master  of  the  bark,  was  allowed 
by  Minister  Burlingame  in  1864,  and  paid,  amounting  to $3, 040.  00 

Claims  of  the  board  of  underwriters  and  insurance  companies  on 
account  of  the  loss  of  the  bark  were  paid  by  the  authority  of  Con- 
gress, on  the  adjustment  of  the  Court  of  Claims,  to  the  amount  of  .     113, 017. 11 

The  Nott  claim,  for  the;  loss  of  20.000  .uexican  dollars  shipped  on  the 
schooner  Neva,  was  paid,  by  authority  of  the  Attorney-General,  to 
the  amoiant  of 38,343.53 
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In  the  opinion  of  this  Department,  claims  arising  subsequent  to  the  date  of  the 
convention  are  not  properly  chargeable  against  the  Chinese  indemnity  fund,  as  it  is 
expressly  stipulated  by  the  terms  of  the  convention  that  this  amount  "  shall  be  in 
full  liquidation  of  all  claims  of  American  citizens  at  the  various  ports  to  this  date. " 
The  Department  of  State  knows  of  no  just  claim  against  the  Chinese  indemnity 
lund. 

I  have  the  honor  to  be,  sir,  your  obedient  servant, 

Fred'k  T.  Frelinghuysen. 
Hon.  John  F.  Miller, 

Chairman  of  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations, 

United  States  Senate. 


[House  Report  No.  970,  Forty-eightli  Congress,  first  session.] 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs,  to  whom  were  referred  the  bills  (H.  R.  No. 
1004)  in  relation  to  the  Chinese  indemnity  fund  and  (H.  R.  :i7Gi)  in  relation  to  the 
Caldera  claims  against  that  fund,  have  carefully  considered  the  same,  and  submit 
the  following  report: 

Between  the  years. 1S44  and  1858  numerous  losses  were  sustained  by  American 
re,sidents  of  China  by  reason  of  the  destruction  of  their  property  through  the  acts 
of  lawless  bands  of  Chinese,  the  greatest  number  and  the  heaviest  losses  occur- 
ring after  the  year  18  )0,  when  the  powerful  revolt  known  as  the  Taiping  i-ebellion 
broke  out,  which  continued  to  render  the  power  of  the  central  Government  nuga- 
tory in  a  large  section  of  the  country  for  a  number  of  years. 

In  1858  these  losses  were  scheduled  by  the  United  States  minister  in  China,  and 
a  demand  was  made  by  him  upon  the  Chinese  Government  for  their  payment. 
After  some  delay  and  a  reduction  of  the  amount  demanded  to  500,000  taels 
($735,258.97),  a  treaty  was  concluded  between  tlie  two  Governments  providing 
for  the  payment  of  this  sum  from  the  customs  receipts  at  the  three  principal  open 
ports  of  the  Chinese  Empire. 

Under  the  provisions  of  an  act  of  Congress  two  commissioners  were  appointe<l 
to  adjust  the  claims  and  award  such  sums  as  might  be  found  to  be  justly  due, 
their  decisions  to  be  final. 

The  commissioners  appointed  were  both  at  the  time  residents  of  China,  and 
familiar  with  all  the  circumstances  under  which  the  claims  arose. 

They  met  at  Macao,  in  China,  November  18, 1859,  and  concluded  their  labors  on 
the  ISth  day  of  January,  18B0. 

Upon  examination  all  the  claims  were  found  to  be  more  or  less  exaggerated,  and 
some  to  be  entirely  groundless;  while  others  were  presented  by  persons  not  citizens 
of  the  United  States. 

After  paying  all  the  claims  to  the  apparent  satisfaction  of  the  claimants— no 
protest  being  tiled  in  any  case — with  interest  for  five  years  at  the  rate  of  13  per 
cent  per  annum,  there  remained  a  surplus  of  more  than  one-third  of  the  gross  sum 
received  from  China. 

As  the  money  was  paid  upon  the  representations  of  the  United  States  Govern- 
ment that  it  was  required  to  cover  losses  arising  from  the  destruction  of  private 
property  of  Americans  resident  in  China  which  occurred  prior  to  1858,  and  as  the 
terms  of  the  treaty  e.-.pressly  specified  that  it  was  to  be  applied  to  that  purpose,  it 
followed  as  a  matter  of  right  and  justice  that  the  sui-plus  should  have  been  returned 
to  China  as  soon  as  its  amount  had  been  ascertained.  This  course  was  recom- 
mended by  President  Buchanan,  and  has  been  repeatedly  urged  by  every  succeed- 
ing Executive,  including  President  Arthur,  yet  no  conclusive  action  has  been  taken 
by  Congress  to  carry  these  recommendations  into  effect. 

In  consequence  of  this  inaction  on  the  part  of  Congress,  the  Secretary  of  State 
was  constrained  to  direct  the  money  to  be  sent  to  the  United  States  for  safe-keeping, 
and  it  was  deposited  in  the  vaults  of  the  State  Department. 

In  the  exigency  of  the  stringent  money  market  during  the  civil  war  the  money 
was  used  by  the  United  States  Government,  and  bonds  of  the  Government  were 
deposited  with  the  Seoretury  of  State  to  represent  it. 

The  facts,  as  here  outlined,  clearly  show  that  this  "fund,"  which  is  still  in  the 
custody  of  the  Secretary  of  State  in  the  form  of  United  States  bonds,  should  be 
returned  to  the  Chinese  Government  without  further  delay. 

The  fund  having  always  been  regarded  and  treated  as  the  property  of  China— as 
it  manifestly  is— any  increase  in  the  nature  of  earnings  which  may  have  accrued 
during  the  pendency  of  its  return  attaches  to  the  principal  under  the  clearest  con- 
struction of  law  and  the  simple.st  rules  of  justice  and  eijuity. 
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The  question  presentnd  by  the  bill  H.  R.  3766  is  the  claim  of  the  owners  and 
insurers  of  the  bark  Ciildira , -pillaged  and  destroyed  by  Chinese  pirates  in  October. 
1H54,  to  five  years' interest,  at  the  rate  of  13  per  cent  per  annum  on  the  (iO  per  cent 
of  their  original  claim,  which  was  disallowed  by  the  board  of  commissioners  in 
making  their  awards,  with  interest  thereon  at  the  rate  of  5  per  cent  per  annum 
from  January  3ii,  1860,  to  dale. 

After  a  careful  review  of  all  the  evidence  in  this  case  the  committee  find,  from 
the  protest  of  the  master  of  the  Caldera,  filed  with  the  French  consul  at  Hong- 
kong immediately  after  the  occurrence,  and  from  other  conclusive  testimony,  that 
the  bark  encountered  a  severe  typhoon  on  her  first  day  out  from  Hongkong  bound 
for  San  Francisco  with  a  cargo  of  tea;  that  the  sails  were  -'torn  into  .shreds"  and 
the.vessel  was  so  severely  stramed  by  the  force  of  the  gale  and  the  hea\y  sea  that 
she  leaked  very  badly,  necessitating  the  constant  working  of  the  pumps  to  keep  her 
free;  that  after  driving  before  the  gale  for  two  days  she  grounded  while  endeavor- 
ing to  take  shelter  in  a  bay  on  the  coast  of  the  Five  Islands,  suffering  considerable 
damage  to  her. hull.  After  working  off  the  bar  upon  which  she  had  struck  she 
anchored  in  the  bay,  the  men  being  kept  continually  at  work  at  the  pumps  to  keep 
the  water  in  the  hold  from  gaining  upon  them.  That  while  thus  engaged  the  crew 
were  surprised  and  overpowered  by  Chinese  pirates  and  the  cargo  plundered;  that 
at  that  time  there  was  4  feet  of  water  in  the  hold,  immersing  about  one-third  of 
the  cargo;  that  the  vessel  proved  a  total  loss,  and  a  large  part  of  the  cargo  was 
carried  away  by  the  pirates.  That  upon  being  informt-d  of  this  outrage  the  Chi- 
nese Government  sent  several  war  junks,  in  conjunction  with  war  vessels  of  for- 
eign powers,  and  dispersed  the  pirates,  recovering  a  small  portion  of  the  stolen 
property.  That  both  the  hull  of  the  vessel  and  her  cargo  had  been  seriously  dam- 
aged by  the  elements  and  her  rigging  almost  totally  destroyed  before  she  entered 
the  harbor  where  the  robbery  was  committed  is  placed  beyond  all  question  by  the 
testimony  of  the  master  of  the  Caldera  and  others. 

In  considering  this  case  the  board  of  commissioners  in  China  had  recourse  to 
the  aid  of  experts,  who  testified  as  to  the  amount  of  damage  sustained  previous  to 
the  piratical  attack,  and  reached  the  conclusion  that  it  was  60  per  cent  of  the  first 
cost,  and  they  therefore  allowed  40  per  cent  of  the  claims,  with  five  years'  interest 
at  the  rate  of  13  per  cent  per  annum,  ma  dng  a  sum  equal  to  two-thirds  of  the 
gross  amount  of  the  claim  without  interest. 

As  the  rate  of  interest  which  prevailed  in  China  at  that  time  was  5  per  cent,  that 
rate  should  have  controlled  the  commissioners  in  making  their  awards.  By  dis- 
regarding this  rule,  which  governs  ail  judicial  tribunals,  they  actually  gave  to  the 
claimants  about  50  per  cent  of  tbeir  claims,  with  the  lawful  rate  of  5  per  cent 
interest  per  annum  for  the  five  years  contemplated  in  the  awards,  leaving  but 
about  50  per  cent  unpaid. 

Under  authority  of  an  act  of  Congress  approved  June  19,1878,  the  United  States 
Court  of  Claims  reviewed  the  Caldera  claims  and  awarded  to  the  c'aimants  the 
disallowed  60  per  cent,  with  interest  thereon  at  5  per  cent  per  annum  from.  Jan- 
uary 36,  1860,  to  the  date  of  the  findings  of  the  court,  amounting  to  $113,077.11, 
and  that  award  was  paid  by  the  Secretary  of  State. 

As  the  total  amount  of  these  claims,  presented  and  scheduled  by  the  United 
Spates  minister  in  China,  was  but  $y0,00J.60,  they  have  been  paid  to  date  a  sum 
about  eqtial  to  the  full  amount  of  their  entire  claim,  with  5  per  cent  interest  from 
the  date  of  the  loss  to  the  date  of  the  final  payment  made  by  the  Secretary  of  Stale. 
This  makes  no  deduction  whatever  for  the  damage  previously  done  to  the  vessel 
by  the  elements,  which,  from  the  testimony  adduced  before  the  board  of  commis- 
sioners, was  about  15  per  cent  of  her  first  cost,  nor  for  the  value  of  the  portion  of 
the  cargo  recovered,  amounting  to  several  thousand  dollars. 

The  sum  awarded  by  China  was,  in  gross,  to  cover  an  entire  list  of  claims;  and 
the  Court  of  Claims  was  right  in  finding  for  60  per  cent  of  the  claim  with  simple 
interest  instead  of  60  per  cent  with  the  interest  prior  to  the  payment  of  the  fund 
compounded. 

In  view  of  all  these  facts  the  committee  are  of  the  opinion  that  these  claimants 
have  been  paid  every  dollar  to  which  they  can  possibly  lay  claim,  and  more  than 
the  merits  of  the  case  seem  to  have  demanded. 

To  summarize,  the  United  States  Government,  in  making  a  statement  of  account 
against  China,  overcharged  that  Government  uearjy  10;)  percent  through  inad- 
vertence. This  excess,  with  its  earnings  while  withheld  from  China,  should  be 
returned  forthwith. 

The  Caldera  claimants  have  received  their  utmost  equitable  demands. 

The  sum  received  from  China  under  the  provisions  of  the  treaty  was  y735.338.97. 
After  paying  all  the  claims  there  remained  §339,165.77  in  gold,  vvhich,  when  trans- 
ferred to  the  [Tnited  States  and  deposited  in  the  State  Department,  yielded  the  sura 
of  !$390,33.j.73.     This  fund  has  been  invested  in  United  States  securities,  and  at 
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this  time,  with  interest  at  the  rate  of  5  per  cent  per  annum  added,  amonnts  to 
$r)88, 400.90,  after  having  paid  from  it  the  Caldera  claims  awarded  by  the  Conrt  of 
Claims. 

The  Secretary  of  State,  writing  to  the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee  under  date 
of  March  18,  1884,  in  answer  to  an  inquiry,  says:  "The  Department  of  State  knows 
of  no  just  claim  against  this  fund." 

The  excess  having  been,  in  reality,  the  property  of  China  from  the  day  of  its 
payment  into  the  hands  of  the  United  States,  by  every  rule  of  justice  whatever  it 
may  have  earned  while  in  the  custody  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States  is 
also  the  property  of  China  by  the  strictest  construction  of  law. 

The  committee  therefore  report  the  bill  H.  R.  3760  adversely,  and  recommend 
that  it  lie  upon  the  table;  and  the  bill  H.  R.  1004  favorably,  with  an  amendment, 
and  recommend  its  passage. 


[See  Claims  against  China,  Gen.  Index.] 
February  7,  1885. 

[Senate  Report  No.  1190.] 

Mr.  Pendleton,  from  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  sub- 
mitted the  following  report : 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  to  whom  was  referred  H.  R. 
1004,  having  considered  the  same,  beg  leave  to  report  it  back  with  the 
recommendation  that  it  do  pass,  submitting  the  following  report  made 
by  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs  to  the  House  of  Representatives 
March  22,  1884: 

[See  Report  934,  Forty-eighth  Congress,  second  session,  p.  465.] 


[See  Claims  against  Venezuela,  Gen.  Index.] 
February  10,  1885. 
[Senate  Report  No.  1201.] 

Mr.  Lapham,  from  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  submitted 
the  following  report : 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  to  whom  were  referred  joint 
resolution  (S.  Ill)  relative  to  the  distribution  of  the  moneys  received 
upon  the  awards  of  the  Mixed  Commission  between  the  United  States 
and  Venezuela,  and  also  the  petitions  of  Margaret  F.  Rawdon,  resid- 
ing at  Little  Falls,  State  of  New  York,  and  of  Ralph  S.  Demarest, 
residing  at  Demarest,  State  of  New  Jersey,  praying  for  the  distribu- 
tion of  said  moneys,  having  duly  considered  the  same,  report : 

Itappears  thatthe  Claims  Commission  at  Caracas,  under  the  conven- 
tion with  Venezuela,  concluded  on  the  25th  of  April,  1866,  terminated 
its  labors  on  the  8th  of  August,  1868.  Awards  were  made  in  twenty- 
four  eases  in  favor  of  claimants  of  the  United  States,  amounting  to 
$1,253,310.30.  By  the  terms  of  the  convention  the  awards  were  to  be 
paid  in  ten  annual  payments,  the  first  of  which  was  to  be  made  in  six 
months  after  the  date  of  the  awards.  Three  hundred  and  sixty  cer- 
tificates of  aw  ard,  bearing  interest  at  the  rate  of  5  per  cent  per  annum, 
payable  semiannually,  were  issued  to  the  beneficiaries  in  whose  favor 
the  awards  were  made.  In  satisfaction  of  the  same  Venezuela  has 
paid  to  the  United  States  only  $410,847.49.     Of  this  sum  $177,360.27 
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has  been  distributed  to  claimants.  The  balance,  $233,487.22,  has  been 
increased  by  its  investment  in  United  States  securiLies  and  by  the 
conversion  of  gold  into  currency. 

The  Government  of  Venezuela  has  never  denied  that  seventeen  of  the 
awards,  amounting  to  nearly  a  half  million  of  dollars,  were  properly 
decided,  but  has  claimed  that  tke  awards  in  seven  cases  decided  by 
the  umpire  were  tainted  with  fraud.  The  payments  thus  far  made 
by  Venezuela  are  about  equal  to  the  interest  on  the  undispiited  awards, 
while  the  entire  amount  of  all  the  awards,  principal  and  interest,  by 
the  terms  of  the  convention,  should  have  been  paid  more  than  five 
years  since.  There  have  been  various  investigations  and  resolutions 
and  acts  of  Congress  upon  this  subject,  including  an  act  passed  on 
the  2oth  of  February,  1873,  commonly  known  as  the  "finality  act," 
which  was  in  these  words : 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
in  Congress  assembled,  That  the  adjudication  of  claims  by  the  convention  with 
Venezuela  of  April  twenty-fifth,  eighteen  liundred  and  sixty-six,  pursuant  to  the 
terms  of  said  convention,  is  hereby  recogni  ed  as  final  and  conclusive,  and  to  be 
held  as  valid  and  subsisting  against  the  Republic  of  Venezuela. 

This  act  was  repealed  in  June,  1878,  leaving  the  President  free  to 
exercise  his  discretion  upon  the  subject  of  said  awards.  In  May,  1882, 
the  President  sent  his  message  to  Congress,  in  which  he  stated  that 
unless  Congress  took  some  action  upon  the  subject  of  these  awards 
he  should  deem  it  his  duty  to  direct  that  the  prolonged  discussion  be 
definitely  terminated  by  recognizing  their  absolute  validity. 

Accompanying  this  message  was  a  communication  from  the  Secre- 
tary of  State,  concluding  as  follows: 

Against  the  awards  to  which  no  exception  has  been  taken,  seventeen  in  number, 
Venezuela  can  not  at  this  late  day  rightfully  interpose  a  complaint.  They  should 
stand  as  valid,  and  Ihe  holders  of  certificates  which  represent  them  will  be  paid 
from  time  to  time  their  proportionate  sums  of  amounts  paid  or  that  may  be  paid 
by  Venezuela,  except  so  far  as  courts  of  competent  authority  in  the  United  States 
having  proper  jurisdiction  between  the  parties  may  adjudicate  otherwise  upon 
their  rights,  or  unless  Congress  shall  direct  to  the  contrary. 

And  on  the  3d  of  March,  1883,  Congress  passed  a  joint  resolution, 
which  was  approved  by  the  President,  in  the  following  words: 

JOINT  RESOLUTION  providing  for  a  new  Mixed  Commission  in  accordance  with  the  treaty  of 
April  twenty-fljth,  eighteen  hundred  and  sixty-six,  with  the  United  States  of  Venezuela. 

Whereas  since  the  dissolution  of  the  Mixed  Commission,  appointed  under  the 
treaty  of  April  twenty-fifth,  eighteen  hundred  and  sixty-six,  with  the  United 
States  of  Venezuela,  serious  charges,  impeaching  the  validity  and  integrity  of  its 
proceedings,  have  been  made  by  the  Government  of  the  United  States  of  \'ene- 
zuela,  and  also  charges  of  a  like  character  by  divers  citizens  of  the  United  States 
of  America  who  presented  claims  for  adiudication  before  that  tribunal;  and 

Whereas  the  evidence  to  be  found  in  the  record  of  the  proceedings  of  said  com- 
mission, and  in  the  testimony  taken  before  committees  of  the  House  of  Represent- 
atives in  the  matter,  tends  to  show  that  such  charges  are  not  without  foundation; 
and 

Whereas  it  is  desirable  that  the  matter  be  finally  disposed  of  in  a  manner  that 
shall  satisfy  any  just  complaints  against  the  validity  and  integrity  of  the  first 
commission  and  provide  a  tribunal  under  said  treaty  constructed  and  conducted 
so  as  not  to  give  cause  for  just  suspicion;  and 

Whereas  all  evidence  before  said  late  commission  was  presented  in  writing  and 
is  now  in  the  archives  of  the  State  Department;  and 

Whereas  the  President  of  the  United  States  has,  in  a  recent  communication  to 
Congress,  solicited  its  advisory  action  in  this  matter:  Therefore 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Conqyvss  assembled.  That  the  President  be,  and  he  hereby  is,  requested 
to  open  diplomatic  correspoiuleiioe  with  the  Government  of  the  United  States  of 
Venezuela,  with  a  view  to  the  revival  of  the  general  stipulations  of  the  treaty  of 
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April  twenty-fifth,  eighteen  hundred  and  sixty-six,  with  said  Government,  and  the 
appointment  thereunder  of  a  new  commission,  to  sit  in  the  city  of  Washington, 
which  commission  shall  be  authorized  to  consider  all  the  evidence  presented  before 
the  former  commission  in  respect  to  claims  brought  before  it,  together  with  such 
other  and  further  evidence  as  the  claimants  may  offer;  and  from  the  awards  that 
may  be  made  to  claimants,  any  moneys  heretofore  paid  by  the  Department  of 
State,  upon  certificates  issued  to  them,  respectively,  upon  awards  made  by  the 
former  commission,  shall  be  deducted,  and  such  certificates  deemed  canceled;  and 
the  moneys  now  in  the  Department  of  State,  received  from  the  Government  of 
Venezuela  on  account  of  said  awards,  and  all  moneys  that  may  hereafter  be  paid 
under  said  treaty,  shall  be  distributed  pro  rata  in  payment  of  such  awards  as  may 
be  made  by  the  commission  to  be  appointed  in  accordance  with  this  resolution. 

Immediately  upon  the  passage  of  this  resolution  correspondence  was 
opened  between  the  Department  of  State  and  the  representative  of 
the  Government  of  Venezuela  (which  is  shown  in  Ex.  Doc.  iSTo.  52, 
second  session  Forty-eighth  Congress),  from  which  it  appears  that 
the  Government  of  Venezuela  claims  she  was  absolved  from  making 
further  payment  upon  the  awards.  That  they  were  all  opened  by  the 
said  resolution,  and  nothing  has  since  been  paid  by  her.  Against  this 
view  of  the  effect  of  the  resolution  and  the  refusal  to  made  further 
payments  the  United  States  has  constantly  and  earnestly  protested. 

On  the  11th  of  June,  1884,  with  a  view  of  carrying  into  effect  the 
resolution  of  the  3d  of  March,  188.3,  the  United  States  submitted  to 
Venezuela  a  draft  of  a  convention,  which,  after  much  correspondence 
and  without  any  offer  or  proposal  to  amend  the  same,  though  requested 
to  do  so,  has  been  finally  rejected  by  Venezuela,  and  on  the  22d  of 
January,  1885,  notice  was  given  to  Venezuela  that,  with  a  view  of 
avoiding  further  delay  to  the  prejudice  of  citizens  of  the  United 
States  whose  just  rights  under  the  treaty  have  never  been  impugned, 
a  statement  of  the  results  would  be  submitted  to  Congress. 

On  the  27th  of  January  last  the  President  communicated  these  pro- 
ceedings in  a  message  to  Congress,  accompanied  bj^  a  letter  of  the  Sec- 
retary of  State,  which  constitute  Ex.  Doc.  No   52. 

The  petitioner  Mrs.  Rawdon  is  claimant  under  one  of  the  original 
certificates,  and  the  petitioner  Ralph  S.  Demarest  purcliased  his 
interest  in  the  awards  for  value,  while  the  aforesaid  "finality  act" 
was  in  full  force.  They  claim  that  they  are  each  entitled  to  be  paid 
their  poi'tion  of  the  moneys  now  held  by  the  Department  of  State. 

Your  committee,  therefore,  report  a  resolution  as  a  substitute  for 
the  joint  resolution  now  under  consideration,  and  recommend  its 
passage;  and  also  ask  that  the  committee  be  discharged  from  the 
further  consideration  of  said  petitions. 


FORTY-NINTH  CONGRESS,  FIRST  SESSION. 

June  10,  1886. 

[Senate  Report  No.  1304.] 

Mr.  Saulsbury,  from  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  submitted 
the  following  report: 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  to  whom  was  referred  Senate 
resolution  79,  requesting  the  President  of  the  United  States  to  call 
the  attention  of  the  Russian  Government  to  the  claim  of  the  legal 
representatives  of  Benjamin  W.  Perkins  against  said  Government, 
submit  the  following  report: 

The  claim  is  based  on  an  alleged  contract  with  the  Russian  Govern- 
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nient,  through  its  authorized  agent,  for  the  supply  by  Mr.  Perkins  of 
powder  and  other  munitions  of  war  in  1866.  No  such  contract  has 
been  exhibited  to  the  committee,  and  they  have  therefore  not  exam- 
ined and  express  no  opinion  on  the  merits  of  the  claim.  An  exami- 
nation of  the  records  of  the  State  Department  will  show  that  the 
matter  has  heretofore  been  presented  to  the  Russian  Government, 
and  our  then  minister,  Mr.  Curtin,  informed  that  it  had  received  the 
attention  of  the  Imperial  cabinet  and  been  finally  rejected.  It  is  evi- 
dent from  the  emphatic  refusal  of  the  Russian  Government  to  con- 
sider the  question  further  that  it  would  be  improper  to  request  the 
President  to  call  the  attention  of  that  Government  to  the  claim  again, 
and  the  committee  therefore  report  the  resolution  back  adversely. 


[See  Claims  against  Mexico,  Gen.  Index.] 
June  11,  1886. 

[Senate  Report  No.  1316.] 

Mr.  Morgan,  from  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  submitted 
the  following  report : 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
(S.  2207)  "to  amend  and  enlarge  the  act  approved  June  eighteenth, 
eighteen  hundred  and  seventy-eight,  entitled  'An  act  to  provide  for 
the  distribution  of  the  awards  made  under  the  convention  between 
the  United  States  of  America  and  the  Republic  of  Mexico,  concluded 
on  the  fourth  day  of  July,  eighteen  hundred  and  sixty-eight,' "  report 
the  same  favorably,  with  amendment,  and  recommend  its  passage. 

The  claim  of  Benjamin  Weil,  to  which  this  bill  relates,  has  been 
heretofore  examined  by  this  committee,  upon  the  evidence  submitted 
by  the  Department  of  State  to  Congress,  which  is  set  forth  in  House 
Ex.  Doc.  103,  Forty-eighth  Congress,  first  session,  and  in  a  document 
entitled  "Claims  against  Mexico,"  printed  for  the  use  of  the  Senate, 
and  in  the  correspondence  between  Mexico  and  the  United  States 
touching  this  and  other  matters  arising  under  the  convention  of  July 
4,  1868. 

This  evidence  has  been  sent  to  Congress  as  being  worthy  of  credit, 
no  impeachment  of  its  integrity  having  been  intimated  by  the  Presi- 
dent. 

It  establishes  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  committee  that  the  claim  of 
Benjamin  Weil  against  Mexico,  upon  which  an  award  was  made  in 
favor  of  the  United  States  by  the  decision  of  the  umpire  selected  in 
accordance  with  said  convention,  has  no  actual  foundation  in  fact; 
that  it  was  originated  in  fraud,  and  was  established  by  false  swearing. 

The  award  based  upon  this  claim,  including  interest  to  the  time 
when  the  same  was  published,  amounted  to  the  sum  of  $487,810.68, 
which  Mexico  was  required  to  pay  to  the  United  States. 

About  the  time  the  joint  commission  and  the  umpire  selected  under 
this  treaty  had  concluded  their  labors,  the  Mexican  Government  ear- 
nestly invited  the  attention  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States 
to  this  matter,  and  asserted  that  this  award  and  that  in  favor  of  the 
La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company  were  the  results  of  fradulent  imposi- 
tions practiced  by  the  claimants  upon  the  commission  and  upon  both 
Governments.     The  Mexican  minister  presented  the  grounds  of  this 
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aectisation,  with  siich  evidence  in  support  of  it  as  he  then  claimed  to 
possess,  to  the  Department  of  State. 

He  admitted  the  conclusive  finality  of  the  awards  as  between  the 
two  Governments,  and  avowed  the  intention  of  Mexico  to  comply 
with  the  treaty  by  paying  the  same  as  they  should  fall  due. 

This  correspondence  left  no  doubt  upon  the  question  of  the  con- 
clusive effect  of  the  final  action  of  the  commission  under  the  treaty, 
as  between  the  two  Governments,  but  it  was  strongly  suggestive  of 
the  duty  and  obligation  of  honor  resting  upon  the  United  Slates  to 
examine  into  the  conduct  of  the  claimants  who  were  their  own  citi- 
zens, and  to  prevent  them  from  using  the  name  and  powers  of  the 
United  States  for  the  purpose  of  establishing,  through  decrees  of  a 
court  of  arbitration,  claims  against  Mexico  that  were  fraudulent. 

The  convention  of  July  4,  1868,  declared  that  "it  is  desirable  to 
maintain  and  increase  the  friendly  feelings  between  the  United  States 
and  the  Mexican  Republic,  and  so  to  strengthen  the  system  and  prin- 
ciples of  republican  government  on  this  continent."  This  unusual 
avowal  of  a  great  public  policy  in  which  both  Republics  were  in  sym- 
pathy was  too  important  to  be  disturbed  by  the  fraudulent  conduct 
of  the  citizens  of  either  Government,  while  enjoying  the  advantage 
of  using  the  name  of  their  own  Government  in  prosecuting  their  claims 
against  the  other. 

This  subject  attracted  the  earnest  attention  of  the  President  of  the 
United  States.  The  facts  presented  by  Mexico  were  impressive  and 
led  to  a  careful  examination  of  these  cases  by  Congress.  Mr.  Fish, 
then  Secretary  of  State,  asked  for  legislation  to  aid  him  in  settling  the 
awards  of  the  commissioners  with  Mexico,  and  in  their  distribution  to 
the  claimants.  In  his  letter  to  the  chairman  of  the  House  Committee 
on  Foreign  Affairs,  dated  January  19,  1877,  on  this  subject,  he  says: 

Provision  should  also  be  made  for  the  distribution  among  the  several  parties 
entitled  I  o  the  money  as  it  may  be  received,  and  also  for  the  reimbursement  to  the 
United  States  of  the  amount  paid  by  the  United  States  toward  the  joint  expenses 
of  the  commission,  and  which,  by  the  terms  of  the  treaty,  is  to  be  deducted  from 
the  awards.     (Ex.  Doc.  103,  p.  19.) 

A  bill  came  from  the  House  to  the  Senate  toward  the  close  of  the 
Forty-fourth  Congress  to  carry  out  the  suggestions  of  Mi-.  Fish,  and 
was  reported  to  the  Senate,  but  was  recommitted  to  enable  the  com- 
mittee to  consider  the  complaints  made  by  Mexico  as  to  the  awards 
made  to  Weil  and  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company. 

At  the  next  session  Mr.  Davis,  of  Illinois,  on  April  1,  1878,  intro- 
duced a  bill  in  the  Senate  which,  with  amendments,  was  enacted  into 
a  statute  and  approved  June  18,  1878.  The  fifth  section  of  this  act 
related  only  to  the  claims  mentioned. 

The  debate  on  this  bill  in  both  Houses  was  full  and  practically  cov- 
ered every  question  that  has  since  been  discussed  in  respect  of  these 
claims. 

The  additional  evidence  presented  by  Mexico,  showing  the  fraud- 
ulent character  of  Weil's  claim,  has  been  much  strengthened  since 
that  law  was  enacted.  The  full  text  of  that  act  is  appended  to  this 
report. 

The  President,  Mr.  Hayes,  proceeded  to  comply  with  the  request 
made  of  him  in  the  fifth  section  of  that  act.  Mr.  Evarts,  then  Secre- 
tary of  State,  asked  the  T\l<'xican  minister  to  present  the  evidence  on 
which  his  Government  relied,  to  show  the  fraud  alleged  to  exist  in 
each  of  these  claims.     This  was  done,  and  it  was  carefully  examined 


i76  cTjAims  against  mexioo. 

by  the  Secretary  of  State.     His  conclusions  were  stated  in  a  confiden- 
tial note  to  the  President,  as  follows : 

rConfldential.    No.  60.1 

August  13,  1879. 

The  President: 

1  have  brought  to  a  close  my  examinations  of  the  proofs,  documents,  and  argu- 
ments laid  before  me  on  the  part  of  the  Mexican  Government,  both  in  the  case  of 
Beiijamin  Weil  and  the  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company,  and  have  heard  oral 
argument,  also,  from  counsel  representina;  that  Government.  In  reply  to  the 
app  ication  of  the  Mexican  Government  in  respect  of  both  of  their  cases  I  have 
heard  counsel  in  behalf  of  the  parties  interested  in  the  awards,  respectively. 

The  conclusions  I  have  come  to  as  to  the  proper  course  to  be  pursued  by  the 
President  under  the  diplomatic  presentation  of  their  cases  made  by  the  Republic 
of  Mexico,  and  the  request  made  to  the  President  by  Congress,  under  the  fifth 
section  of  the  act  of  June'  18,  1878,  providing  for  the  distribution  of  the  awards 
under  the  convention  with  Mexico,  are  as  follow.s: 

First.  I  am  of  opinion  that  as  between  the  United  States  and  Mexico  the  latter 
Government  has  no  right  to  complain  of  the  coiidu::t  of  these  claims  before  the 
tribunal  of  commissioners  and  umpire  provided  by  the  convention,  or  ot  the  .ludg- 
ments  given  thereupon,  so  far  as  the  integrity  of  the  tribunal  is  concerned,  the 
regularity  of  the  proceedings,  the  full  opportunity  in  time  and  after  notice  to  meet 
the  case  of  the  respective  claimauls,  and  the  free  and  deliberate  choice  exercised 
by  Mexico  as  to  the  methods,  the  measures,  and  means  of  the  defense  against  the 
same. 

I  conclude,  therefore,  that  neither  the  principles  of  public  law  nor  considera- 
tions of  justice  or  equity  require  or  permit  as  betweea  the  United  States  and  Mexico 
that  the  awards  in  these  cases  should  be  opened  and  the  cases  retried  before  a  new 
international  tribunal,  or  under  any  new  convention  or  negotiation  respecting  the 
same  between  the  United  States  and  Mexico. 

Second.  I  am,  however,  of  opinion  that  the  matters  brought  to  the  attention  of 
this  Government  on  the  part  of  Mexico  do  bring  into  grave  doubt  the  substantial 
integrity  of  the  claim  of  Benjamin  Weil,  and  the  sincerity  of  the  evidence  as  to 
the  measure  of  damages  insisted  upon  and  accorded  in  the  case  of  the  La  Abra 
Silver  Mining  Company,  and  that  the  honor  of  the  United  States  do.?s  require  that 
these  two  cases  should  be  further  investigated  by  the  Uniled  States  to  ascertain 
whether  this  Government  has  been  made  the  means  of  enforcing  against  a  friendly 
power  claims  of  our  citizens  based  upon  or  exaggerated  by  fraud. 

If  such  further  investigation  should  remove  the  doubts  which  have  been  fairly 
raised  upon  the  representations  of  Mexioo,  the  honor  of  the  United  States  will 
have  been  completely  maintained.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  claimants  shall  fail 
in  removing  these  doubts,  or  they  should  be  replaced  by  cert<iin  condemnation, 
the  honor  of  the  United  States  will  be  vindicated  by  such  measures  as  may  then 
be  dictated. 

Third.  The  executive  government  is  not  furnished  with  the  means  of  instituting 
and  pursuing  methods  of  investigation  which  can  coerce  the  production  of  evi- 
dence or  compel  the  examination  of  parties  and  witnesses. 

The  authority  for  such  an  investigation  must  proceed  from  Congress.  I  would 
advise,  therefore,  that  the  proofs  and  conclusions  you  shall  come  to  thereon,  if 
adverse  to  the  immediate  payment  on  these  awards  of  the  installments  received 
from  Mexico,  be  laid  before  Congress  for  the  exercise  of  their  plenary  authority 
in  the  matter. 

Fourth.  It  may  be  that,  as  the  main  imputation  in  the  case  of  the  La  Abra  Silver 
Mining  Company  is  of  fraudulent  exaggeration  of  the  claim  in  its  measure  of 
damages,  it  may  consist  with  a  proper  reservation  of  further  investigation  in  this 
case  to  make  the  distribution  of  the  installments  in  hand. 

I  have  this  subordinate  consideration  still  under  examination,  and  should  you 
entertain  this  distint  tion  will  su'.imit  my  further  conclusions  on  this  point. 

All  of  which  is  respectfully  submitted. 

Wm.  M.  Evarts. 

August  8,  1879. 

The  foregoing  conclusions  of  the  Secretary  of  State  are  approved. 

R.  B.  Hayes. 
August  13,  1879. 

Congress  made  no  change  in  its  action  on  this  subject  in  reply  to  the 
refiuest  of  the  President  (Mr.  llaj'os)  for  smne  provision  of  law  by 
wliicHi  the  question  of  the  lionesty  of  these  claims  could  be  determined 
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in  a  domestic  tribunal.  Mr.  Hayes  did  not  believe  that  IVlexico  had 
any  other  right  or  duty  growing  out  of  the  convention  of  July  4,  1868, 
than  to  pay  the  awards  made  by  the  commission.  Nor  did  he  recog- 
nize the  right  of  Congress  to  constrain  him  to  enter  into  any  negotia- 
tion with  Mexico.  Having  ascertained  and  declared  that  the  honor 
of  the  United  States  required  that  these  claims  should  be  further 
investigated,  and  believing  that  any  agreement  with  Mexico  would 
involve  an  admission  by  the  United  States  that  the  results  of  the  cion- 
vention  were  not  final  and  conclusive  between  the  two  Governments, 
Mr.  Hayes  insisted  that  Congress  ought  to  provide  for  the  further 
investigation  of  these  claims  by  some  domestic  tribunal. 

On  a  bill  to  empower  the  Court  of  Claims  to  make  such  investiga- 
tion, the  Senate  Committee  on  the  Judiciary  on  June  10, 1880,  reported 
adversely.  On  a  bill  of  the  like  character,  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Affairs  made  a  favorable  report,  on  the  9th  of  June,  1880,  to  the  House 
of  Representatii  es. 

Congress  having  adjourned  without  making  any  further  provision 
in  reference  to  these  awards,  President  Hayes  proceeded  to  distribute 
them  to  the  claimants  to  the  extent  of  the  installments  then  in  the 
possession  of  the  Secretary  of  State. 

Mr.  Blaine,  while  Secretary  of  State,  also,  in  like  manner,  distrib- 
uted one  installment  paid  by  Mexico  while  he  was  in  office. 

When  Mr.  Arthur  came  into  office  he  suspended  all  further  distribu- 
tion of  these  two  awards,  and  proceeded  to  negotiate  a  convention 
with  Mexico  for  the  rehearing  of  the  cases  by  a  joint  commission,  and 
sent  it  to  the  Senate  for  its  consideration.  A  copy  of  that  convention 
is  appended  to  this  report. 

Wliile  that  convention  was  pending  in  the  Senate,  in  December, 
1882,  John  J.  Key,  as  assignee  of  Benjamin  Weil  of  a  part  of  said 
award,  instituted  a  mandamus  proceeding  in  the  siipreme  court  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  against  Mr.  Frelinghuj'sen,  Secretary  of  State, 
to  compel  him  to  proceed  to  distribute  othei'  installments  of  the  award 
that  Mexico  had  paid  to  the  United  States.  These  x^apers  disclose  fully 
the  ground  taken  by  each  party  in  reference  to  the  whole  subject  of 
this  award. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen  states  on  oath,  amongst  other  things,  that  Mr. 
Arthiir — 

The  President  of  the  United  States,  believing  that  said  award  was  obtained  by 
fraud  and  perjury,  deemed  and  still  deems  it  his  duty  to  withhold  for  the  time 
being  the  distribution  of  the  installments  now  on  hand,  an  essential  measure  to 
the  negotiation  of  a  treaty  with  the  Republic  of  Mexico  providing  for  arehearing 
of  the  demand  made  by  the  United  States  on  Mexico  in  respect  of  the  claim  of 
Benjamin  Weil,  etc. 

This  case  went  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  and  its 
decision  dismissing  the  proceeding  was  rendered  on  the  7th  of  January, 
1884.  The  opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court,  which  covers  every  question 
of  law  material  to  a  full  comprehension  of  the  legal  rights  of  the 
claimant,  will  be  found  in  the  appendix  to  this  report. 

The  convention  with  Mexico  was  still  pending  in  the  Senate  when 
President  Cleveland  came  into  office.  Having  withdrawn  several  other 
treaties  negotiated  by  his  predecessor  with  other  powers,  it  is  just  to 
assume  that  he  was  not  indifferent  to  the  causes  and  reasons  which 
induced  Mr.  Arthur  to  conclude  this  convention  with  Mexico,  and  that, 
having  investigated  for  himself  the  history  of  these  cases,  he  con- 
sidered it  his  duty  to  further  maintain  the  suspension  of  payments 
on  this  award.  He  also  sent  a  message  to  Congress  on  the  lltli  of 
May,  1886,  transmitting  a  letter  of  the  Secretary  of  State,  in  which  he 
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urgently  calls  their  attention  to  the  condition  of  this  matter.  That 
message  is  appended  to  this  report. 

The  Secretary  states  in  his  letter  that  "under  the  authority  of  the 
last  recited  section  (sec.  6  of  the  act  of  June  8,  1878),  the  then  Presi- 
dent (Mr.  Hayes)  caused  an  investigation  to  be  made  of  the  charges  of 
fraud  presented  by  the  Mexican  Government  against  these  two  claims, 
and  an  elaborate  report  was  made  April  15,  1880,  by  Mr.  Evarts,  the 
then  Secretary  of  State,  which  was  communicated  to  the  Senate,  and 
which  stated  that  grave  doubts  of  the  substantial  integrity  of  those 
claims  existed,  and  that  '  the  honor  of  the  United  States  required  the 
two  cases  should  be  further  investigated  by  the  United  States.'" 

Although  no  mention  is  made  in  the  letter  of  the  Secretary  of  State 
nf  the  more  decided  and  emphatic  declaration  made  by  Mr.  Freling- 
huysen  in  the  Key  case,  that  President  Arthur  believed  "that  said 
award  was  obtained  by  fraud  and  perjury,"  it  is  not  to  be  supposed 
that  this  important  fact  in  the  history  of  the  case  was  overlooked,  or 
that  the  President  has  come  to  any  different  conclusion  upon  the  evi- 
dence submitted  by  Mexico  to  impeach  the  integrity  of  this  claim. 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  agree  with  and  approve  the 
attitude  these  three  administrations  have  assumed  in  reference  to  this 
case,  that  the  honor  of  the  United  States  requires  that  the  claim  of 
Ben.iamin  Weil  should  be  further  investigated. 

-The  failure  of  the  required  constitutional  majority  of  two-thirds  of 
the  Senate  to  ratify  the  convention  with  Mexico,  dated  July  13,  1882, 
causes  that  method  of  providing  for  the  further  investigation  of  these 
cases  to  disappear  from  further  consideration,  and  leaves  to  Connress 
the  duty,  reserved  in  the  fifth  section  of  the  act  of  June  18, 1878,  "to 
otherwise  direct"  what  shall  be  done  with  the  money  received  or  to  be 
paid  to  the  United  States  under  the  award  made  on  the  claim  of  Ben- 
jamin Weil  against  Mexico. 

The  claim  of  Benjamin  Weil  was  never  presented  to  the  United  States 
or  to  Mexico  before  it  was  submitted  to  the  joint  commission  for  adjudi- 
cation. In  this  respect  the  proceedings  before  that  commission  Mere 
very  loose  and  unguarded.  If  any  material  fact  among  the  many  that 
Mexico  now  presents  to  prove  Weil's  fraud  had  been  made  known  to 
the  State  Department  before  this  claim  was  submitted  to  the  commis- 
sion, it  is  most  probable  that  he  would  never  have  had  the  consent  of 
the  Government  to  present  it  in  the  name  of  the  United  States.  Or,  if 
Weil's  claim,  as  it  was  presented  with  the  afBidavits  in  its  support, 
had  been  examined  by  the  State  Department,  it  is  scarcely  possible  that 
the  United  States  would  have  brought  into  such  serious  question  its 
'own  laws  and  regulations  in  respect  of  the  shipment  of  cotton  from 
Texas  and  other  States  in  rebellion  in  1864,  as  to  have  permitted  it  s 
enforcement,  or  even  its  presentation  a'^'ainst  Mexico,  by  a  man  then 
engaged  in  rebellion.  Weil  was  then  in  tne  active  service  of  Louisiana, 
engaged  in  sending  out  cotton  and  bringing  in  goods  and  arms  and 
munitions  of  war  under  a  general  contract  with  that  State  in  violation 
of  the  laws  of  the  United  States. 

The  cotton  he  alleges  he  was  shipping  was  contraband,  and  its  cap- 
ture by  any  person  in  the  service  of  the  United  States  would  have 
passed  the  title  to  the  Government.  Weil's  right  to  it  was  forfeited 
by  his  offense, against  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  its  capture 
was  all  that  was  necessary  to  be  done  to  have  secured  a  complete  title 
to  the  cotton  in  the  United  States. 

He  alleges  that  it  was  captured  by  Mexican  troops,  on  Mexican  soil, 
and  asks  the  United  States,  in  its  own  name  and  under  its  rights  as 
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established  in  the  convention  with  Mexico  of  Jnly  4,  1868,  to  demand 
and  receive  the  value  of  that  cotton  from  Mexico. 

Without  any  change  in  the  rights  of  the  United  States  as  to  the  cot- 
ton, or  its  value,  Mexico  is  required  by  this  award  to  pay  the  value  of 
the  same  to  the  United  States,  because  of  its  capture  and  confiscation 
by  Mexican  officials.  The  tortious  capture  is  waived,  the  wrong  to  the 
United  States  from  the  military  capture  is  condoned,  and  the  value  of 
the  cotton  is  accepted  as  the  real  measure  of  the  damage  to  the  rights 
of  the  owner.  Mexico,  instead  of  turning  over  the  cotton  to  the  United 
States,  pays  its  value  as  assessed  in  this  award.  If  Mexico  had  turned 
over  the  cotton  to  the  United  States,  as  a  duty  of  friendship,  the  title 
woiild  have  passed  to  the  Government  in  the  same  way  that  it  would 
if  it  had  been  captured  en  route  to  Matamoras  by  the  troops  of  the 
United  States. 

This  question  was  mooted  on  the  hearing  of  the  case  before  the  com- 
mission, but  it  was  evident  that  the  claim  of  the  United  States  was 
stronger  than  that  of  Weil  to  the  cotton,  if  there  was  any  cotton  cap- 
tured by  Mexican  troops,  and  that  Mexico  could  not  plead,  as  against 
the  United  States,  that  Weil  had  forfeited  his  right  to  the  cotton.  If 
that  was  true,-  it  only  established  more  clearly  the  right  of  the  United 
States  to  indemnity.  That  commission  could  not  settle  any  question, 
and  did  not  attempt  to  settle  any,  between  the  United  States  and  Weil 
as  to  his  violation  of  our  laws.     That  subject  is  still  open. 

The  money  due  under  this  award  represents  that  cofton,  and  the 
question  is,  in  this  view  of  the  matter,  whether  it  can  be  lawfully  paid 
by  the  Secretary  of  State  to  Weil  or  his  assigns,  in  the  face  of  his 
crime  against  the  United  States  by  which  the  cotton  was  forfeited, 
without  the  express  consent  of  Congress. 

The  committee  are  further  satisfied  upon  the  evidence  submitted  to 
Congress  through  the  Department  of  State  that  Weil's  claim  to  this 
cotton  is  utterly  groundless — a  mere  fabrication  in  every  part  of  it, 
and  as  to  every  fact  which  he  alleges  in  its  support.  It  is  wholly 
manufactured  from  false  statements  without  the  existence  of  a  plausi- 
ble pretext  to  which  the  claim  can  be  referred  to  give  it  the  appear- 
ance, even,  of  being  real  or  just. 

It  can  make  no  difference  by  whose  neglect  or  stupidity  the  falsity 
of  this  claim  was  permitted  to  escape  detection  and  exposure  in  the 
court  of  arbitration.  Being  in  law  and  in  fact  an  award  to  the  United 
States  against  Mexico  of  a  sum  of  money  due  for  the  capture  of  a  train 
alleged  to  have  been  loaded  with  cotton  that  never  existed,  the  honor 
of  the  country  forbids  us  to  claim  it. 

When  it  is  made  manifest  that  the  United  States  have  been  fraudu- 
lently deceived  by  their  own  citizen  in  demanding  this  sum  of  money 
for  his  benefit,  every  sentiment  of  duty,  honor,  and  justice  requires 
that  this  Government  should  refuse  to  become  the  medium  through 
which  such  crimes  are  to  be  perpetrated. 

The  committee  call  attention  to  the  prominent  features  of  the  case 
of  Weil  as  it  was  proven  before  the  commission  and  as  it  is  dis- 
proved by  the  papers  and  affidavits  that  came  subsequently  to  the 
possession  of  Mexico.  It  is  a  most  extraordinary  circumstance  that 
1,914  bales  of  cotton,  each  weighing  (as  was  proven)  over  500  pounds, 
loaded  on  not  less  than  192  wagons,  with  as  many  drivers,  and  not  less 
than  1,536  oxen  or  mules  all  in  one  train,  should  have  crossed  the  Rio 
Grande  where  there  is  no  public  road,  at  some  point  more  than  50  miles 
off  the  direct  road  from  "Alleyton"  or  "Allaton,"  to  Malainoras,  its 
place  of  destination;  and  that  nobody  has  been  found,  except  the  men 
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whose  statements  will  presently  be  considered,  who  saw  a  bale  of  the 
cotton,  or  a  wagon,  or  a  teamster,  or  an  ox  or  mule  that  was  in  the 
train.  The  improbability  of  such  statements  is  enough  to  condemn 
this  claim  as  utterly  without  foundation. 

But  the  falsity  of  the  claim  is  still  more  conclusively  shown  by  refer- 
ence to  the  papers  sent  to  the  State  Department  by  JVIexico  and  verified 
as  to  their  genuineness  by  affidavits. 

The  claim  of  Weil  against  Mexico,  briefly  stated,  is  that  in  1864  he 
bought  at  or  in  the  vicinity  of  AUaton  or  Alleytown,  Tex.  (700  or  260 
miles  from  the  Rio  Grande),  1,914  bales  of  cotton,  "  belonging  solely 
to  himself; "  that  in  May  or  September,  1864  (as  differently  stated  by 
his  witnesses),  he  started  the  same  in  one  immense  train  of  192  wagons 
and  1,536  animals  from  Alleytown  destined  for  Matamoras,  Mexico; 
that  after  crossing  the  Rio  Grande  into  Mexico,  between  Piedras 
Negras  and  Laredo,  the  cotton  was  seized  by  the  Mexican  forces  under 
General  Cortinas  on  or  about  the  20th  of  September,  1864;  that  "Weil, 
after  the  purchase  and  Shipment  of  the  cotton  at  Alleytown,  went  to 
Matamoras,  Mex. ,  and  was  there  at  the  date  of  seizure.  These  alle- 
gations are  supported  by  the  sworn  declarations  of  Weil  himself  and 
by  certain  ex  parte  affidavits,  his  two  material  witnesses  being  George 
D.  Hite  and  John  M.  Martin.  Upon  this  ex  parte  testimony  an  award 
was  rendered  in  Weil's  favor  for  $487,810.68. 

It  appears  from  the  documents  transmitted  by  the  Secretary  of  State 
to  Congress  that  immediately  after  the  public  announcement  of  the 
award  the  Mexican  minister  in  Washington  was  put  in  possession  of 
newly  discovered  evidence  which  established  the  entire  falsity  of 
Weil's  claim.  This  evidence  is  shown  to  be  additional  to  that  filed  by 
Mexico,  or  witliin  her  possession  or  knowledge,  on  the  trial  before  the 
commission,  and  from  its  very  character  by  far  the  greater  part  of  it 
could  not  have  been  procured  except  by  the  cooperation  of  the  claim- 
ant, his  agents,  or  partners  in  business.  It  consists  of  some  fifteen 
affidavits,  including  those  of  Weil's  partners  in  business  from  1863  to 
1866,  of  other  persons  who  knew  intimately  the  business  and  where- 
abouts of  Weil  and  the  principal  witnesses  of  his  claim,  and  of  Con- 
federate and  Union  officers  and  citizens  cognizant  of  affairs  at  the 
time  when  and  in  the  locality  where  the  claim  had  its  alleged  origin 
and  consummation ;  and  some  two  hundred  original  letters  and  tele- 
grams between  Weil  and  his  partners  and  other  persons,  seventy  of 
which  are  written  and  signed  by  Weil  himself.  The  greater  part  of 
this  evidence  will  be  found  in  the  document  printed  for  the  use  of  the 
Senate,  entitled  "  Claims  against  Mexico"  (pp.  125  to  241),  and  where 
citations  are  given  in  this  report  the  pages  noted  will  refer  to  the 
document  unless  otherwise  stated. 

In  his  memorial  Weil  swears  that  he  had  no  partners;  that  the 
cotton  seized  "belonged  solely  to  himself."  From  the  papers  above 
described  it  is  shown  (pp.  126  to  131)  that  Weil  was  a  member  of  the 
firm  of  Isaac  Levy  &  Co. ,  of  Alexandria,  La. ;  that  this  firm  consoli- 
dated in  1863  with  that  of  Block,  Firnljerg  &  Co.,  and  that  in  1864 
Weil,  on  behalf  of  his  firm,  made  a  further  arrangement  with  a  Swiss 
merchant  of  Matamoros,  Mexico,  named  Jenny. 

Weil  &  Levy  had  been  appointed  agents  of  the  (Confederate)  State 
of  Louisiana,  and  the  object  of  the  combination  was  (p.  129)  "to 
import  for  the  State  ammunition,  cotton  cards,  clothing,  arms,  etc. 
for  which  they  were  to  receive  from  the  State  of  Louisiana  in  exchange 
cotton"  (p.  129). 
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M;irx  Levy,  one  of  the  partners,  swears  that — 

I  know  this  claim  of  Benjamin  Weil  against  the  Government  of  Mexico  is  a  base 
fabrication  and  a  fraud  from  beginning  to  end  (p.  128). 

Another  partner,  Solomon  Firnberg,  swears : 

I  know  of  my  personal  knowledge  that  the  claim  of  Benjamin  Weil  against  the 
Government  of  Mexico  was  fraudulent.  *  *  *  The  first  time  I  ever  heard  of  it 
was  through  the  public  press.    *    *    *    I  then  denounced  it  as  a  swindle  (p.  138). 

The  affidavits  of  the  other  partners,  Loeb  and  Scherck  (pp.  129, 132) 
are  to  the  same  effect,  and  show,  further,  that  every  bale  of  cotton 
held  by  the  firm  was  satisfactorily  accounted  for;  that  not  a  single 
bale  was  ever  seized  by  the  Mexican  forces,  and  that  Weil  was  wholly 
engaged  in  the  partnership  business,  and  had  no  operations,  property, 
or  iutei-ests  outside  of  it.  These  statements  are  also  corroborated  by 
the  affidavit  of  E.  W.  Halsey,  private  secretary  to  the  governor  of 
Louisiana  (p.  131). 

These  affidavits  are  abundantly  confirmed  by  more  than  seventy  of 
Weil's  own  (original)  letters.  Several  of  his  letters,  written  through- 
out the  year  1863,  show  that  the  firm  had  small  means  and  little  busi- 
ness, and  that  he  had  great  difficulty  in  making  or  getting  enough 
money  to  pay  his  board  (pp.  149, 163, 159, 165, 166, 168).  Various  of 
his  letters  during  the  year  1864  clearly  establish  that  at  the  times 
fixed  in  his  memorial  and  proofs  as  being  at  or  near  Alleytown  engaged 
in  the  purchase  and  shipment  of  his  train  of  cotton,  or  at  Matamoros 
when  it  was  seized,  he  was  at  other  and  distant  places  and  engaged 
in  business  of  altogether  a  different  character,  to  wit,  the  transporta- 
tion of  military  supplies  to  the  Confederate  governor  of  Louisiana  and 
the  earnest  endeavor  to  obtain  the  promised  cotton  in  payment,  which 
came  slowly  and  in  small  quantities  (pp.  173, 175, 177). 

As  early  as  April,  1864,  Weil  started  for  Alexandria,  La.,  to  see  the 
governor,  but  "the  Yankees  came  and  I  turned  back"  (p.  173).  In 
June  he  went  to  Louisiana,  met  the  governor  (pp.  178, 179),  and  from 
that  time  until  long  after  September  20,  the  date  of  the  alleged  seiz- 
ure of  the  1,914  bales  of  cotton  from  Weil  in  Mexico,  he  was  in  north- 
ei'u  Louisiana  trying  to  obtain  payment  in  cotton  for  the  goods 
delivered  to  the  governor,  as  his  own  letters  show  (pp.  180  to  199).  It 
is  plainly  apparent  that  the  business  and  occupation  of  Weil  were  the 
execution,  in  association  with  his  partners,  of  the  contract  with  the 
Confederate  governor  of  Louisiana,  and  that  he  was  not  and  could 
not  have  been  engaged  in  any  other  operations,  and  especially  those 
described  in  his  memorial  presented  to  the  commission. 

Weil's  principal  witness  to  prove  the  ownership  of  the  cotton  was 
George  D.  Hite.  He  swears  that  he  was  employed  by  Weil  to  pur- 
chase and  collect  the  cotton  at  "AUaton"  in  1864;  that  he  hired  the 
wagons,  made  up  the  train,  and  started,  in  May,  1864, 1,900  bales  of  cot- 
ton, all  of  which  "  belonged  exclusively  to  and  was  paid  for  by  Weil; " 
that  he  was  present  at  and  assisted  the  crossing  of  the  Rio  Grande  by 
the  train  in  September,  1864,  and  went  thence  to  Matamoros,  Mexico, 
where  he  heard  of  the  seizure. 

It  is  established  by  the  affidavits  and  letters  of  Gen.  W.  R.  Boggs, 
chief  of  staff.  Confederate  army;  B.  C.  Brent,  Gen.  Kirby  Smith's 
transportation  agent;  Col.  J.  C.  Wise,  quartermaster's  department; 
R.  P.  Britten,  and  other  reputable  persons,  that  Hite  was  at  Shreve- 
port.  La.,  during  the  whole  of  the  year  of  1864  (pp.  135  to  138),  and 
that  he  did  not  enter  the  employ  of  Weil's  firm  and  did  not  go  to 
Texas  before  January,  1865  (pp.  199, 209, 211) ;  in  other  words,  that 
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his  affidavits,  upon  which  Weil's  case  mainly  rests,  are  base  fabrica- 
tions, without  the  shadow  of  a  foundation. 

The  next  witness  in  importance  is  John  M.  Martin,  who  claims  to 
have  been  an  eyewitness  to  the  seizure  of  the  cotton  by  the  Mexican 
forces  on  the  20th  of  September,  1864,  and  in  his  affidavit  he  enters 
with  particularity  into  the  details  of  that  event.  It  is  conclusively 
shown  that  he  was  never,  during  the  year  1864,  nearer  to  the  locality 
of  the  alleged  seizure  than  Shreveport,  La.;  that  he  went  to  New 
Orleans  in  May,  and  from  there  to  Belmont  County,  Ohio,  in  June, 
where  he  remained  till  some  time  in  1865,  being  at  the  time  of  the 
alleged  seizure  nearly  2,000  miles  away.  (See  House  Ex.  Doe.  103, 
Forty-eighth  Congress,  lirst  session,  p.  633.)  It  will  be  further  seen 
by  these  documents  that  both  Hlte  and  Martin  were  suborned  bj' 
Weil  to  establish  his  fictitious  and  fraudulent  claim,  and  what  was 
the  price  paid  and  to  be  paid  for  their  perjury,  and  that  ever  since 
the  award  became  public  they  have  been  in  New  Orleans  seeking  on 
the  one  hand  to  negotiate  with  the  Mexican  representative  a  sale  of 
their  confessions  of  fraud,  and  on  the  other  to  levy  blackmail  on 
Weil's  administrator. 

Besides  this  complete  overthrow  of  Weil's  case  by  his  own  letters, 
by  his  business  partners,  and  by  the  impeachment  and  confession  of 
his  material  witnesses,  it  is  shown  by  the  affidavits  of  Capt.  L.  Q. 
Aldrich,  adjutant-general  of  the  Confederate  army  from  1862  to  1865, 
and  stationed  in  the  western  district  of  Texas  (p.  139);  of  J.  C.  Evins, 
deputy  collector  of  the  United  States  at  Laredo  from  1858,  and  resi- 
dent there  until  1869  (p.  134);  of  Capt.  J.  C.  Ransom,  Confederate 
agent  for  the  purchase  of  cotton  in  Texas  in  1864  and  1865  (p.  133), 
and  of  Colonel  Pena,  of  General  Cortinas's  staff  (p.  140),  that  no  such 
train  of  cotton  as  alleged  in  the  claimant's  memorial  ever  crossed  the 
Rio  Grande  or  was  seized  by  the  Mexican  forces.  In  short,  by  the 
newly  discovered  evidence  submitted  by  Mexico,  it  is  shown  that  in  all 
points  material  to  make  out  his  claim  Weil  and  all  his  witnesses  are 
impeached,  their  perjury  is  established,  and  their  utter  unreliability 
fully  proved ;  and  that  the  claim  from  its  inception  to  the  present  time 
has  been  marked  by  fraud,  conspiracy,  and  corruption,  and  is  entitled  to 
no  consideration  at  the  hands  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States. 

The  award  to  Weil  was  for $487,810.68 

Five  installments  distributed 171,889.64 

In  hands  of  Secretary  of  State 174,468.30 

Yet  unpaid - 141,452.64 

Of  the  five  installm  ents  there  have  been  distributed  to  the  claimants — 

Lambert  B.  Cain $103,005.67 

John  J.  Key 36,664.33 

Sylvanus  C.  Boynton 22,337.36 

W.  C.  Boyce 1,519.10 

Robert  B.  Warden 1,519.08 

Saunders  W.  Johnson 1, 329. 19 

John  De  Castro 3,531.80 

Henry  E.  Davis 2,531.80 

All  of  these  persons  except  Cain  were  the  attorneys  of  Weil  in  the 
prosecution  of  his  claim. 

On  the  13th  of  September,  1869,  Weil  swore  to  his  claim  against 
Mexico  before  a  United  States  commissioner  at  New  Orleans. 

On  the  10th  of  September,  1869,  he  agreed  with  John  J.  Key  and 
H.  T.  Hays  to  pay  them  a  sum  equal  to  one-half  the  amount  he  should 
recover  from  Mexico  for  their  legal  and  professional  services  rendered 
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and  to  be  rendered  in  that  matter,  and  he  gave  to  Key  an  irrevoca- 
ble power  of  attorney  to  prosecute  the  claim.  In  the  appendix  to  this 
report  will  be  found  a  copy  of  Weil's  agreement  with  Key,  and  a  fur- 
ther agreement  with  L.  B.  Cain,  as  attorney  for  Alice  Weil  as  curatrix 
for  Benjamin  Weil,  interdicted,  distributing  the  proceeds  of  this 
award.  (Claims  against  Mexico,  pp.  143-5.)  Cain  reserved  one-half 
the  proceeds  of  the  award  under  his  power  of  attorney  from  Alice 
Weil,  and  the  balance  was  distributed  to  the  lawyers. 

Mrs.  Weil  was  appointed  curatrix  of  her  husband,  who  became  insane, 
and  died  in  Prance  soon  after  the  final  award  was  made  in  this  case. 
Cain  claimed  one-half  of  Weil's  remaining  share  of  this  award  for  his 
services  and  assistance  in  the  prosecution  of  this  claim.  Cain  is  dead, . 
and  his  administrator  is  litigating  with  Mrs.  Weil  and  others  about 
Cain's  interest  in  this  fund. 

The  claim  of  Weil,  when  it  was  formally  presented  to  the  commission, 
April  25,  1870,  was  sworn  to  by  John  J.  Key,  attorney  for  Benjamin 
Weil,  in  addition  to  Weil's  oath. 

If  this  was  a  just  claim  it  would  be  the  duty  of  Congress,  or  the 
President,  or  the  courts — whoever  directs  the  distribution  of  the 
money — to  protect  the  estate  of  Weil  against  such  heavy  charges  for 
services  in  its  prosecution.  Such  engagements  are  contrary  to  justice 
and  public  policy  and  the  spirit  of  the  laws  against  champertous 
agreements,  such  as  these  obviously  are.  All  these  persons  are  shown 
to  have  been  actively  concerned  in  the  prosecution  of  this  claim  from 
its  inception,  and  have  had  full  notice  of  the  charges  made  by  Mexico 
of  the  fraudulent  nature  of  the  claim  and  the  false  testimony  on  which 
it  is  founded. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  in  the  case  of  Frelinghuy- 
sen  V.  Key,  relator,  in  speaking  of  the  final  and  conclusive  effect  of 
the  treaty  with  Mexico  of  July  4,  1868,  say: 

Each  Government,  when  it  entered  into  the  compact  under  which  the  awards 
were  made,  relied  on  the  honor  and  good  faith  of  the  other  for  protection  as  far  as 
possible  against  frauds  and  impositions  by  the  individual  claimants.  It  was  for 
this  reason  that  all  claims  were  excluded  from  the  consideration  of  the  commission 
except  such  as  should  be  referred  by  the  several  Governments,  and  no  evidence  in 
siipport  of  or  as;ainst  a  claim  was  to  be  submitted  except  through  or  by  the  Gov- 
ernment. The  presentation  by  a  citizen  of  a  fraudulent  claim  or  false  testimony 
for  reference  to  the  commission  was  an  imposition  on  his  own  Government,  and 
if  that  Government  afterwards  discovered  that  it  had  in  this  way  been  made  an 
instrument  of  wrong  toward  a  friendly  power,  it  would  not  only  be  its  right  but 
its  duty  to  repudiate  the  act  and  make  reparation  as  far  as  possible  for  the  conse- 
quences of  its  neglect,  if  any  there  had  been.  International  arbitration  must 
always  proceed  on  the  principles  of  national  honor  and  integrity. 

The  United  States  in  December,  1881 ,  found  in  its  own  secret  archives, 
relating  to  other  matters,  most  convincing  evidence  of  the  frauds  of 
Weil  and  Cain,  and  of  the  pei'jury  of  their  witnesses,  reported  to  the 
Treasury  Department  by  its  detectives,  and  Mr.  Blaine,  then  Secre- 
tary of  State,  placed  copies  of  these  records  in  the  hands  of  the  Mexi- 
can minister.  This  evidence  will  be  found  in  House  Ex.  Doc.  103, 
Forty-eighth  Congress,  first  session,  pp.  635  to  638. 

The  Supreme  Court,  in  their  opinion  in  the  Key  case,  say  further: 

As  between  the  United  States  and  the  claimants,  the  honesty  of  the  claim  is 
always  open  to  inquir}'  for  the  purpose  of  fair  dealing  with  the  Government 
against  which,  through  the  United  States,  a  claim  has  been  made. 

If  the  further  support  of  precedents  is  needed  for  a  doctrine  so  un- 
deniable, our  own  history  will  furnish  them  in  convincing  numbers 
and  force  of  authority. 
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Indeed,  the  United  States,  both  in  its  dealings  with  other  Govern- 
ments and  its  own  citizens,  has  never  regarded  the  awards  of  commis- 
sions or  final  adjudications  as  irrevocable  where  the  honor  of  the  nation 
was  involved,  and  in  many  cases  they  have  been  set  aside  on  behalf  of 
claimants.  The  case  of  Venezuela  is  fresh  in  legislative  annals,  and 
requires  no  more  than  a  citation.  The  awards  under  the  Mexican 
treaty  of  1848  were  twice  set  aside — once  by  the  courts  in  the  Gardiner 
claim,  and  once  by  direct  act  of  Congress  in  tke  Atocha  claim.  (13 
Stat.,  595;  16  Stat.,  633.)  In  the  interest  of  rejected  claimants  Con- 
gress reopened  two  of  the  awards  of  the  commission  under  the  Chim-se 
claims  treaty  of  1858.  (15  Stat.,  440;  20  Stat.,  171.)  In  the  case  of 
the  Caroline  the  Secretary  of  State  returned  to  Brazil  money  which 
had  been  paid  after  a  diplomatic  settlement,  against  the  protest  of  the 
claimant;  and  Congress  appropriated  a  large  sum  to  reimburse  Brazil 
for  moneys  paid  the  United  States  representative,  but  which  never 
reached  the  Treasury.     (18  Stat.,  70.) 

In  the  two  cases  named  in  the  fifth  section  of  the  act  of  June  18, 1878, 
the  umpire  of  the  commission.  Sir  Edward  Thornton,  plainty  indicated 
the  possibility  that  his  action  might  be  reversed.  In  closing  his  deci- 
sion he  said : 

If  pei'jury  shall  be  found  hereafter  no  one  would  rejoice  more  than  the  umpire 
himself  that  his  decision  should  be  reversed  and  that  justice  should  be  done. 

In  referring  to  the  newly  discovered  evidence  in  the  La  Abra  case, 
in  his  final  decision,  he  said : 

He  [the  umpire]  doubts  whether  the  Government  of  either  [country]  would 
insist  upon  the  payment  of  claims  founded  upon  perjury. 

The  Supreme  Court  has  expressed  the  views  of  the  judicial  depart- 
ment of  the  Government  upon  this  point  in  the  most  unequivocal 
language,  as  the  following  extracts  from  its  decision  in  the  case  of 
Frelinghuysen  v.  La  Abra  et  al.  show: 

There  is  no  doubt  that  the  provisions  of  the  convention  (of  1868)  as  to  the  coq- 
clusiveness  of  the  awards  are  as  strong  as  language  can  make  them.  But  this  is 
to  be  construed  as  language  used  in  a  compact  of  two  nations  for  the  adjustment 
of  claims  of  the  citizens  of  either  against  the  other,  entered  into  "  to  increase  the 
friendly  feeling  between  "  republics,  and  "  so  to  strengthen  the  system  and  princi- 
ples ofrepublican  government  on  the  American  continent."  *  *  *  No  technical 
rules  of  pleading,  as  applied  in  municipal  courts,  ought  ever  to  be  allowed  to  stand 
in  the  way  of  the  national  power  to  do  what  is  right  under  all  circumstancfS. 
*  *  *  As  between  the  United  States  and  the  claimants,  the  honesty  of  the  claim 
is  always  open  to  inquiry  for  the  purpose  of  fair  dealing  with  the  Government 
against  which,  through  the  United  States,  a  claim  has  been  made. 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  are  satisfied  that  tliere  is  no 
impediment  of  law  or  policy  in  the  way  of  Congress  to  prevent  tlie  full 
examination  of  this  award  to  Benjamin  Weil  in  our  own  courts,  and 
that  the  evidence  presented  to  Congress  to  impeach  the  claim,  Ijoth  as 
to  fraud  and  perjury,  is  of  so  convincing  a  nature  as  to  malie  it  our 
duty  to  our  own  country  to  require  that  this  should  be  done. 

The  method  of  procedure  contemplated  by  the  bill  reported  by  the 
committee  is  sustained  by  a  clear  precedent  in  the  legislative  and  judi- 
cial records  of  the  country,  known  as  the  Gardiner  case.  By  the  treaty 
of  1848  the  United  States  released  Mexico  from  all  claims  of  American 
citizens  and  assumed  their  payment  to  an  amoiint  not  exceedino- 
$3,250,000,  and  provided,  by  article  15,  that  "  a  board  of  commission- 
ers shall  be  established  by  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  whose 
awards  shall  be  final  and  conclusive."  Before  this  commission  Geor"-e 
A.  Gardiner  obtained  an  award  for  $428,750,  which  amount  was  paid 
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to  him  or  his  assignees  May  16,  1851.  Soon  after  the  payment  of  the 
award  charges  began  to  be  made  that  the  claim  was  fraudulent,  and 
these  having  been  brought  to  the  attention  of  both  Houses  of  Con- 
gress, the  Senate,  on  the  26th  of  February,  1852,  appointed  a  commit- 
tee to  investigate  the  same,  with  power  to  send  for  persons  and  papers; 
and  the  House  also  appointed  a  like  committee  August  24,  1852. 

The  Senate  committee  at  once  proceeded  to  a  thorough  examination 
of  the  fraud,  sent  a  special  commission  to  Mexico,  brought  before  its 
own  body  a  large  number  of  witnesses,  and  after  two  years'  investi- 
gation, in  which  it  was  established  that  the  award  had  been  obtained 
by  forged  documents  and  false  swearing,  the  committee  made  its  final 
report  to  the  Senate  March  28,  1854.  On  March  6,  1854,  a  resolution 
was  adopted  by  the  House  directing  the  Judiciary  Committee  to 
inquire  into  the  propriety  of  taking  legal  proceedings  to  recover  the 
money  paid  on  the  award;  and  August  3,  1854,  this  committee  sub- 
mitted a  resolution,  which  was  adopted,  requesting  the  President  "to 
institute  proceedings  in  law  or  equity  against  all  such  agents,  attor- 
neys, and  confederates  as  may  have  assisted  in  prosecuting  '  Gardiner's 
claim,'  in  order  to  test  their  liability  to  refund  the  amounts  paid  them 
*  *  *  out  of  the  award  made  by  said  commissioners  to  said  Gar- 
diner." 

Meanwhile,  however,  the  fraud  had  been  made  so  apparent  by  the 
investigation  set  on  foot  by  the  Senate  that  the  law  department  of  the 
Government  had  taken  action,  without  waiting  for  the  request  of  the 
legislative  branch.  Gardiner  was  arrested  and  finally  sentenced  to 
ten  years'  imprisonment,  but  committed  suicide  soon  after  conviction. 
Bills  were  filed  against  Gardiner  and  his  bankers,  in  whose  hands 
some  of  the  funds  were  found,  in  the  United  States  circuit  courts  in 
Washington  and  New  York;  injunctions  obtained  in  July,  1852,  and 
decrees  rendered  in  favor  of  the  United  States,  March  29,  1856,  in 
Washington,  and  June  14, 1859,  in  New  York,  to  the  effect  "that  said 
award  be  and  the  same  is  hereby  in  all  things  reversed  and  annulled." 
On  these  decrees  some  $250,000  were  recovered  and  paid  back  into  the 
Treasury.  It  does  not  appear  that  the  treaty  stipulation  as  to  the 
"final  and  conclusive"  character  of  the  awards  was  at  any  time  inter- 
posed as  an  objection  to  the  action  of  Congress  or  the  judicial  pro- 
ceedings. On  the  contrary,  the  fraud  being  made  public,  all  branches 
of  the  Government,  the  legislative,  the  executive,  and  the  courts, 
exerted  all  their  powers  to  bring  Gardiner  to  justice  and  to  recover 
the  money  paid  on  his  fraudulent  claim. 

An  interesting  fact  connected  with  the  Gardiner  case  is  pertinent 
to  the  pending  question.  As  noted,  the  Senate  committee  sent  a  com- 
mission to  Mexico  to  obtain  in  that  country  evidence  of  the  fraud. 
At  the  request  of  the  representatives  of  the  United  States,  under 
instructions  of  the  Secretary  of  State,  the  President  of  Mexico  caused 
its  authorities  to  render  the  commission  very  valuable  services  in  con- 
nection with  its  labors.  In  making  this  request  the  United  States 
charge  d'affaires  assured  the  minister  of  foreign  affairs  that  "the 
Mexican  Government  will  confer  a  great  obligation  upon  that  of  the 
United  States,  and  which  that  Government  will  always  be  happy  to 
receiprocate."  And  the  minister  of  the  United  States,  in  a  note  dated 
December  7, 1852,  in  returning  thanks  for  ' '  the  valuable  aid  rendered," 
added — 

Should  the  Government  of  Mexico  at  any  future  time  stand  in  need  of  similar 
acts  of  comity  on  the  part  of  the  Government  of  the  undersigned,  he  trusts  he 
need  hardly  assure  his  excellency  that  they  will  be  most  cheerfully  and  promptly 
rendered. 
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It  is  a  fitting  opportunity  now  presented  to  redeem  that  solemn 
promise,  and  at  the  same  time  renew  our  zeal  for  justice  that  was  so 
conspicuously  displayed  in  Gardiner's  case,  where  our  own  Treasury 
was  the  sufferer. 

The  necessity  for  the  prompt  action  of  Congress  in  dealing  with  the 
cases  of  Weil  and  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company  is  made  imperative 
by  the  tenor  of  a  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  State,  Mr.  Bayard,  to 
the  President,  dated  May  6, 1886,  and  by  him  transmitted  on  the  11th 
of  May  in  a  message  to  Congress,  which  is  copied  in  the  appendix  to 
this  report. 

The  committee  understand  that  the  Secretary  of  State,  in  this  letter, 
warns  Congress  that  the  money  in  his  hands,  paid  by  Mexico  on 
account  of  the  award  to  the  United  States,  on  the  Weil  claim,  will  be 
distributed  to  the  claimants  if  Congress  should  adjourn  its  present 
session  without  otherwise  directing  the  President,  or  the  custodian  of 
the  money,  as  to  what  disposition  he  shall  make  of  it.  In  support 
of  the  President's  authority  to  do  this,  the  Secretary  of  State  refers 
to  the  treaty  of  July  4,  1868,  with  Mexico,  and  says : 

I  suggest  that  the  attention  of  Congress  should  be  earnestly  invoked  to  the  con- 
sideration of  the  present  status  of  these  claims  referred  to,  and  the  duty  of  the 
Executive  under  an  existing  treaty,  to  which  the  force  and  effect  of  paramount  law 
is  given  by  the  Constitution,  in  the  event  of  the  adjournment  of  the  two  Houses 
without  further  action  with  reference  thereto. 

The  treaty  referred  to  as  the  "paramount  law"  is  silent  as  to  any 
duty  of  the  President  of  the  United  States  to  distribute  the  awards 
under  it  to  the  claimants  on  whose  demands  against  Mexico  the  awards 
are  founded. 

The  gross  sum  of  the  awards  is  to  be  paid  to  the  Government 
entitled,  after  deducting  the  siims  found  due  on  claims  of  citizens 
of  the  other  Government,  and  a  percentage  of  expenses  incurred  in 
the  arbitration  of  the  claims.  Mr.  Fish  could  not  make  the  distribu- 
tion of  the  awards  under  this  convention  without  the  aid  of  Congress, 
and  asked  for  legislation.  Congress  provided  for  the  distribution, 
but  placed  the  Weil  and  La  Abra  claims  on  exceptional  grounds. 

After  Congress  had  thus  dealt  with  these  claims  and  has  reserved, 
in  respect  of  them,  the  discretion  to  "  otherwise  direct"  how  they  shall 
be  disposed  of  after  a  failure  to  agree  with  Mexico  as  to  the  manner  in 
which  they  may  be  retried,  the  right  of  the  President  to  distribute  the 
money  under  any  power  supposed  to  be  conferred  by  the  treaty  is  by 
no  means  clear  to  the  committee.  In  as  many  as  fifteen  of  the  claims 
conventions  we  have  had  with  other  countries  express  provision  -was 
made  for  the  distribution  and  payment  of  the  awards  to  the  claimants 
by  one  Government  or  the  other,  the  conditions  varying  according  to 
circumstances.  In  the  other  conventions,  much  fewer  in  number,  the 
agreement  was  for  the  payment  of  the  gross  sum  of  the  awards  by  one 
Government  to  the  other.  No  principle  of  law  can  be  safely  deduced 
from  the  practice  of  our  Government  in  these  cases,  at  least  in  sup- 
port of  the  position  that  the  silence  of  the  treaty  confers  on  the  Presi- 
dent the  power  to  determine  who  are  the  lawfxil  claimants  of  the 
awards  and  to  pay  them  as  he  may  adjudge  to  be  right. 

The  President  and  the  Senate  by  agreeing  to  a  treaty  that  is  to 
determine  the  rights  of  our  citizens  against  other  Governments,  and  to 
compel  them  to  accept  the  award  in  discharge  of  their  claims,  how- 
ever unjust  it  may  be,  go  a  long  distance.  If  they  can  thus  go  beyond 
the  range  of  the  powers  of  Congress  to  control  their  action,  it  does  not 
follow  that  they  can  agree  with  a  foreign  government  that  the  indem- 
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nity  awarded  sliall  be  paid  to  one  man  beyond  the  power  of  Congress 
or  the  court,s  to  declare  that  it  rightfully  belongs  to  another.  In  this 
case  of  Benjamin  Weil,  if  the  award  rightfully  belongs  to  the  United 
States,  no  agreement  in  the  treaty  that  it  belongs  to  Weil  can  empower 
the  President  to  prevent  the  money  from  reaching  the  Treasury  by 
ordering  the  payment  of  it  to  W  eil's  assigns. 

This  is  clearly  a  ease  in  which  the  nature  of  the  questions  involved, 
as  is  shown  by  the  undisputed  facts,  requires  that  Congress  should 
declare  by  law  to  whom  the  monej^  rightfully  belongs.  If  there  was  no 
cotton  captured  the  money  rightfully  belongs  to  Mexico.  If  there 
was  such  cotton  the  money  belongs  either  to  the  United  States  or  to 
Weil's  assigns.  But  neither  the  treaty  nor  the  act  of  June,  1878, 
gives  the  President  the  right  or  the  discretion  to  declare  who  is  the 
lawful  owner  of  the  money  as  against  the  United  States. 

The  Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives  had  ordered  the  exam- 
ination of  this  subject  before  the  message  of  the  President  was  sent  to 
Congress.  No  delay  has  resulted  from  the  inaction  of  Congress  in  ref- 
erence to  this  matter.  Since  June,  1878,  the  subject  has  been  under 
the  control  of  the  executive  department  of  the  Government.  It  has 
been  delayed  to  some  extent  by  the  litigation  that  was  begun  by  the 
claimants. 

The  Secretary  of  State  says  that  there  are  ambiguities  of  "legisla- 
tive expression  "  and  "  uncertainties  as  to  his  line  of  duty  in  relation 
to  the  awards,"  which  embarrass  the  President,  and  that  Congress  can 
remove  them.  He  does  not  point  out  the  ambiguity  or  uncertainty  and 
suggest  a  remedy,  but  warns  Congress  that  it  must  take  action  on  this 
subject  before  its  usual  summer  adjournment,  and  points  out  the  power 
of  the  President,  under  the  treaty  with  Mexico,  to  order  the  payment 
of  the  money  to  Weil's  assigns,  "in  the  event  of  the  adjournment  of 
the  two  Houses  without  further  action  with  reference  thereto." 

If  the  action  to  be  taken  by  Congress  is  in  the  direction  of  vindicat- 
ing the  conduct  of  the  Presidents  who  have  declared  that  the  honor 
of  the  United  States  requires  that  the  claim  of  Weil  should  be  further 
investigated  by  enacting  a  law  to  provide  for  such  a  trial,  and  if  that 
action  must  be  final,  in  order  to  prevent  the  payment  of  the  money  to 
the  claimants,  it  is  unfortunate  that  so  grave  a  matter  should  be  forced 
to  depend  on  a  contingency  that  is  so  uncertain  and  so  unsatisfactory. 

If  the  President  has  the  power  under  the  treaty,  or  under  the  law, 
to  order  the  payment  of  this  money  to  the  claimants,  and  if  he  believes 
they  are  honestly  entitled  to  it,  it  is  his  plain  duty  to  order  its  imme- 
diate payment,  without  reference  to  the  opinion  of  former  Presidents 
or  to  the  adjournment  of  Congress.  If  he  believes  that ' '  the  honor  of 
the  United  States,  or  the  principles  of  public  law,  or  considerations  of 
justice  and  equity"  constrain  him  to  refuse  or  to  delay  the  payment, 
and  that  he  has  the  power  to  delay  it  while  Congress  is  in  session,  the 
same  discretion,  it  is  submitted,  could  be  justly  and  lawfully  extended 
so  as  to  afford  Congress  time  to  give  this  subject  the  attention  it 
deserves. 

We  are  approaching  the  summer  adjournment  with  the  Calendars  of 
both  Houses  burdened  with  business  of  great  importance  to  the  country. 
If  there  should  be  any  failure  of  legislation  on  this  subject,  Congress 
would  thereby  be  placed  in  apparent  default,  and  the  payment  of  this 
money,  for  that  reason,  might  appear  to  be  excused,  when  the  honor 
of  the  United  States  demands  that  this  should  not  be  done  until  our 
own  tribunals  have  removed  the  cloud  of  suspicion  of  fraud  and  per- 
jury that  rests  upon  the  claim  of  Benjamin  WeiL 
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Views  op  Mr.  Evaets. 

I  concur  entirely  with  the  committee  in  the  bill  which  it  has  reported 
and  in  urging-  its  passage.  In  regard,  however,  to  the  expression  by 
the  committee  of  its  prejudgment  of  the  conclusions  which  would  be 
reached  by  the  judicial  examination  proposed  to  be  made  under  this 
bill,  I  prefer  to  reserve  my  concurrence. 

Wm.  M.  Evarts. 


APPENDIX. 

[Executive  M,  Forty-seventh  Congress,  first  session — Confidential.] 

[Message  from  the  President  of  the  United  States,  transmitting  a  convention  between  the 
United  States  and  Mexico,  providing  for  the  reopening  and  retrying  of  the  claims  of  Benja- 
min Weil  and  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company  against  Mexico,  signed  on  the  13th  day  of  July, 
1882.] 

To  the  Senate  of  the  United  States: 

1  transmit  herewith  to  the  Senate  for  its  consideration,  with  a  view  to  ratifica- 
tion, a  convention  between  the  United  States  and  IMexico,  providing  for  the  reop- 
ening and  retrying  of  the  claims  of  Benjamin  Weil  and  La  Abra  Silver  Mining 
Company  against  Mexico,  which  was  signed  on  the  13th  instant. 

A  report  of  the  Secretary  of  State,  with  its  accompanying  correspondence,  trans- 
mitted to  the  Senate  this  day  in  response  to  the  resolution  of  December  31,  1881, 
will  show  the  antecedents  of  the  negotiation  which  resulted  in  the  accompanying 
convention.  In  view  of  the  accumulation  of  testimony  presented  by  Mexico  relative 
to  these  two  claims,  I  have  deemed  it  proper  to  avail  myself  of  the  authority  given 
to  the  Executive  by  the  Constitution,  and  of  which  authority  the  act  of  Congress 
of  June  18,  1878,  is  declarative,  to  effect  a  rehearing  of  these  cases.  I  therefore 
empowered  the  Secretary  of  State  to  negotiate  with  the  minister  of  Mexico  a  con- 
vention to  that  end. 

The  more  important  correspondence  preliminary  to  the  treaty  is  herewith  trans- 
mitted. 

It  will  be  seen  by  the  stipulations  of  the  treaty  that  the  rehearing  will  have  no 
retroactive  effect  as  to  payments  already  distributed,  that  the  bona  fi.de  interests- 
of  third  parties  are  amply  secured,  and  that  the  Government  of  the  United  States 
is  fully  guarded  against  any  liability  resulting  from  the  rehearing. 

Chester  A.  Abthue. 

Executive  Mansion, 

Washiagton,  July  SO,  188S. 


LIST   or  ACCOMPANYING  PAPERS. 

Text  of  convention,  signed  July  13,  1883. 

No.  1.  Statement  of  payments  made  in  claim  of  Benjamin  Weil  v.  Mexico. 

No.  3.  Statement  of  payments  made  in  claim  of  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Com- 
pany V.  Mexico. 

No.  3.  Mr.  Zamacona  to  Mr.  Blaine,  May  12,  1881. 

-No.  4.  Mr.  Blaine  to  Mr.  Zamacona,  December  9,  1881. 

No.  5.  Mr.  Zamacona  to  Mr.  Frelinghuysen,  December  33,  1881. 

No.  6.  Mr.  Zamacona  to  Mr.  Frelinghuysen,  January  19,  1883,  -with  accompani- 
ment. 

No.  7.  Mr.  Romero  to  Mr.  Frelinghuysen,  May  1,  1883,  with  accompaniment. 

No.  8.  Mr.  Frelinghuysen  to  Mr.  Romero,  May  33,  1883. 

No.  9.  Mr.  Romero  to  Mr.  Frelinghuysen,  June  29, 1883. 


The  Congress  of  the  United  States  of  America  having,  on  the  18th  of  June,  1878, 
enacted: 

"  Sec.  .5.  And  whereas  the  Government  of  Mexico  has  called  the  attention  of  the 
Government  of  the  United  States  to  the  claims  hereinafter  named,  with  a  view  to 
a  rehearing,  therefore  be  it  enacted  that  the  President  of  the  United  States  be,  and 
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he  is  hereby,  requested  to  investigate  any  charges  of  fraud  presented  by  the  Mexi- 
can Government  as  to  the  oases  hereinafter  named,  and  if  he  shall  be  of  the  opin- 
ion that  the  honor  of  the  United  States,  the  principles  of  public  law,  or  consid- 
srations  of  justice  and  equity  require  that  the  awards  in  the  cases  of  Benjamin 
Weil  and  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company,  or  either  of  them,  should  be  opened 
and  the  cases  retried,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  him  to  withhold  payment  of  said 
awards,  or  either  of  them,  until  such  case  or  cases  shall  be  reti'ied  and  decided  in 
such  manner  as  the  Governments  of  the  United  States  and  Mexico  may  agree,  or 
until  Congress  shall  otherwise  direct. 

'■  And  in  case  of  such  retrial  and  decision,  any  moneys  paid  or  to  be  paid  by  the 
Republic  of  Mexico  in  respect  of  such  awards,  respectively,  shall  be  held  to  abide 
the  event,  and  shall  be  disposed  of  accordingly;  and  the  said  present  awards  shall 
be  set  aside,  modified,  or  affirmed  as  may  be  determined  on  such  retrial:  Provided, 
That  nothing  herein  shall  be  construed  as  an  expression  of  any  opinion  of  Congress 
in  respect  to  the  character  of  said  claims  or  either  of  them;" 

And  the  President  of  the  United  States  of  America,  after  considering  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case  and  in  view  of  the  statute  hereinbefore  made,  being  of  opinion 
that  the  cases  of  Benjamin  Weil  and  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company  should  each 
be  opened  and  retried,  the  President  of  the  United  States  of  America  and  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  of  Mexico  have  resolved  to  conclude  a  convention  for  that 
purpose  and  have  appointed  their  respective  plenipotentiaries  therefor,  that  is  to 
say,  the  President  of  the  United  States,  Fredk.  T.  Frelinghuysen,  Secretary  of 
State,  and  the  President  of  the  United  States  of  Mexico,  Matias  Romero,  the  envoy 
extraordinary  and  minister  plenipotentiary  of  Mexico  at  Washington,  who,  after 
having  exhibited  to  each  other  their  respective  full  powers,  found  in  good  and  due 
form,  have  agreed  upon  the  following  articles: 

Article  I. 

The  findings  of  the  commission  on  said  claims  of  Benjamin  Weil,  and  La  Abra 
Silver  Mining  Company,  numbered  447  and  489  on  the  American  docket  of  the 
commission  under  the  convention  of  July  4,  1868,  between-  the  high  contracting 
parties,  are  hereby  set  aside  as  to  installments  not  paid  by  Mexico  before  January 
81,  1882,  and  it  is  agreed  that  there  may  be  a  rehearing  of  each  of  these  cases  in 
the  manner  hereinafter  provided  as  to  the  remainder  of  said  claims  paid  or  yet 
remaining  unpaid  on  the  31st  of  January,  1883. 

Article  IL 

The  rehearing  shall  be  had  before  an  arbitrator  to  be  agreed  upon  between  the 
Secretary  of  State  of  the  United  States  and  the  representative  of  Mexico  in  Wash- 
ington, within  one  month  after  the  exchange  of  ratifications  hereof. 

Article  III. 

The  high  contracting  parties  shall  each  appoint  an  agent  and  counsel  to  repre- 
sent it  before  said  arbitrator,  of  which  written  notice  shall  be  given  to  and  from 
the  Department  of  State  and  the  Mexican  legation  at  Washington.  Within  one 
month  after  the  selection  of  the  arbitrator,  he  shall  notify  each  of  the  agents  of 
his  readiness  to  proceed. 

All  the  documents  and  evidence  which  were  received  at  the  former  hearing  shall 
be  received  at  the  hearing  under  this  convention,  and  such  other  documents  and 
evidence  as  each  party  may  forward  under  such  rules  and  regulations  as  the  arbi- 
trator may  prescribe;  but  no  rule  shall  be  prescribed  which  does  not  preserve  to 
each  party  the  right  to  cross-examine  the  witnesses  proposed  by  the  other  party. 
The  arbitrator  and  any  commissioner  appointed  by  him,  under  his  hand  and  seal, 
to  take  testimony  shall  have  the  right  to  administer  oaths,  and  persons  convicted 
of  knowingly  testifying  falsely  before  the  arbitrator  or  commissioner,  or  other 
authority  before  whom  testimony  to  be  used  before  said  arbitrator  may  be  taken, 
maybe  punished  for  perjury.  The  arbitrator  shall  also  have  power  to  call  upon 
the  courts  of  either  country  (in  such  manner  as  such  courts  may  now  by  law  be 
called  upon  by  any  Department  of  either  Government  in  which  claims  against 
such  Government  may  be  pending)  to  compel  the  attendance  of  witnesses  and 
giving  of  testimony,  and  the  production  of  books,  papers,  and  documents,  for  use 
before  said  arbitrator,  and  to  do  any  other  act  necessary  to  a  fair,  just,  and  impar- 
tial decision  of  the  said  claims. 


490  CLAIMS   AaAINST    MEXICO. 

Article  IV. 

1.  All  sums  on  the  awards  made  on  said  claims,  which  have  already  been  re- 
ceived and  distributed,  are  regarded  as  settled  so  far  as  the  United  States  are 
concerned,  and  are  not  to  be  disturbed  as  to  them. 

The  rehearing  refers  only  to  the  installment  which  was  paid  on  the  31st  January 
last,  and  to  those  installments  which  may  be  hereafter  made.  Mexico  charges 
that  the  said  claims  as  presented  before  the  commission  were  wholly  based  upon 
fraud. 

2.  If  it  shall  be  established  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  arbitrator  that  either  of  said 
c'aims  was  wholly  based  on  fraud,  then  Mexico  shall  be  forever  discharged  from 
any  obligation  to  pay  further  installments  in  that  case,  except  as  hereafter  provided. 

o.  If  it  shall  be  established  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  arbitrator  that  either  of  said 
claims  was  fraudulently  increased  in  amount,  the  arbitrator  shall  fix  what  sum 
Mexico  is  liable  to  pay  as  a  further  portion  of  the  installments  yet  unpaid  on  such 
claims,  and  such  sums  shall  be  paid  in  proportional  installments,  as  if  it  had  been 
the  award  of  the  original  commission,  except  as  hereinafter  provided. 

4.  If  it  shall  not  be  established  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  arbitrator  that  said 
claims  were  based  on  fraud,  or  were  fraudulently  increased  in  amount,  then  Mexico 
shall  pay  to  the  United  States  the  remainder  of  the  installments  due  on  the  same 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  convention  of  July  4, 1808,  and  the  awards 
of  the  umpire  appointed  under  said  convention. 

Article  V. 

It  is  further  agreed  that  if  the  said  arbitrator  shall  decide  that  said  claims,  or 
either  of  them,  are  based  upon  fraud  or  were  fraudulently  increased  in  amount, 
he  shall  thereafter  examine  and  decide  whether  there  are  any  bona  fide  third  parties 
who  have,  with  the  observance  of  due  care  and  diligence,  become  possessed  of  any 
portion  of  said  claims  for  a  just  and  valuable  consideration,  and  whether  under 
the  constitution  or  laws  of  either  of  the  high  contracting  parties  said  third  parties 
have  acquired  vested  rights  by  virtue  of  the  awards  of  the  commission  under  the 
convention  of  1868,  imposing  the  duty  on  the  Government  of  the  United  States  to 
collect  from  Mexico  the  amount  or  proportion  of  said  awards  which  may  be  held 
or  owned  by  bona  fide  third  parties.  If  the  said  arbitrator  shall  decide  that  there 
are  bojia  fide  third  parties  who  are  possessed  of  vested  rights,  then  he  shall  exam- 
ine and  ascertain  the  sum  paid  by  each  and  all  of  said  bona  fide  third  parties  for 
their  respective  interests  or  shares  in  said  awards,  and  shall  fix  the  amount  of  their 
said  interest  in  said  awards,  or  either  of  them,  which  said  amount  Mexico  shall 
pay  to  the  United  States  according  to  the  convention  of  1868. 

Article  VI. 

In  case  the  said  arbitrator  shall  decide  that  said  claims,  or  either  of  them,  are 
based  upon  fraud  or  were  fraudulently  increased  in  amount  and  that  there  are  no 
vested  rights  acquired  on  the  same  by  bona  fide  third  parties  in  accordance  with 
Article  V  of  this  convention,  then  the  installment  paid  by  Mexico  to  the  United 
States  on  it  or  them  on  the  31st  day  of  January,  1883,  shall  be  credited  to  Mexico 
by  the  United  States,  and  shall  be  distributed  at  pro  rata  among  the  other  claims 
awarded  under  the  treaty  of  July  4,  1868. 

Article  VII. 

The  arbitrator  may  employ  a  clerk,  who  shall,  under  his  direction,  keep  a  record 
of  all  his  doings  hereunder,  and  said  record  and  all  documents,  evidence,  and 
other  papers  of  the  arbitration  shall  be  deposited  in  the  Department  of  State  at 
Washington. 

The  proceedings  shall  terminate  within  one  year  from  the  date  of  the  exchange 
of  ratifications  hereof.  The  compensation  of  the  arbitrator  shall  be  five  thousand 
dollars,  and  of  the  clerk  twelve  hundred  dollars,  which  shall  be  paid  by  Mexico  to 
the  Secretary  of  State  at  Washington,  one-half  on  the  first  of  January  next  and 
one-half  on  the  first  day  of  July  next. 

Article  VIII. 

The  present  convention  shall  be  ratified  by  the  President  of  the  United  States  of 
America,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate  of  the  United  States 
of  America,  and  by  the  President  of  the  United  States  of  Mexico,  by  and  with  the 
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advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate  of  the  United  States  of  Mexico,  and  the  ratifica- 
tions shall  be  exchanged  at  Washington  at  as  early  a  day  as  may  be  possible  there- 
after, and  the  publication  of  the  exchange  of  ratifications  shall  be  notice  to  all 
persons  interested. 

In  testimony  whereof  the  respective  plenipotentiaries  have  hereuntp  affixed  their 
signatures  and  seals. 

Done  in  duplicate  in  the  English  and  Spanish  languages  at  the  city  of  Washing- 
ton this  13th  day  of  July,  1883. 

[seal.]  Fred'k  T.  Prelinghdysen, 

[seal.]  M.  Eomero. 


[No.  1. — statement  of  payments  made  in  claim  of  Benjamin  Weil  against  the  Government  of 

Mexico.] 

First  and  second  installments  of  this  award  paid  as  follows: 
Amount  for  distribution - ..  $67,208.60 

Lambert  B.  Cain,  August  16,  1880 43,888.16 

John  J.  Key,  August  16,  1880 - 14,629.38 

Sylvanus  C.  Boynton,  August  16,  1880 8,691.06 

Third  installment  of  this  award  paid  as  follows: 
Amount  for  distribution. 34,893.68 

Lambert  B.  Cain,  August  16, 1880 - 32,786.19 

John  J.  Key,  August  16, 1880 - -.-      7,595.39 

Sylvanus  C.  Boynton,  August  16, 1880 4,512.10 

Fourth  installment  of  this  award  paid  as  follows: 
Amount  for  distribution -. 34,893.68 

Lambert  B.  Cain,  August  16, 1880 , 33,786.19 

John  J.  Key,  August  16, 1880 _ 7,595.39 

Sylvanus  0.  Boynton,  August  16, 1880 4,513.10 

Fifth  installment  of  this  award  paid  as  follows: 
Amount  for  distribution   34,893.68 

Lamberts.  Cain,  March  8, 1881 - 13,545.13 

John  J.  Key,  March  8,  1881 _ 7,595.39 

Sylvanus  C.  Boynton,  March  8, 1881  _ 4,513.10 

William  W.  Boyce,  March  8,  1881 __ 1,519.08 

Robert  B.  Warden,  March  8, 1881 - 1,339.19 

Sanders  W.  Johnston,  March  8,1881.... 1,329.19 

Jacob  O.  De  Castro,  March  8,  1881 3,531.80 

Henry  E.  Davis,  March  8,  1881 3,531.80 

RECAPITULATION. 

Gross  amount  received  from  Mexico 171,889.64 

Gross  amount  distributed  as  follows: 

Lambert  B.  Cain $103,005.57 

John  J.  Key 37,415.55 

Sylvanus  C.  Boynton 33,327.36 

William  W.  Boyce 1,519.08 

Robert  B.  Warden 1,329.19 

Sanders  W.  Johnston 1,329.19 

JacobO.De  Castro... 2,531.80 

Henry  B.Davis  3,531.80 

171,889.64 

[No.  2. — Statement  of  payments  made  in  claim  of  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company  against  tlie 

Government  of  Mexico.] 

First  and  second  installments  of  this  award  paid  as  follows: 
Amount  for  distribution $94,106.75 


Sumner  Storr  Ely,  September  17, 1879 94,106.75 
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Third  installment  of  this  award  paid  as  follows: 
Amount  for  distribution = $48,858.77 

Sumner  Storr  Ely,  September  17,  1879.... --  38,858.77 

Henry  0.  Hepburn,  December  6,  1879.. 2,909.94 

Sumner  Storr  Ely,  January  30,  1880 3,690.06 

Charles  T.  Parry  and  Joseph  Hopkinson,  February  14,1881 1, 357. 20 

Sumner  Storr  Ely,  February  14,  1881 3,142.80 

Fourth  installment  of  this  award  paid  as  follows: 
Amount  for  distribution 48,858.77 

Sumner  Storr  Ely,  August  16,  1880.. - ..-.  33,706.64 

George  H.  Williams,  August  16,  1880.. 1,1.52.13 

FrederickP.  Stanton,  January  26,  1881  3,333.34 

Miller  &  Lewis,  for  T.  W.  Hartley,  January  86,  1881 3, 333. 33 

W.  W.  Boyce,  January  26.  1881 3,333.33 

Shellabarger  &  Wilson,  January  26, 1881 -  5,000.00 

Fifth  installment  of  this  award  paid  as  follows: 
Amount  for  distribution 48,858.77 

Sumner  Storr  Ely,  March  5,  1881 ..." 34,  .54.5.85 

Thomas  W.  Hartley,  March  5, 1881 .  666.66 

FrederickP.  Stanton, March  5,  1881 666.66 

W.  W.  Hoyce,  March  5, 1881  _ _. 936.94 

Shellabarger  &  Wilson,  March  5,  1881 2,633.00 

Charles  T.  Parry  and  Joseph  Hopkinson,  March  5, 1881  . .  314. 28 

George  H.  Williams,  March  5,  1881 1,153.13 

Cyrus  C.  Camp,  March  5,  1881 ._ __  909.10 

Sumner  Storr  Ely,  November  35,  1881 2, 034. 15 

Thomas  W.  Hartley,  November  25,  1881 3,500.00 

FrederickP.  Stanton,  November  35,  1881  _ 3,500.00 

EKOAPITULATION. 

Gross  amount  received  from  Mexico 240,683.06 

Gross  amount  distributed  as  follows: 

Sumner  Storr  Ely _.  $208,085.03 

Henry  C.  Hepburn 3,909.94 

Charles  T.  Parry  and  Joseph  Hopkinson _.        1,  .571. 48 

George  H.  Williams.. 3,304.26 

Frederick  P.  Stanton _   6,500.00 

Thomas  W.  Hartley _ 6,499.99 

W.  W.  Boyce _..        4,270.27 

Shellabarger  &  Wilson 7,633.00 

Cyrus  C.  Camp 909.10 

240,683.06 


[No.  3.— Mr.  Zamacona  to  Mr.  Blaine. 1 

Warhington,  May  12,  ISSl.  (Received  May  13. ) 
Mr.  Secretary:  In  the  correspondence  which  has  been  exchanged  between  this 
legation  and  the  Department  of  State  in  the  matter  of  the  claims  of  Benjamin 
Weil  and  La  Abra  Mining  Company,  this  legation  has  endeavored  toimpress  upon 
the  Government  of  the  United  States  the  fact  that  among  the  objects  which  it 
seeks  in  relation  to  those  claims  is  one  of  a  purely  moral  character,  to  wit,  that 
of  preventing  them  from  encouraging,  by  their  impunity,  the  commission  of 
fraud  and  perjury,  and  thereby  bringing  into  discredit  the  institution  of  inter- 
national arbitrations.  Actuated  V)y  this  and  other  motives,  my  Government  has 
from  time  to  time  transmitted  to  that  of  the  United  States  the  evidence  which  has 
accumulated  of  the  fraud  in  the  claims  referred  to. 

It  is  with  this  view  that  the  undersigned  has  now  the  honor  to  inform  the  Depart- 
ment  of  State  that  there  is  in  the  ofSce  of  the  Third  Auditor  of  the  Trea'sury 
Department,  among  the  documents  in  "settlement  No.  3388  of  1873. ''  an  affidavit 
of  John  M.  Martin,  in  support  of  a  claim  on  which  a  favorable  decision  was  ren- 
dered by  the  Southern  Claims  Commission.  In  this  affidavit  the  witness  expresses 
himself  as  follows: 
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"  My  residence  was  on  the  plantation  of  G.  W.  Compton  from  the  1st  of  April, 
1881,  to  the  20th  of  April,  1864,  where  I  was  personally  engaged  in  farming  until 
about  the  16th  of  March,  1864,  when  I  offered  my  services  to  Admiral  Porter.  He 
employed  me  as  a  pilot,  and  I  was  thus  engaged  until  about  the  38th  of  April,  1864. 
I  then  went  to  New  Orleans,  remained  there  about  one  month,  then  went  to  Bel- 
mont Couoty,  Ohio,  where  I  remained  until  the  lath  of  April,  1865." 

This  affidavit  directly  contradicts  that  which  the  same  Martin  gave  under  oath 
in  the  Weil  case,  to  the  effect  that  he  was  an  eyewitness  of  the  seizure  of  Weil's 
cotton  in  Mexico  on  the  20th  of  September,  1864. 

This  legation  has  also  information  showing  that  O.  F.  Wild,  a  secret  agent  of 
the  Treasury  Department  in  New  Orleans,  has,  in  the  course  of  the  last  three  years, 
made  frequent  reports  to  that  Department  to  the  effect  that  John  M .  Martin  con- 
fessed to  him  that  the  reclamation  of  Weil  was  fraudulent,  and  his  own  testimony 
1  alse,  as  well  as  that  of  the  other  witnesses  brought  forward  by  the  claimant,  and 
that  a  criminal  conspiracy  had  heen  formed  to  secure  proofs  in  support  of  the 
claim,  in  pursuance  of  which  the  witnesses  were  to  receive  certain  sums  named  by 
Martin  as  the  reward  of  their  perjury. 

The  reports  of  Wild  further  show,  as  this  legation  is  informed,  that  Martin, 
George  D.  Hite  (another  of  Weil's  witnesses),  and  Ernest  F.  Herwig,  formerly, it 
is  believed,  an  oiHcer  of  the  customs,  were  engaged  in  exacting  money  from  the 
owners  of  that  claim  by  forging,  in  New  Orleans,  letters  which  were  mailed  from 
Washington  by  an  accomplice,  purporting  to  offer  them,  on  behalf  of  the  minister 
of  my  Government,  money  to  reveal  the  fraud  of  Weil  and  the  character  of  his 
proofs.  It  also  appears  that  Martin  proposed  to  Wild  that  the  latter  should  nego- 
tiate with  the  minister  of  Mexico  to  expose  the  fraud,  but  that  Wild  instead  of 
accepting  this  proposition  communicated  it  to  his  superiors  in  Washington. 

The  Department  of  State  will  perceive  that  the  documents  above  described  would 
not  only  strengthen  the  conviction  that  the  claim  of  Weil  was  vitiated  by  fraud, 
but  would  also  reveal  the  criminal  character  of  the  methods  which  have  been 
employed  by  the  claimant  and  his  associates.  Should  the  information  which  this 
legation  has  received  from  any  respectable  sources  prove  correct,  it  will  be  seen 
that  the  accomplices  of  Weil  have  not  hesitated  to  commit  forgery.  The  Depart- 
ment of  State  has  the  means  of  ascertaining  the  truth  in  the  matter. 

[  do  not  know  what  steps  my  Government  may  take  when  it  has  before  it  docu- 
ments indicating  that  the  signature  of  its  representative  in  the  United  States  has 
been  forged,  but  as  it  may  be  desirous,  for  various  reasons,  of  possessing  proof  of 
that  fact,  I  take  the  liberty  of  asking  that  certified  copies  of  the  documents  indi- 
cated may  be  furnished  to  this  legation,  if,  as  I  hope,  they  exist  in  the  Treasury 
Department. 

The  undersigned  does  not  doubt  that  the  Department  of  State  will  grant  this 
request,  remembering  as  he  does  wliat  was  done  by  the  Government  of  Mexico  in 
a  similar  case  upon  the  reriuest  of  the  (iovernment  of  the  United  States,  and  the 
as  urances  of  reciprocity  which  the  Goxernment  of  Mexico  received  on  that 
occasion. 

After  a  large  sum  of  money  had  been  paid  to  Dr.  George  A.  Gardner  upon  the 
award  of  the  commission  constituted  by  the  treaty  of  Guadalupe,  whose  decisions, 
according  to  that  treaty,  were  to  be  final  and  conclusive,  it  was  discovered  that 
Gardner  had  availed  himself  of  fraud  and  falsehood  to  secure  indemnity  for  imag- 
inary injuries.  The  Government  of  the  United  States  then  applied  to  the  courts 
to  procure  the  punishment  of  the  offender  and  the  recovery  of  the  money;  and  in 
order  to  complete  its  proof  it  applied  also  to  Mexico,  sending  to  that  country  a 
special  commission  for  the  purpose.  The  proceedings  in  relation  to  this  affair 
are  to  be  found  in  Senate  Keports,  volume  3,  part  3,  of  the  first  session  of  the 
Thirty-third  Congress.  It  will  be  seen  that  the  Me.-i;ican  Government  not  only 
facilitated  all  the  investigations  intended  to  expose  the  fraud  of  Gardner,  but  that 
it  also  furnished  the  do(  uments  which  it  was  asked  to  furnish  for  that  purpose. 
In  asking  for  some  of  these  papers  the  representative  of  the  United  States,  on  the 
7th  of  December,  18o2.  addressed  to  the  minister  of  foreign  relations  (p.  158)  a 
note  expressing  his  thanks,  and  concluding  with  these  words: 

"Should  the  Government  of  Mexico  at  any  future  time  stand  in  need  of  similar 
acts  of  courtesy  on  the  part  of  the  Government  of  the  undersigned,  he  trusts  he 
need  hardly  assure  his  excellency  that  they  will  be  most  cheerfully  and  promptly 
rendered. " 

The  spirit  of  friendship  and  justice  which  animates  the  present  Government  of 
the  United  States  in  its  relations  with  Mexico  renders  it  unnecessary  for  me  to 
dwell  upon  this  old  promise. 

I  have  the  honor,  Mr.  Secretary,  to  renew  to  you  on  this  occasion  the  assurances 
of  my  most  distinguished  consideration. 

M.  DE  Zamacona. 
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[No.  4— Mr.  Blaine  to  Mr.  Zamacona.  j 

Department  op  State, 

Washington,  December  9, 1881. 

Sir:  I  regret  to  find  that  I  have  overlooked,  until  quite  recently,  your  note  of 
the  12th  of  May  last,  in  reference  to  the  case  of  Benjamin  Weil.  The  events  of 
the  past  summer  and  autumn  may,  however,  explain,  if  not  excuse,  this  continued 
oversight.  In  that  note  you  refer  to,  and  ask  for  copies  of,  certain  papers  ascer- 
tained by  you  to  he  of  record  in  the  Treasury  Department,  among  the  settlements 
of  the  awards  of  the  Southern  Claims  Commission,  and  among  the  files  of  the 
Secret  Service  Division,  these  papers  being: 

First.  An  affidavit  of  John  M.  Martin,  in  favor  of  a  claim  before  the  Southern 
Claims  Commission,  in  which  the  affiant  details  his  movements  and  residence  from 
April  1,  1861,  until  April  13,  1865. 

Secondly.  Certain  reports  made  to  the  Treasury  Department  during  the  last 
three  years  by  Mr.  A.  F.  Wild,  a  secret  agent,  to  the  effect  that  John  M.  Martin 
confessed  to  him  the  fraudulenoy  of  the  Weil  claim,  and  had  proposed  to  him 
(Wild)  to  negotiate  with  the  minister  of  Mexico  to  expose  the  fraud. 

In  response  to  your  request  I  now  have  the  pleasure  in  sending  to  yon  herewith 
copies  of  the  papers  you  describe.  And  in  transmitting  them,  permit  me  to  say 
that  this  Government  can  have  no  less  moral  interest  than  that  of  Mexico  in  prob- 
ing any  allegation  of  fraud  whereby  the  good  faith  of  both  in  a  common  trans- 
action may  have  been  imposed  upon. 
I  beg  you,  sir,  etc., 

James  G.  Blaine. 

[For  the  accompanying:  papers,  see  the  report  of  the  Secretary  of  State  to  the  President,  dated 
July  17, 1883,  and  transmitted  by  the  President  to  the  Senate  on  the  same  day,  with  certain  cor- 
respondence in  answer  to  the  Senate  resolution  of  December  21, 1881.] 


[No.  5.— Mr.  Zamacona  to  Mr.  Prelinghuysen.] 

Legation  of  Mexico,  in  the  United  States, 

Washington,  December  SS,  1881. 

Mr.  Secketart:  I  have  had  the  honor  to  receive,  together  with  the  note  of  your 
Department  of  the  9th  instant,  a  copy  of  the  papers  on  file  in  the  Treasury  Depart- 
ment, which  show  the  conspiracy  that  has  existed  in  the  case  of  Benjamin  Weil 
against  Mexico,  the  object  of  said  conspiracy  having  been  to  force  that  Republic, 
through  the  perjury  of  several  unprincipled  witnesses,  to  pay  the  amount  of  a 
claim  based  upon  imaginary  facts,  and  the  Government  of  the  United  States  hav- 
ing been  the  innocent  instrument  of  that  fraudulent  attempt. 

The  declaration  contained  in  the  note  of  your  Department  to  the  effect  that  the 
United  States  Government  is  as  much  interested  as  is  Mexico  in  eliciting  the  facts 
in  regard  to  the  frauds  complained  of  by  this  legation,  whereby  the  good  faith  of 
both  Governments  may  have  been  abused  in  a  common  transaction,  can  not  fail 
to  be  satisfactory  to  that  which  is  represented  by  the  undersigned,  and  it  will  be 
still  more  so  when  the  Department  of  State  shall  see  fit  to  give  the  undersigned 
some  indication  with  regard  to  the  steps  that  may  be  taken  by  both  Governments 
conjointly,  or  by  that  of  Mexico  alone,  with  a  view  to  subserving  the  ends  of  mor- 
ality and  justice  in  this  matter.  The  undersigned  understands  that  the  note  to 
which  he  is  now  replying  would  have  contained  such  an  indication  had  it  not 
been  written  at  a  time  when  the  Secretary  of  State  was  about  to  retire,  and  when 
a  press  of  very  urgent  business  rendered  it  impossible  for  him  to  give  this  subject 
the  attentive  consideration  which  its  importance  demanded. 

This  legation  has  for  more  than  four  years  been  in  possession  of  evidence  which, 
in  its  opinion,  is  conclusive  with  regard  to  the  fraud  which  vitiates  the  claim  of 
Weil,  and  that  of  the  Abra  Mining  Company.  When  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States,  in  1878,  authorized  the  President  to  investigate  these  frauds,  and  to  suspend 
all  payments  to  their  presumptive  originators,  the  aforesaid  evidence  was,  by 
request,  deposited  in  the  Department  of  State,  and  in  August  of  the  year  following 
this  legation  was  informed  that,  in  the  judgment  of  the  Secretary  of  State,  the 
honor  of  the  United  States  required  a  judicial  investigation  of  the  matter.  That 
honorable  gentleman  saw  fit,  at  the  same  time,  to  express  an  opinion  adverse  to 
the  reopening  of  the  two  claims  as  a  diplomatic  question,  and  to  their  reexamina- 
tion by  an  international  commission.  He  also  maintained  that  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Government  had  no  power  to  hold  the  desired  investigation.  He 
added,  however,  that  Congress  could  empower  it  to  do  so,  and  advised  that  his 
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opinion '  should  be  submitted  to  that  body  to  the  end  that  it  might  exercise  the 
plenary  power  with  which  it  is  invested  in  cases  of  this  nature. 

The  Government  of  Mexico  presumed  that  there  was  ground  to  expect  suspen- 
sion of  payment  to  the  owners  of  the  claims  to  which  exception  had  been  taken, 
not  only  in  view  of  the  general  and  normal  powers  of  the  Department  of  State 
and  of  the  careful  declarations  made  by  its  worthy  head,  but  also  by  reason  of 
the  act  of  Congress  authorizing  the  Executive  to  order  such  suspension  in  case  the 
two  aforesaid  claims  should  present  prima  facie  evidence  of  fraud. 

The  opinion  of  the  Secretary  of  State,  approved  by  the  President,  was  trans- 
mitted to  Congress  with  the  announcement  that  a  failure  on  the  part  of  the  legis- 
lative branch  of  the  Government  to  take  action  in  the  matter  would  make  it 
necessary  for  the  Department  to  pay  to  the  suspected  claimants  the  amount  of 
the  Installments  which  had  been  withheld  from  them.  A  vote  was  taken  on  the 
subject  in  the  House  of  Representatives,  and  a  bill  was  returned  to  the  proper 
committee  directing  an  investigation  to  be  made  by  the  Court  of  Claims. 

The  opinion  expressed  by  the  Senate  on  the  same  bill  was  unfavorable,  the  com- 
mittee maintaining  that  the  Executive  had  power  sufficient  to  enable  him  to  act  in 
the  matter.  The  different  attitudes  taken  on  this  question  by  the  two  Houses  of 
Congress  induced  the  gentlemen  employed  a?  counsel  by  this  legation,  one  of  whom 
was  the  late  Senator  Carpenter,  to  suggest  that  the  matter  be  brought  before  the 
courts  of  the  United  States,  their  opinion  being  based  upon  section  2  of  Article  III  of 
the  Constitution.  The  counsel  employed  by  Mexico,  in  recommending  that  this 
step  should  be  taken  with  the  only  branch  of  the  Government  that  had  thus  far 
not  been  concerned  in  the  matter,  based  their  action  also  upon  the  opinion  of  Chief 
Justice  Jay,  in  the  case  of  Christholm  v.  Georgia,  wherein  that  officer  maintained 
the  competency  of  the  courts  in  cases  like  the  one  now  in  question,  in  view  of  the 
responsil)ilityof  the  United  States  to  foreign  governments  for  the  conduct  of  their 
citizens.  They  likewise  cited  the  famous  case  of  Dr.  Gardner,  in  which,  after  the  , 
United  States  had  paid  a  sum  awarded  by  the  commission  organized  in  pursuance 
of  the  treaty  of  Guadalupe,  the  claimant  was  prosecuted  in  order  to  secure  the 
annulment  of  the  award  and  to  recover  the  amount  which  had  been  fraudulently 
obtained.  They  also  called  attention  to  the  fact  that  on  account  of  the  aid  lent  by 
Mexico  in  the  investigation  of  that  case  the  United  States  Government  had  declared 
its  readiness  to  accord  reciprocity  whenever  it  should  be  needed  by  the  neighbor- 
ing Bepublic.  This  legation  had  even  prepared  its  appeals  to  the  courts,  but  that 
step,  whereby  Mexico  completed  the  round  of  all  the  branches  of  the  Government 
of  this  country  whose  duty  it  is  to  uphold  equity  and  justice,  was  objected  to  by 
the  Secretary  of  State  (Mr.  Evarts),  and  the  Government  which  the  undersigned 
represents  found  three  paths  before  it,  each  of  which  was  equally  obstructed, 
while  the  parties  interested  in  the  fraudulent  claims  succeeded  in  securing  pay- 
ment of  the  funds  which  were  on  deposit. 

During  the  protracted  course  of  this  business  the  purpose  of  the  Mexican  Gov- 
ernment to  avoid  any  tedious  (|uestion  with  regard  to  the  legal  scope  of  interna- 
tional arbitration  has  been  well  defined,  as  has  its  desire  to  act,  in  consonance 
with  that  of  the  United  States,  in  the  manner  best  calculated  to  promote  the  ends 
of  equity  and  justice.  Mexico  has  hitherto  hoped  for  everything  from  that  senti- 
ment of  honor  and  rectitude  which,  as  indicated  by  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Evarts, 
could  not  fail  to  be  awakened  on  the  part  of  this  Government  when  the  true  char- 
acter of  the  two  claims  in  question  began  to  be  apparent.  This  hope  has  been 
still  further  stimulated  by  the  fact  that  the  suspicion  that  said  claims  involve  a 
grave  fraud  has  been  more  or  less  directly  expressed  by  both  Houses  of  the  Amer- 
ican Congress.  Those  branches  of  the  Government,  however,  stopped  when  they 
reached  the  jjroceedings  necessary  for  an  investigation,  each  considering  that  it 
had  no  power  to  initiate  such  proceedings.  This  legation  can  not  for  one  moment 
suppose  the  political  mechanisui  of  a  country,  to  which  many  others  turn  their 
eyes  as  to  a  model,  to  lack  the  means  of  frustrating  a  great  fraud,  originated  to  the 
detriment  of  a  friendly  nation,  which  is  sparing  no  pains  to  fulfill  its  obligations 
toward  the  United  States,  nor  can  it  believe  that  the  only  course  remaining  open 
to  Mexico  is  to  pay  a  heavy  tribute  to  deceit  and  perjury,  or  that  the  Government 
of  this  Republic  is  prepared  to  serve  as  an  instrument  for  the  enforcement  of  so 
painful  a  sacrifice. 

The  noble  spirit  of  justice  in  which  the  late  head  of  the  Department  under  your 
charge  placed  in  the  hands  of  the  undersigned  the  official  evidence  of  the  perjury 
committed  by  the  witnesses  of  Benjamin  Weil,  the  emphatic  declaration  with 

'  The  words  of  the  Secretary  of  State  were  (see  inclosure  to  letter  of  August  20, 
1879):  "I  would  advise,  therefore,  that  the  proofs  and  conclusions  you  shall  come 
to  thereon,  if  adverse  to  the  immediate  payment  on  these  awards  of  the  install- 
ments received  from  Mexico,  be  laid  before  Congress  for  the  exercise  of  their 
plenary  authority  on  the  matter. "— Translator. 
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which  his  note  of  the  9th  instant  closes,  and  the  significant  manner  in  which,  in 
various  verbal  conferences,  he  gave  expression  to  his  indignation  at  the  frauds 
which  had  evidently  been  practiced  in  connection  with  the  claims  in  question,  lead 
the  undersigned  to  presume  that  the  Government  of  the  United  States  feels  dis- 
posed to  adopt  some  expedient  in  order  to  prevent  the  success  of  a  conspiracy 
whose  criminal  character  is  but  too  apparent. 

The  Government  of  Mexico  would  be  very  glad  to  receive  some  practical  mani- 
festation of  the  interest  which  Mr.  Blaine  was  pleased  to  express  in  his  last  note 
to  this  legation,  so  that  when  the  Mexican  minister  visits  the  Department  of  State 
on  the  31st  of  next  month  as  usual,  with  the  amount  of  the  annual  installment, 
purstiant  to  the  convention  of  1868,  in  one  hand,  and  the  proof  of  the  fraud  com- 
mitted by  certain  claimants,  to  whom  a  large  portion  of  that  amount  is  to  be  paid, 
in  the  other,  he  may  not  be  obliged  to  consider  that  act  as  a  definitive  tribute  to 
falsehood  and  perjury,  and  it  may  be  possible  for  him  to  turn  his  eyes  in  some 
direction  in  the  hope  of  a  remedy. 

I  avail  myself  of  this  occasion  to  reiterate  to  you,  Mr.  Secretary,  the  assurances 
of  my  highest  consideration. 

M.  DE  Zamacona. 

Hon.  Fked'k  T.  Fkelinghuysen,  etc. 


[No.  6. — M.  de  Zamacona  to  Mr.  Frelinghuysen.] 

Legation  op  Mexico  in  the  United  States, 
Washington,  January  19,  1882.     (Received  January  19.) 

Mr.  Secretary:  Not  only  the  important  note  which  Mr.  Blaine  was  pleased  to 
address  to  me  on  the  19th  ultimo,  to  which  I  referred  in  my  subsequent  one  of  the 
32d  of  the  same  month,  but  the  straightforward  declarations  which  I  had  the 
pleasure  to  hear  from  the  lips  of  your  excellency  during  a  recent  conference,  have 
convinced  me  that  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  to  which  that  of  Mexico 
has  presented  its  complaint  on  account  of  the  fraudulent  character  of  the  claims 
of  the  heirs  of  Benjamin  Weil  and  the  Abra  Mining  Company,  is  fully  sensible  of 
the  moral  importance  of  having  the  evidence  of  fraud  examined,  so  that  Ihe  good 
faith  of  both  Governments  may  not  be  abused  in  a  mutual  transaction.  All 
branches  of  this  Government,  and  all  its  officers  who  have  had  anything  to  do 
with  the  matter,  seem  to  be  actuated  by  the  same  spirit.  Congress  has  shown  this 
with  a  spontaneity  which  does  it  honor. 

The  Department  of  which  you  are  the  worthy  head  has  likewise  not  hesitated  to 
declare  that  the  dignity  of  the  Republic  was  interested  in  having  an  investigation 
made  of  the  charges  of  fraud  presented  by  the  Mexican  Government  on  the  ground 
of  very  weighty  evidence.  Unfortunately  both  the  legislative  branch  of  the  Gov- 
ernment and  the  executive  have  considered  themselves  as  having  no  power  to 
expose  a  fraud  of  whose  existence  both  were  aware,  as  everyone  has  been,  includ- 
ing the  officer  who  decided  these  two  claims  favorably  when  the  evidence  dis- 
covered was  laid  before  him.  After  the  case  had  been  decided  he  refused,  it  is 
true,  to  reconsider  as  he  was  requested  to  do,  on  the  ground  that  he  did  not  think 
he  had  any  power  to  do  so,  but  he  expessed  an  earnest  desire  that  the  truth  should 
be  brought  to  light  and  that  fraud  should  not  prevail  over  justice.  Thus  it  is  that 
since  the  labors  of  the  mixed  commission  were  concluded  the  public  power  of  two 
nations  has  been  exhibiting  its  powerlessness  to  frustrate  a  fraudulent  conspiracy 
the  marks  and  tracings  of  which  scarcely  leave  any  room  for  doubt.  So  evi- 
dently fraudulent  are  the  claims  now  under  consideration  that,  as  soon  as  the  truth 
began  to  be  known,  it  cost  the  Mexican  Government  very  little  trouble  to  procure 
conclusive  evidence,  upon  which  its  complaint  is  based.  The  Department  of  State 
itself  found  some  in  the  Treasury  Department,  of  which,  with  praiseworthy 
uprightness,  it  was  pleased  to  send  me  a  copy  on  the  9th  of  December.  The  fraud 
in  this  case  may  be  compared  to  a  putrid  sore  from  which  pus  oozes  at  the  slightest 
pressure. 

It  would  be  lamentable  if  the  conspiracy  were  to  triumph  under  such  circum- 
stances simply  because  doubts  are  indefinitely  prolonged  with  regard  to  the  most 
efficient  and  legitimate  means  of  investigating  the  truth.  What  has  occurred  in 
the  matter  thus  far  shows  the  propriety  of  adopting  the  most  direct  of  those 
means,  and  the  one  which  ought,  perhaps,  to  have  been  adopted  as  soon  as  the 
complaint  on  account  of  fraud  was  presented.  Such  a  means  would  be  the  sub- 
mission of  the  charge  of  fraud  to  the  examination  of  a  commission  similar  to  that 
which  made  the  award  in  favor  of  Weil  and  of  the  Abra  Company,  since  no  such 
examination  was  made  by  the  umpire  of  the  mixed  commission,  who  was  of  the 
opinion  that  his  powers  were  too  limited. 
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In  view  of  these  considerations,  and  of  the  disposition  which  yon  were  pleased 
to  manifest  on  the  occasion  of  our  last  conference,  1  take  the  liberty  to  submit  a 
draft  of  a  convention  to  you,  the  object  of  which  is  the  appomtment  of  a  revisory 
commission,  with  power  to  do  what  the  various  oflacers  who  have  had  this  matter 
in  hand  have  not  thought  themselves  authorized  to  do. 

The  accompanying  draft  is  based,  to  a  certain  extent,  upon  the  convention  of 
1868,  which  created  the  Mexico- American  commission.  This  draft,  however,  will 
be  found  to  differ  from  that  instrument  on  those  points  which  arise  from  the  spe- 
cial object  of  the  revision.  Certain  other  alterations  suggested  by  exi>erience  will 
likewise  be  observed.  One  of  these  is  the  assignment  of  the  umpire  to  a  place  in 
ihe  collective  labors  of  the  commission,  and  another  is  the  investment  of  the  com- 
mission with  a  somewhat  more  judicial  character,  so  that  it  may  not  be  at  the 
mercy  of  ex  parte  evidence,  and  may  be  able  to  avail  itself  of  such  means  of  inves- 
tigation as  are  used  by  ordinary  courts. 

In  the  course  of  a  very  few  days  Mexico,  with  the  punctuality  vnth  which  she 
has  thus  far  made  her  payments,  will  pay  the  sixth  installment  of  the  amount 
awarded  by  the  mixed  commission.  One's  natural  sense  of  justice  revolts  at  the 
thought  that  that  fund,  which  is  the  fruit  of  the  sacrifices  made  by  a  poor  nation 
for  the  purpose  of  fulfilling  its  obligations  to  the  United  States,  should  go  on  fill- 
ing the  purses  of  persons  whose  only  title  to  participate  in  the  distribution  is  the 
shrewdness  with  which  they  saw  the  weak  points  in  the  system  of  examination 
adopted  by  a  commission  of  arbitration. 

The  success  of  this  audacious  attempt  would  affect  interests  the  least  important 
of  which  perhaps  would  be  the  pecuniary  one  of  Mexico  in  the  present  case.  My 
Government  has  constantly  shown  that  it-took  this  high  view  of  the  matter,  and 
it  is  not  out  of  place  for  me  to  repeat  here  what  I  had  the  honor  to  say  to  you  m  a 
recent  conference.  The  amount  of  these  two  claims  is  not  a  small  one,  and  is  cer- 
tainly of  importance  to  a  country  like  Mexico;  yet  there  is  another  interest,  of  a 
higher  order,  which  must  affect  both  Governments  equally,  and  which  should  ren- 
der their  action  harmonious  and  cooperative.  Among  the  elements  which  have 
disturbed  the  relations  between  Mexico  and  the  United  States  speculation  in 
fraudulent  claims  has  played  a  very  prominent  part.  To  discourage  such  specu- 
lation is  to  contribute  greatly  to  future  harmony  between  the  two  countries,  while 
to  stimulate  it  indirectly  by  success  would  be  fomenting  a  fruitful  source  of  dis- 
cord in  the  relations  between  the  two  countries. 

Harmony  in  the  relations  between  the  two  countries  is  not  the  only  thing  now 
in  question.  All  nations  are  interested  in  the  punishment  of  frauds  such  as  those 
of  which  my  Government  now  complains,  because  their  success  brings  discredit 
iipon  an  institution  of  which  the  present  age  is  justly  proud,  and  from  which  con- 
temporaneous iiations  hope  for  abundant  fruits  of  civilization  and  of  peace.  The 
history  of  international  arbitrations  is  a  most  eloquent  one.  Since  the  time  when 
the  first  effort  was  made  to  settle  private  clairas  by  arbitration  greed  and  fraud 
have  thought  that  they  had  discovered  a  new  field  of  operations,  and  they  have  in 
various  instances  succeeded  in  bringing  disgrace  upon  commissions  of  arbitration. 
That  branch  of  jurisprudence  which  has  to  do  with  such  commissions  must  take 
a  step  in  the  way  of  reform,  especially  as  regards  methods  of  examination,  until 
that  much-to-be-desired  reform  has  been  adopted.  However,  the  action  of  all  gov- 
ernments should  be  as  harmonious  as  it  should  be  energetic  when  fraud  has  suc- 
ceeded in  obtaining  a  foothold  in  international  arbitration. 

I  consequently  have  the  honor,  Mr.  Secretary,  to  submit  the  accompanying  draft 
of  a  convention,  together  with  an  English  translation  of  the  same,  to  your  consid- 
eration, and  you  would  oblige  me  exceedingly  if,  after  having  examined  it,  you 
would  be  pleased  to  let  me  know  your  opinion  as  speedily  as  your  important  occu- 
pation will  permit.  I  should  thus  be  enabled  to  inform  my  Government  (on  tak- 
ing to  the  Department  of  State,  as  I  expect  to  do,  at  the  proper  time,  which  will 
be  in  a  few  days,  the  annual  installment  by  whose  payment  Mexico  fulfills  its  duty 
according  to  the  convention  of  1868)  that  there  is  some  reason  to  hope  that  that 
sacrifice  to  international  good  faith  will  one  day  no  longer  be  required,  and  that 
the  matter  is  in  a  fair  way  to  settlement  in  such  a  manner  as  justice  demands. 
I  have,  etc., 

M,  DE  Zamaoona. 

[Inclosure  in  M.  de  Zamacona's  letter  to  Mr.  Frelinghuyson— Projet  of  a  convention  between 
the  United  States  of  Mexico  and  the  United  States  of  America  providing  for  the  retrial  of 
the  claims  of  Bealamin  Well  and  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company  against  Mexico.] 

Whereas  a  convention  was  concluded  on  the  4th  day  of  July,  1868,  between  the 
United  States  of  Mexico  and  the  United  States  of  America,  by  which  convention 
claims  of  citizens  of  either  country  upon  the  Government  of  the  other  were 
referred  for  adjustment  to  a  commission  to  be  composed  of  two  commissioners 

S.  Doc.  231,  pt.  1 32 
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and  an  umpire;  and  whereas  claims  were  presented  to  said  commission  by  the 
United  States  of  America  on  behalf  of  Benjamin  Weil  and  La  Abra  Silver  Mining 
Company,  which  claims  were  numbered  447  and  489,  respectively,  on  the  American 
docket  of  said  commission;  and  whereas,  after  reference  to  the  umpire  of  the  dis- 
agreeing decisions  of  the  commissioners  upon  said  claims,  awards  were  rendered 
thereon  in  favor  of  the  United  States;  and  whereas,  before  the  adjournment  of 
said  commission,  the  agent  of  Mexico  entered  motions  for  the  retrial  of  said 
claims,  on  the  ground  that  the  witnesses  upon  whose  evidence  they  had  been 
allowed  were  perjured  and  that  the  claims  were  wholly  fraudulent;  and  whereas 
said  motions  were  denied  by  the  umpire,  for  the  reason  that  he  considered  him- 
self debarred  by  the  provisions  of  the  convention  from  reviewing  any  case  which 
he  had  once  decided;  and  whereas,  shortly  after  the  adjournment  of  said  commis- 
sion, the  Government  of  Mexico  laid  before  the  Government  of  the  United  States 
evidence  discovered  since  the  awards  were  rendered,  upon  an  examination  of 
which  evidence  it  appears  that  the  honor  of  the  United  States  re  luires  a  reinvesti- 
gation of  said  claims.  The  President  of  the  United  States  of  Mexico  and  the 
President  of  the  United  States  of  America  have  resolved  to  conclude  a  convention 
for  the  retrial  of  said  claims  and  have  named  as  their  plenipotentiaries  to  confer 
and  agree  thereupon  as  follows:  The  President  of  the  United  States  of  Mexico, 
Manuel  Maria  de  Zamacona,  envoy  extraordinary  and  mmister  plenipotentiary 
of  the  United  States  at  Washington,  and  the  President  of  the  United  States  of 
America,  Frederick  T.  Frelinghuysen,  Secretary  of  State  of  the  United  States  of 
America,  who,  after  having  communicated  to  each  other  their  respective  full 
powers,  found  in  good  and  due  form,  having  agreed  upon  the  following  articles; 

Article  L 

The  said  claims  of  Benjamin  Weil  and  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company,  num- 
bered 447  and  489  on  the  American  docket  of  the  commission  organized  under  the 
convention  between  the  United  States  of  America  concluded  July  fourth,  1868, 
shall  be  referred  for  retrial,  as  hereinafter  provided,  to  three  commissioners,  one 
of  whom  shall  be  named  by  the  President  of  the  United  States  of  Mexico  and 
one  by  the  President  of  the  United  States  of  America,  and  the  third  by  the  Mex- 
ican minister  at  Washington  and  the  Secretary  of  State  of  the  United  States, 

jointly,  or,  in  case  they  fail  to  agree,  by  the  diplomatic  representative  of at 

Washington. 

The  commissioners  so  named  shall  meet  at  Washington  within  three  months 
after  the  exchange  of  the  ratifications  of  this  convention,  and  shall,  before  pro- 
ceeding to  business,  make  and  subscribe  a  solemn  declaration  that  they  will 
impartially  and  carefully  examine  and  decide  to  the  best  of  their  judgment  and 
according  to  public  law,  justice,  equity,  and  the  provisions  of  this  convention, 
without  fear,  favor,  or  affection,  the  claims  above  specified;  and  such  declaration 
shall  be  entei-ed  upon  the  record  of  their  proceedings. 

In  case  of  the  death,  prolonged  absence,  or  incapacity  of  any  commissioner,  or  in 
the  event  of  his  omitting  or  ceasing  to  act,  another  commissioner  shall  be  forth- 
with be  appointed  in  his  place  or  stead  by  such  person  or  authority  as  may  have 
appointed  the  commissioner  so  ceasing  to  act. 

The  commissioners  shall  conclude  their  labors  within  twelve  months  from  the 
date  of  their  first  meeting. 

Article  IL 

As  soon  as  possible  after  their  first  meeting  the  commissioners  shall  proceed  to 
a  retrial  of  the  claims  hereinbefore  specified.  To  this  end  they  shall  be  furnished 
with  a  record  of  the  proceedings  in  said  claims,  and  of  said  commission,  with  all 
documents  relating  thereto  in  the  files  of  said  commission  organized  under  the 
convention  of  July  fourth,  18(38.  They  shall  have  power  to  call  upon  any  depart- 
ment of  either  Government  for  any  papers  which  they  may  deem  material  to  the 
issues  involved  in  said  claims. 

The  Government  of  Mexico  and  the  claimants  or  their  legal  representatives 
shall  be  permitted  to  appear  by  counsel  and  to  take  new  testimony  under  such 
rules  as  may  be  prescribed  by  said  commissioners;  and  such  rules  shall  provide 
that  proper  notice  of  the  taking  of  testimony  be  given  to  the  opposing  party  and 
full  opportunity  afforded  for  cross-examination  of  witnesses.  The  commissioners 
shall  have  power  to  take  testimony  upon  oath,  affirmation,  or  protestation  to  be 
administered  by  any  one  of  them,  to  call  upon  the  courts  of  either  coimtry  (in 
such  manner  as  such  courts  may  now  by  law  be  called  upon  by  any  department 
of  either  Government  in  which  claims  against  such  Government  may  be  pending) 
to  issue  subpoenas  for  the  taking  of  testimony  or  the  production  of  books,  papers 
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and  documents  for  use  before  said  commissioners,  and  to  do  any  other  act  which 
they  may  deem  necessary  to  a  fair,  just,  and  impartial  decision  of  the  said  claims. 
The  concurring  opinion  of  any  two  commissioners  shall  be  adequate  for  every 
decision  necessary  to  the  execution  of  their  duties. 

Article  III. 

After  the  taking  of  proofs  and  the  arguments  shall  have  been  completed  accord- 
ing to  the  rules  which  may  be  established  by  the  commissioners,  they  shall,  within 
the  time  limited  in  the  last  clause  of  the  first  article  of  this  convention,  render 
decisions  in  writing,  stating  the  facts  found  by  them  in  each  claim,  and  the  sums, 
If  any.  which  ought  in  justice  and  equity  to  have  been  allowed  to  said  claimants 
on  account  of  the  matters  alleged  in  their  respective  claims.  Said  decisions  shall 
be  final  and  conclusive  upon  both  Governments,  and  the  awards  of  the  commis- 
sion organized  under  the  convention  of  July  fourth,  1868,  upon  said  claims  shall 
be  affirmed,  modified,  or  set  aside  accordingly. 

Article  IV. 

This  convention,  when  duly  proclaimed,  shall  be  considered  as  due  notice  to  all 
persons  interested  in  said  claims  to  appear  before  said  commissioners,  and  the  fail- 
ure of  any  such  person  to  enter  appearance  shall  not  prevent  the  rendering  of  any 
decision,  final  or  interlocutory,  by  said  commissioners. 

Article  V. 

The  commissioners  shall  keep  an  accurate  record  of  their  proceedings  with  dates, 
and  to  this  end  they  may  appoint  and  employ  a  secretary  versed  in  the  languages 
of  both  countries,  and  other  persons  necessary  to  assist  them  in  the  transaction  of 
their  business. 

The  compensation  of  the  commissioners  shall  not  exceed  $ per  annum 

each.  The  compensation  of  the  secretary  or  other  officer  or  employe  shall  be 
fixed  by  the  commissioners.  Each  Government  shall  pay  its  own  commissioner. 
The  other  expenses  of  the  commission,  including  the  compensation  of  the  third 
commissioner,  shall  be  defrayed  by  the  two  Governments  in  equal  moieties;  but 
the  expenses  of  taking  testimony  and  preparation  of  the  case  for  trial  shall  not 
be  considered  a  part  of  the  expenses  of  the  commission.  In  view  of  the  fact  that 
the  reti'ial  herein  provided  for  Is  had  upon  the  motion  of  the  agent  and  representa- 
tive of  Mexico,  it  is  agreed  that  the  Government  of  Mexico  shall  provide  and  pay 
over  to  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  whenever  they  are  required,  all 
sums  necessary  to  defray  the  expenses  incurred  by  the  latter  government  as  pro- 
vided for  in  this  article. 

Article  VI. 

The  present  convention  shall  be  ratified  by  the  President  of  the  United  States  of 
Mexico  and  by  the  President  of  the  United  States  of  America,  by  and  with  the 
advice  and  consent  of  the  Senators  of  the  respective  countries,  and  the  ratifications 
shall  be  exchanged  at  Washington  at  as  early  a  day  as  may  be  possible  thereafter. 

In  testimony  whereof  the  respective  plenipotentiaries  have  signed  the  present 
convention,  in  the  Spanish  and  English  languages,  in  duplicate,  and  hereunto 
affixed  their  respective  seals. 

Done  at  the  city  of  Washington  this day  of  January  in  the  year  of  our  Lord 

one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  eighty-two. 


[No.  7.— SeSor  Komero  to  Mr.  Frelinghuysen.] 

Legation  of  Mexico, 

Washington,  May  1,  1SS2. 
Mr.  Secretary:  In  fulfillment  of  my  promise  made  to  you  in  our  Interview  last 
Thursday,  April  27,  and  in  compliance  with  the  desires  expressed  by  you  relative 
to  this  matter,  1  have  the  honor  herewith  to  send  you  a  synopsis  of  the  evidence 
recently  obtained  by  the  Government  of  Mexico,  of  the  fraudulent  character  of  the 
claims  of  Weil  and  La  Abra,  which  claims  this  legation  has  for  some  time  past 
been  endeavoring  to  have  reexamined. 
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The  original  evidence  is  in  possession  of  this  legation,  and  since  it  is  very  volu- 
minous, it  has  seemed  preferable  to  me  (in  order  that  the  United  States  Govern- 
ment may  be  able  to  read  it  easily  and  without  delay)  to  send  you  the  accompany- 
ing synopsis,  which  I  send  in  the  English  language,  in  order  to  save  the  State 
Department  the  trouble  of  having  it  translated. 

1  reiterate  to  you,  Mr.  Secretary,  the  assurances  of  my  very  distinguished  con- 
sideration. 

M.  BOMEBO. 

Hon.  Feedeeiok  T.  Feelinghuysen,  &o. 


[Inclosure  in  No.  7.— Synopsis  of  newly  discovered  testimony  in  the  Weil  and  La  Abra  claims.] 

Under  the  claims  convention  of  July  4,  1868,  between  the  United  States  and 
Mexico,  837  claims,  aggregating  $470,136,613.40,  and  144  claims,  whose  amounts 
were  not  stated,  were  brought  by  the  Government  of  the  former  country  in  behalf 
of  the  citizens  against  the  Government  of  the  latter  for  adjudication  by  the 
Mixed  Commission  organized  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  that  convention. 

Money  awards  were  made  by  the  commissioner  in  43  cases,  and  by  the  umpire 
in  143.  The  remaining  813  claims  were  dismissed.  The  total  award  was  $4,12.1,- 
633.20,  less  than  1  per  cent  of  the  amount  claimed.  In  that  large  class  of  claims 
called  into  being  by  the  convention  of  1868  were  found  those  of  Benjamin  Weil, 
No.  447,  and  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company,  No.  489,  on  the  American  docket, 
whose  retrial  is  provided  for  by  the  treaty  now  under  consideration.  The  neces- 
sity for  this  treaty  and  a  retrial  of  these  cases  arises  mainly  from  the  fact  that 
the  umpire  (Sir  Edward  Thornton)  ruled  upon  motions  for  new  trials  that  he  was 
debarred  by  the  provisions  of  the  convention  of  1868  from  rehearing  claims  that  he 
had  once  decided,  at  the  same  time  suggesting  that  neither  Government  "would 
insist  upon  the  payment  of  claims  shown  to  be  founded  upon  perjury." 

THE  WEIL  CLAIMS. 

The  claim  of  Benjamin  Weil,  as  presented  to  the  commission,  was  as  foUows: 

On  the  8th  of  March,  1870,  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  and  through 
it  the  Mixed  Commission,  first  received  notice  in  the  form  of  a  letter  from  the 
claimant's  attorney  that  in  September,  1864,  Benjamin  Weil,  alleged  to  be  a  natu- 
ralized citizen  of  Louisiana,  had  been  despoiled  by  Mexican  authorities  of  the 
large  amount  of  1,914  bales  of  cotton,  in  compensation  for  which  he  asked  an 
award  from  the  commission  of  $334,950,  with  interest. 

Accompanying  this  notice  of  his  claim  was  the  sworn  statement  of  the  claimant, 
Weil  (dated  September  10,  1869,  and  certified  to  under  oath  by  George  D.  Hite,  to 
be  correct) ,  to  the  effect  that  this  cotton,  "  belonging  solely  to  himself,"  was  taken 
"from  him  in  the  Republic  of  Mexico,"  "under  his  special  control,"  "between 
Laredo  and  Piedras  Negras,"  "on  or  about  the  20th  of  September,  1864,"  by  the 
"representative  forces  of  the  Republic  of  Mexico;"  "that  he  was  at  the  time  of 
the  seizure"  "stopping  at  Matamoros; "  "that  he  often,  but  in  vain,  solicited  the 
return  of  his  property,  and  that  he  had  never  laid  his  claim  before  either  Govern- 
ment, asking  payment  thereof. " 

The  memorial  filed  April  30,  1870,  is  similar  to  the  notice  of  March  8,  above 
referred  to,  and  it  is  supported  by  the  ex  parte  affidavits  of  George  D.  Hite  John 
M.  Martin,  John  J.  Justice,  and  S.  B.  Shackelford,  the  witnesses,  to  prove  the 
existence  and  loss  of  the  cotton. 

Against  the  claim  thus  presented  the  representative  of  Mexico  made  the  best 
defense  before  the  commission  from  the  facts  at  their  command.  They  reo-arded 
the  claim  as  similar  to  that  of  the  hundreds  of  millions  worth  of  other  claims 
against  which  they  were  obliged  to  defend  their  Government,  and  which  were 
decided  to  be  without  merit.  They  pointed  out  the  discrepancies  in  the  state- 
ments of  Hite  and  Shackelford,  two  of  the  most  important  witnesses,  to  prove  the 
existence  and  the  loss  of  the  cotton,  the  former  declaring  under  oath  that  he 
helped  ship  the  cotton  from  Allaton,  700  miles  from  the  Rio  Grande  in  May  1864 
and  the  latter  that  he  saw  it  start  from  Alleyton  (which  is  360  miles  from  the  Bio 
Grande)  in  September,  1864.  Other  material  discrepancies  were  shown  which 
seemed  to  exhibit  the  perjury  of  the  witnesses. 

It  appears  remarkable  that  the  memorial  did  not  allege  that  the  cotton  was  ex 
ported  by  the  permission  of  the  Confederate  authorities,  which,  as  was  well  known 
was  rigidly  required  at  that  time,  or  that  it  was  imported  into  Mexico  by  the  ner' 
mission  of  and  on  payment  of  duties  to  the  Mexican  authorities,  in  default  of  which 
it  would  have  been  liable  to  seizure  under  the  law;  and  that  a  claim  should  be 
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presented  on  behalf  of  an  American  citizen,  growing  out  of  the  alleged  interfer- 
ence by  Mexico  with  contraband  trade  between  that  citizen  and  the  enemies  of 
the  United  States.  Still  moare  surprising  was  it  that  nobody  from  whom  Weil 
hiul  purchased  cotton  or  hired  teams,  none  of  the  numerous  wagon  masters,  team- 
sters, or  other  persons  naturally  connected  with  a  train  carrying  1,'JOO  bales  of 
cotton,  testified  in  his  behalf;  that  no  account  was  given  of  the  disposition  of  the 
cotton,  which,  according  to  Martin,  was  left  on  the  highway;  and  that  none  of 
the  employees  attached  to  the  train,  who,  according  to  Hite,  went  to  Matamoros 
after  the  capture,  appeared  as  witnesses  in  support  either  of  this  claim  or  of  the 
protests  or  demands  which  the  claimant  was  alleged  to  have  made  in  person  and 
"  through  his  agents  and  attorneys,"  none  of  which,  and  no  documentary  proofs 
of  which  were  shown  to  the  commission.  And,  most  extraordinary  of  all,  was 
the  fact  disclosed  by  the  dockets  of  the  commission  that  no  claim  was  ever  made 
by  anybody  for  the  190  wagons  captured  and  the  1,560  "  mules,  horses,  and  team  " 
turned  loose,  as  alleged  by  the  liberal  brigands  who  captured  them.  Mexicocalled 
upon  to  prove  a  negative,  without  the  slightest  indication  from  the  claimant  which 
could  lead  her  to  the  discovery  of  evidence,  the  most  that  she  could  do  was  to 
secure  some  affidavits  from  persons  who  had  never  heard  of  Weil  or  the  capture 
of  any  cotton,  but  who,  from  their  position  on  the  frontier  at  that  time,  would 
have  been  likely  to  know  of  it  if  it  had  taken  place.  This  evidence  was  not  received 
until  1874.  The  time  limited  by  the  rules  of  the  commission  for  the  presentation 
of  evidence  had  expired,  and  it  could  only  be  admitted  by  special  agreement. 

In  the  following  year,  when  the  labors  of  the  commission  were  drawing  to  a 
close,  the  American  commissioner  proposed  to  admit  this  evidence,  provided  the 
claimant  should  be  given  leave  to  tile  further  proofs.  This  proposition  the  com- 
missioner for  Mexico  declined,  on  the  ground  that  it  would  only  be  an  invitation 
to  the  claimant  to  bolster  up  his  case  by  further  perjury,  which  could  not  be 
rebutted  within  the  time  allowed  to  the  commission.  The  American  commissioner 
expressed  an  unwillingness  to  reject  the  claim,  and  it  was  referred  to  the  umpire, 
who,  on  the  1st  of  October,  1875,  made  an  award  to  the  claimant  of  $385,000,  with 
interest  from  September  30,  1864,  in  all,  $487,810.68. 

After  the  award,  and  while  a  motion  which  Mexico  had  made  for  a  rehearing 
was  pending,  the  Mexican  minister  in  Washington,  Senor  Mariscal,  accidentally 
met  General  Slaughter,  a  Confederate  officer,  who  had  known  Weil  on  the  Rio 
Grande,  and  was  familiar  with  his  transactions  in  1864.  Informed  of  the  existence 
of  this  claim,  he  promptly  declared  it,  from  his  own  knowledge,  to  be  a  fraud,  and 
through  his  exertions  and  with  the  utmost  possible  dispatch,  the  Government  of 
Mexico  brought  to  light  the  most  important  and  positive  documentary  evidence, 
showing  the  fraud  and  perjury  that  had  been  perpetrated.  Immediately  on  its 
receipt,  to  wit,  on  oir  about  the  19th  day  of  September,  1876,  this  evidence  was 
laid  before  the  umpire,  with  a  supplementai-y  argument  on  the  motion  for  rehear- 
ing. On  the  30th  of  October  the  umpire  decided  that  he  could  not  take  the  evi- 
dence into  consideration,  as  it  had  not  been  before  the  commissioners.  He  added, 
however: 

"In  the  case  No.  447,  Benjamin  Weil  v.  Mexico,  the  agent  of  Mexico  has  pro- 
duced circumstantial  evidence  which,  if  not  refuted  by  the  claimant,  would  cer- 
tainly contribute  to  the  suspicion  that  perjury  has  been  committed,  and  that  the 
whole  claim  is  a  fraud.  For  the  reason  already  given,  it  is  not  in  the  power  of  the 
umpire  to  take  that  evidence  into  consideration,  but  if  perjury  shall  be  proved 
hereafter,  no  one  would  rejoice  more  than  the  umpire  himself  that  his  decision 
should  be  reversed  and  that  justice  should  be  done. 

THE  NEWLY  DISCOVHEED  TESTIMONY. 

With  the  foregoing  review  of  proceedings  had  in  the  case,  it  is  now  proposed  to 
examine,  as  briefly  as  theimportanceof  the  subject  will  allow,  the  newly  discovered 
e ,  idence  upon  which  Mexico  relies  to  support  her  application  for  a  retrial  of  said 
claim.  This  consists  of  some  fifteen  affidavits,  including  those  of  the  partners  in 
business  of  Weil  from  1863  to  1866,  of  other  persons  who  knew  intimately  the 
business  and  whereabouts  of  Weil  and  the  principal  witnesses  of  his  claim,  and  of 
Confederate  and  Union  officers  and  citizens  cognizant  of  affairs  at  the  time  when 
and  in  the  locality  where  the  claim  had  its  alleged  origin  and  consummation;  and 
some  two  hundred  letters  and  telegrams  between  Weil  and  his  partners  or  other 
persons,  and  other  original  documents.  This  evidence,  duly  authenticated  and 
identified,  was  submitted  to  the  Secretary  of  State  on  the  18th  of  December,  1878, 
and  remained  on  file  in  the  Department  of  State  up  to  the  7th  of  November,  1880. 
A  full  statement  of  the  same  will  be  found  in  the  printed  volume,  now  in  posses- 
sion of  the  Department,  entitled  "  Case  of  Mexico,  upon  the  newly  discovered 
evidence  of  fraud  and  perjury  in  the  claims  of  Benjamin  WeU  and  La  Abra  Silver 
Mining  Company." 
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To  the  foregoing  mass  of  evidence  is  to  be  added  the  documents  of  which  the  late 
Secretary  of  State,  Mr.  Blaine,  furnished  copies  to  the  Mexican  legation  accompa- 
nying his  note  of  December  9  last. 

These  proofs,  an  extended  analysis  of  which  will  be  found  in  the  above-cited 
volume,  "Case  of  Mexico,"  established  conclusively  the  following  facts: 

First.  That  Weil,  the  claimant,  was  from  18(i3  to  1866  engaged  in  a  general  part- 
nership with  a  number  of  persons;  that  during  the  year  1864,  the  time  when  the 
cotton  was  alleged  to  have  been  bought,  shipped,  and  seized  by  Mexico,  be  was 
wholly  and  exclusively  engaged  in  said  partnership  business,  and  that  he  could  not 
and  did  not  engage  in  any  such  operations  as  those  described  in  his  memorial 
presented  to  the  commission,  and  which  were  made  the  basis  of  his  claim  and 
award. 

Second.  That  for  a  number  of  years  prior  to  and  at  the  date  of  the  alleged  pur- 
chase and  collection  of  cotton  Weil  was  possessed  of  very  limited  means  and  had 
neither  the  money  nor  credit  on  his  own  account  to  purchase  the  quantity  of  cotton 
claimed  to  have  been  owned  by  him  and  seized  by  the  Mexican  forces. 

Third.  That  so  far  as  it  is  possible  to  establish  a  negative,  it  is  shown  that  no 
such  train  of  cotton  as  alleged  in  claimant's  memorial  ever  crossed  the  Rio  Grande 
from  Texas  into  Mexico  or  was  seized  by  the  Mexican  forces. 

Fourth.  That  on  all  points  material  to  establish  his  claim,  Weil  and  all  his  wit- 
nesses are  impeached,  their  perjury  established,  and  their  utter  unreliability  fully 
proved. 

Fifth.  That  the  claim  from  its  inception  to  the  present  time  has  been  marked  by 
fraud,  conspiracy,  disloyalty,  and  bar!  faith  and  is  entitled  to  no  consideration  at 
the  hands  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States. 


The  first  of  these  points  to  examine  is  Weil's  business,  occupation,  and  where- 
abouts in  1864. 

In  his  memorial  filed  before  the  commission  he  declares,  under  oath,  that  his 
claim  "arose  on  or  about  the  20th  of  September.  1864.  in  the  territory  of  the  United 
States  of  Mexico,  between  Piedras  Negras  and  Liredo,  etc.,  by  reason  of  loss  and 
damage  suffered  by  claimant  by  the  forcible  and  unlawful  seizure  of  1,914  bales  of 
cotton  *  *  *  of  the  value  of  lji:i34,950,  which  said  cotton  was,  as  aforesaid, 
unlawfully  seized  an  d  taken  possession  of  by  the  forces  of  the  Liberal  or  Republican 
Government  of  Mexico,  the  President  or  Chief  of  which  was  Don  Benito  Juares, 
which  said  cotton  was  on  trains  and  being  transported  through  said  territory  to 
the  city  of  Matamoros,  Mexico;  and  the  said  cotton,  this  claimant  declares,  was  his 
individual  property  and  he  was  the  sole  owner  thereof  at  the  time  of  said  seizure." 

On  the  contrary,  however,  the  documentary  evidence  submitted  by  Mexico  to 
the  Department  of  State  shows  that  from  March,  1863,  to  October,  1865,  Weil  was 
a  member  of  a  business  firm  by  the  terms  of  whose  partnership  agreement ' '  all 
transactions  made  by  any  member  of  said  firm  *  '■•  *  shall  be  for  the  benefit 
of  said  firm." 

We  copy  an  extract  from  said  agreement.     (See  Case  of  Mexico,  p.  6) : 

[Certified  copy  of  articles  of  copartnership  of  Levy,  Block  &  Co.,  entered  into  before  Joel  H. 
Sandoz,  notary  public,  Opelousas,  La.,  March  11, 1863,  and  signed  by  J.  Block,  for  Block,  Pirn- 
berg  &  Co.,  and  Isaac  Levy,  for  Isaac  Levy  &  Co.] 

"  The  partnership  is  to  commence  on  the  1st  day  of  March  instant  and  is  to  end 
six  months  after  the  war.  All  transactions  made  by  any  member  of  said  firm,  and 
at  whatever  time  and  place,  during  the  time  of  copartnership,  axe  and  shall  be  for 
the  benefit  of  said  firm." 

See  also  certiiied  copy  of  the  agreement  for  the  dissolution  of  the  above  partner- 
ship, dated  New  Orleans,  October  11,  186.5. 

The  falsity  of  the  claimant's  memorial,  above  quoted,  may  be  seen  from  the  affi- 
davits of  Weil's  partners  in  business,  and  from  them  may  also  be  learned  something 
of  Weil's  whereabouts  and  occupation  during  the  year  1864.  (See Case  of  Mexico 
pp.  7-11.) 

We  extract  as  follows: 

S.  Fii-nberg  testifies  before  Notary  Theodule  Buisson,  New  Orleans  Aueust  4 
1876:  '        ^ 

"  Was  a  member  of  the  firm  of  Block,  Firnberg  &  Co.,  of  Opelousas,  which  con- 
solidated in  March,  1863,  with  Isaac  Levy  &  Co.;  Benjamin  Weil  was  a  member  of 
the  firm.  None  of  the  firm  had  any  property  outside  of  the  partnership.  Benia- 
man  Weil  was  a  party  to  the  contract  with  (Tovernov  Moore,  of  Louisiana  ratified 
by  Governor  Allen,  his  successor,  to  import  for  the  State  ammunition,  cotton 
cards,  clothing,  arms,  etc.,  receiving  cotton  in  exchange.     Weil  hadno  individual 
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resources  to  carry  out  this  contract.  In  1864  Weil  formed  a  partnership  with  Gus- 
tave  Jenny,  of  Matamoros,  for  the  firm  of  Levy,  Block  &  Co.,  his  name  only  being 
used.  Since  the  time  of  our  partnership  I  have  never  heard  of  any  claim  against 
the  Government  of  Mexico  by  our  firm,  and  I  know  of  my  personal  knowledge  that 
the  claim  of  Benjamin  Weil  against  the  Government  of  Mexico  was  fraudulent. 
At  the  time  he  made  that  claim,  as  being  a  claim  of  his  own,  he  willfully  stated 
what  he  knew  to  be  untrue.  I  was  then  a  partner  and  interested  in  a.11  transac- 
tions, gams  and  losses,  up  to  the  dissolution  of  the  partnership,  which  took  place 
on  the  19th  day  of  December,  1865,  and  I  know  that  claim  to  be  a  fraudulent  one. 
I  had  access  to  the  books  and  papers,  and  have  never  seen  or  heard  of  any  such 
claim  existing.  The  first  I  ever  heard  of  it  was  through  the  public  press,  and  that 
was  in  the  latter  part  of  last  year.  I  then  denounced  it  as  a  swindle  and  I  now 
pronounce  it  to  be  so." 

Marx  Levy,  of  381  Baronne  street,  New  Orleans,  testifies  July  30,  1877,  before 
Robert  J.  Ker,  notary  public,  New  Orleans: 

Has  known  Benjamin  Well  from  boyhood  in  Alsace,  Europe,  and  subsequently, 
since  1853,  in  Louisiana.  In  that  year  Weil  was  a  peddler.  Some  time  during  the 
year  Weil  was  employed  as  bookkeeper  for  the  firm  of  Isaac  Levy  &  Co. ,  composed 
of  deponent,  Isaac,  and  Jacob  Levy.  In  1854  Weil  was  admitted  to  partnership 
in  said  firm. 

In  ISe&said  firm  formed  a  partnership  with  Blooh,  Firnberg  &  Co.,  composed 
of  Joseph  Bloch  and  Solomon  Firnberg  and  Samuel  E.  Loeb.  Weil  and  deponent 
were  together  in  Matamoros  for  some  time.  During  a  six  weeks'  absence  of  depo- 
nent at  Habana  Weil  remained  at  Matamoros  doing  nothing,  supporting  himsel 
from  the  partnership  means. 

Deponent  has  often  given  him  money  to  pay  his  current  expenses.  Weil  had  no 
means  outside  of  the  partnership.  On  his  return  from  Habana  deponent  met  Weil 
at  Houston,  Tex. ,  and  was  informed  by  him  that  he  had  made  arrangements  with 
C.  F.  Jenny,  from  Switzerland,  to  import  Jenny's  stock  of  goods  at  Matamoros 
for  the  State  of  Louisiana.  The  governor  of  Louisiana  turned  over  to  Weil  and 
.Tenny  small  lots  of  cotton.  Owing  to  difficulties  with  the  Texas  cotton  bureau 
only  a  few  hundred  bales  came  through.  The  goods  were  delivered  at  Navasota, 
Tex. .  to  the  authorized  agent  of  the  State  of  Louisiana.  "  I  know  this  claim  of 
Benjamin  Weil  against  the  Republic  of  Mexico  is  a  base  fabrication  and  a  fraud 
from  its  beginning  to  the  end." 

,  On  pages  7,  8,  and  9,  "  Case  of  Mexico,"  is  found  an  affidavit  of  Samuel  E.  Loeb, 
one  of  Weil's  partners,  too  long  to  quote  here,  but  to  which  attention  is  directed, 
in  which  he  enters  into  a  detailed  statement  of  all  the  cotton  transactions  of  the 
combined  firms,  showing  that  during  the  entire  year  1864  they  never  had  or  con- 
trolled the  number  of  bales  which  Weil  alleges  was  seized  by  Mexico;  that  at 
Alleyton  (where  it  is  claimed  Weil  collected  1,900  bales  of  cotton)  the  firm  never 
had  more  than  150  or  300  bales,  and  these  were  never  under  Weil's  control;  that 
every  bale  held  by  the  firm  was  satisfactorily  accounted  for,  and  that  not  a  single 
bale  was  ever  seized  by  the  Mexican  forces.  He  further  adds:  At  the  dissolution 
of  the  partnership  there  were  not  among  the  assets  any  large  claims  unsettled  or 
uncollected. 

Then  follows  the  affidavit  of  Louis  Scherck,  a  member  of  the  firm  (Case  of 
Mexico,  p.  11),  containing  the  narrative  of  the  partnership  operations  in  1864, 
from  which  is  extracted  the  following: 

'■In  the  end  of  1803  Ben.  Weil  was  in  Matamoros,  doing  nothing.  He  then 
informed  Gustavo  Jenny  that  he  had  a  contract  with  the  governor  of  the  State  of 
Louisiana,  and  that  if  Jenny  was  willing  to  furnish  the  stock  of  goods  he  bad  on 
hand  they  would  take  it  to  the  State  of  Louisiana,  Ben.  Weil  not  investing  any 
money,  to  my  knowledge.  They  took  the  stock  and  delivered  it,  with  my  assistance, 
by  request  of  U.  F.  Jenny,  to  Emory  Clapp,  the  State  agent  of  Louisiana,  at  Nava- 
sota, Tex.  They  received  some  cotton  in  part  payment  of  those  goods.  This 
transpired  during  the  summer  of  1864.  I  afterwards  returned  to  Matamoros.  I 
was  there  in  the  latter  part  of  the  year.  I  have  never  heard  of  any  cotton  having 
been  taken  by  the  Cortina  forces  belonging  to  Benjamin  Weil.  If  such  a  thing 
had  happened  I  would  certainly  have  heard  of  it  at  the  time.  *  *  *  Weil  had 
no  means  of  his  own;  the  means  came  through  C.  F.  Jenny.  I,  as  an  interested 
partner  of  C.  F.  Jenny,  had  occasion  to  know  this  and  the  transaction  bearing 
upon  the  subject,  having  access  to  the  papers  and  books." 

It  appears  from  the  foregoing  and  other  of  the  documents  submitted  to  the  State 
Department  that  the  business  of  Weil  and  his  partners  in  1864  was  in  executing  a 
contract  to  supply  the  Confederate  governor  of  the  State  of  Louisiana  with  mili- 
tary supplies,  mainly  imported  through  the  Mexican  port  of  Matamoros,  receiving 
cotton  in  payment.  The  affidavit  of  B.  W.  Halsey  (Case  of  Mexico,  p.  10)  explains 
in  considerable  detail  these  contraband  operations.  The  following  extracts  are 
given: 
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"  Before  me,  Theodule  Buisson,  a  notary  public  for  the  parish  of  Orleans  and 
the  city  of  New  Orleans,  therein  residing,  personally  came  and  appeared  Mr.  E.  W. 
Halsey,  who,  being  duly  sworn,  deposed  and  says:  I  was  private  secretary  to  Gov- 
ernor T.  O.  Moore  during  his  term  of  office,  beginning  in  January,  1860,  and  also 
to  Governor  Henry  Watkins  Allen  during  his  administration,  which  closed  with 
the  surrender  of  the  Confederate  forces  in  May,  1865.  1  was  cognizant  of  the 
transactions  between  Governor  Moore  and  Benjamin  Weil,  then  representing  the 
firm  of  Weil  &  Levy.  Governor  Moore  made  Weil,  and  Levy  his  partner,  agents 
for  the  State  for  importing  supplies  then  much  needed.  *  *  *  I  had  thorough 
knowledge  of  these  transactions  at  the  time,  and  prepared  much  ot  the  correspond- 
ence and" many  of  the  contracts  and  orders  relating  thereto.  *  *  *  From  fre- 
quent conversations  with  Weil  and  Jenny  I  was  led  to  believe  that  the  capital  for 
these  transactions  was  furnished  wholly  or  chiefly  by  Mr.  Gustavo  Jenny,  or 
Jenny  &  Co.,  of  Matamoros. 

"All  these  transactions  during  the  year  1863  and  the  year  1864  were  at  the  time 
familiarly  known  to  me.  I  have  no  knowledge  of  transactions  in  cotton  for  export 
during  the  above-designated  period  by  Weil,  Levy,  and  Jenny,  or  either  of  them, 
except  in  cotton  furnished,  as  above  stated,  by  Governor  Allen,  representing  the 
State  of  Louisiana.  *  *  *  Although  intimate  with  Mr.  Weil  during  these 
transactions,  he  never  spoke  to  me  of  losing  cotton  by  seizure  on  the  Rio  Grande, 
or  by  exporting  other  cotton  than  that  received  from  or  through  Governor  Allen. 
Had  he  incurred  any  considerable  loss  by  such  seizure  the  facts  would  in  all  prob- 
ability have  come  to  the  knowledge  of  Governor  Allen  and  myself,  as  his  private 
secretary,  had  it  occurred  before  June,  1865." 

These  affidavits,  showing  the  business  relations  and  operations  of  Weil,  would 
seem  to  establish  the  fraudulent  character  of  his  claim  against  Mexico,  but  fortu- 
nately he  has  in  his  own  handwriting  and  over  his  own  signature  furnished  indu- 
bitable proof  of  this.  Among  the  papers  filed  with  the  State  Department  (Case 
of  Mexico,  14-35)  there  are  some  300  original  letters  and  telegrams  between  Weil 
and  his  partners,  showing  all  the  transactions  of  the  firm  and  the  whereabouts  of 
its  members.  Seventy  of  these  letters  are  from  Weil  himself,  and  all  are  duly 
authenticated. 

Briefly  stated,  his  case  against  Mexico  was  that  in  the  year  1864  (the  date  being 
variously  fixed  by  his  perjured  witnesses  as  May  and  September)  he  bought  and 
collected  at  Allaton,  700  miles,  or  Alleyton,  260  miles,  from  the  Rio  Grande,  over 
1,900  bales  of  cotton,  and  started  the  same  in  one  immense  train  to  MatamorosI 
Mexico;  that  on  the  30th  of  September,  1864,  this  cotton  was  taken  from  him  by 
Mexican  troops,  and  that  at  the  time  of  the  seizure  he  was  in  Matamoros.  But 
his  own  letters  and  those  of  his  partners  clearly  show  that  at  the  date  stated  he 
was  at  other  places  and  engaged  in  business  of  altogether  a  different  character 
which  wholly  occupied  his  time,  to  wit,  the  transportation  of  military  supplies  to 
the  Confederate  governor  of  Louisiana  and  the  earnest  endeavor  to  obtain  the 
promised  cotton  in  payment,  which  came  slowly  and  in  small  quantities.  On  the 
3d  of  February,  1864,  Weil  writes  from  Matamoros  to  Loeb,  detailing  their  busi- 
ness operations  under  the  Louisiana  contract,  and  states  that  he  will  leave  in  two 
days  for  Houston,  Tex.  April  11  he  writes  a  letter  to  Loeb  from  Houston  in  which, 
in  connection  with  the  business,  he  states  that  he  had  started  for  Alexandria,  La., 
"when  the  Yankees  came,"  and  he  turned  back. 

He  expected  to  leave  the  next  day  for  San  Antonio.  From  there  he  goes  again 
to  Matamoros,  from  which  place  he  writes  a  letter  to  Loeb  dated  May  18,  1864. 
Two  weeks  later  he  writes  to  Loeb  from  Navasota,  Tex. ,  May  30.  In  this  letter 
he  announces  his  intention  to  leave  for  Shreveport,  La.,  the  next  Wednesday.  On 
the  17th  of  June  he  writes  from  Shreveport:  "  Here  we  are,  all  of  us — Jos.,  Isaac 
(■partners),  and  me — consulting,"  etc. 

On  the  4th  of  July,  at  Alexandria,  he  writes  to  Bloch,  and  on  the  31st  of  July, 
from  the  same  place,  he  addresses  him  again. 

August  39  he  writes  from  Opelousas,  La.,  to  Loeb,  to  which  place  he  had  come 
from  Alexandria. 

On  the  5th  of  September,  from  Alexandria,  he  writes  to  Borme  that  he  will 
leave  that  day  for  Shreveport. 

In  a  letter  to  Loeb,  dated  Shreveport,  September  10,  he  announces  his  arrival 
there  that  morning;  and  other  letters  written  by  him  at  that  place  bear  dates, 
respectively,  the  13th,  15th,  20th,  and  3(;th  of  September,  and  the  18th,  34th,  25th' 
and  S7th  of  October,  and  letters  from  his  partner.  Levy,  show  that  he  (Weil)  was 
in  Shreveport  continuously  up  to  the  13th  of  November,  1864. 

This  mass  of  letters  shows  that  the  business  and  occupation  of  Weil  was  the 
execution,  in  association  with  his  partners,  of  the  contract  with  the  Confederate 
governor  of  Louisiana,  and  that  he  was  not  and  could  not  have  been  enga^-ed  in 
any  other  operation,  much  less  one  of  such  extensive  and  unusual  character  as 
that  set  forth  in  his  memorial  before  the  commission;  that  he  was  not  at  Alleyton 
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engaged  in  the  collection  and  shipment  of  1,900  bales  of  cotton  at  the  date  stated 
by  himself  and  witnesses,  or  at  any  other  time  in  that  year;  that  he  left  the  State 
of  Texas  and  went  to  Louisiana  early  in  June,  and  remained  there  continuously 
till  after  the  1st  of  November,  and  that  consequently  he  was  not  at  Matamoros  at 
the  time  of  the  alleged  seizure  of  the  cotton  by  the  Mexican  authorities,  but  at 
Shreveport,  La. ,  600  miles  away. 

II. 

Having  so  completely  established  these  facts,  it  would  hardly  seem  necessary  to 
proceed  further  in  the  examination  of  the  proofs  presented  by  Mexico.  But, 
through  abundant  caution,  it  is  well  to  pass  to  the  second  point,  that  Weil  was 
possessed  of  very  limited  means,  and  had  neither  the  money  nor  credit  to  purchase 
cotton  alleged  to  have  been  taken  from  him  by  Mexico. 

Weil's  letters  (Case  of  Mexico,  pp.  14-35),  running  through  the  years  1863  and 
1864,  to  his  partners  and  friends  throw  much  light  upon  this  point.  They  are  too 
voluminous  to  be  quoted,  and  a  general  reference  only  can  be  made  to  their  pur- 
port. They  show  that  he  was  constantly  hard  pushed  for  tunds,  that  he  repeatedly 
wrote  to  his  partners  for  assistance,  that  he  time  and  again  asserted  that  he  was 
barely  paying  current  expenses,  that  he  and  his  partners  were  suffering  frequent 
losses,  that  they  were  crippled  in  their  business  for  want  of  capital,  and  that  it 
was  with  the  greatest  diflSculty  that  the  governor  of  Louisiana,  with  whom,  in 
the  year  1864,  their  operations  were  confined,  could  even  approximately  meet  his 
engagements. 

See,  also,  the  sworn  declaration  of  his  partners,  already  given,  some  of  which 
are  as  follows: 

Firnberg  swears  that  "  Weil  had  no  individual  resources  to  carry  out  this  con- 
tract" (the  one  with  the  governor  of  Louisiana).  Levy  says:  ''Weil  remained 
at  Matamoros,  doing  nothing,  supporting  himself  from  the  partnership  means. 
Deponent  has  often  given  him  money  to  pay  his  current  expenses.  Weil  had  no 
means  outside  of  the  partnership. "  Scherck,  the  member  of  the  firm  of  Jenny  & 
Co. ,  through  whom  Weil  effected  the  arrangement  which  enabled  him  and  his 
associates  to  carry  out  the  contract  with  the  governor  of  Louisiana,  swears: 
"Weil  had  no  means  of  his  own;  the  means  came  through  C.  F.  Jenny." 

To  this  testimony  of  his  partners  may  be  added  that  of  Halsey,  the  private  sec- 
retary of  the  governor,  who  "had  thorough  knowledge  of  these  transactions." 
He  says:  "From  frequent  conversations  with  Weil  and  Jenny  I  was  led  to  believe 
that  the  capital  for  these  transactions  was  furnished,  wholly  or  chiefly,  by  Mr. 
Gustavo  Jenny,  or  Jenny  &  Co.,  of  Matamoros." 

In  the  face  of  these  sworn  declarations,  of  Weil's  own  letters,  and  of  the  fore- 
going recital  of  his  business  operations,  the  allegation  that  he  was  the  sole  owner 
of  a  single  train  of  1,900  bales  of  cotton,  of  the  value  of  |334,000,  carries  its  own 
refutation  with  it. 

III. 

So  far  as  it  is  possible  to  establish  a  negative,  the  evidence  submitted  to  the 
Department  shows  that  no  such  train  of  cotton  as  alleged  in  the  claimant's  memo- 
rial ever  crossed  the  Rio  Grande  or  was  seized  by  the  Mexican  forces. 

It  is  shown  by  the  testimony  of  a  number  of  witnesses  that  during  the  year  1864 
both  the  Confederate  authorities  in  Texas  and  the  Mexican  authorities  were  very 
rigorous  in  watching  the  movements  of  cotton;  that  none  was  permitted  to  pass 
without  paying  duties,  both  upon  export  from  Texas  and  on  import  into  Mexico, 
and  that,  so  far  as  the  Confederate  authorities  were  concerned,  an  accurate  account 
was  kept  and  published.  The  affidavit  of  Capt.  L.  G.  Aldrich,  on  page  33,  Case 
of  Mexico.  He  was  assistant  adjutant-general  in  the  Confederate  army  from 
1863  to  1865,  and  stationed  in  the  western  district  of  Te.Tas,  the  locality  through 
which  Weil's  alleged  train  of  cotton  passed.  The  following  statement  is  taken 
from  Captain  Aldrich 's  affidavit: 

"By  law,  all  cotton  found  west  of  Goliad  and  San  Antonio,  Tex.,  was  subject 
to  seizure  and  confiscation  unless  covered  by  a  permit  from  the  cotton  bureau,  and 
that  semiweekly  I  received  from  agents  of  said  bureau  regular  abstracts  show- 
ing what  cotton  had  regularly  and  legally  passed  such  pnints,  which  abstracts 
were  posted  publicly  in  my  office  for  general  information  and  certified  copies  foi-- 
warded  by  me  to  the  commander  of  troops  in  our  district — at  all  points  in  our 
district— it  being  one  of  their  special  duties  to  watch  out  for  and  examine  papers 
of  all  trains  loaded  with  cotton  passing  through  the  district;  *  *  *  that  no 
capture  of  a  train  of  cotton  was  reported  to  me  as  having  occurred  in  September  or 
October,  1864;  that  I  consider  it  next  to  an  impossibility  for  a  train  of  150  wagons 
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and  1,900  bales  of  cotton  to  have  passed  through  our  district  without  being  dis- 
covered, or  to  have  been  seized  by  Mexican  authorities  without  some  intelligence 
of  it  reaching  our  headquarters;  that  I  never  heard  at  that  time  or  subsequently, 
until  now,  of  Benjamin  Weil  having  lost  any  property." 

Mr.  John  U.  Evins,  in  his  affidavit  of  August  14,  1876,  says: 

"In  the  year  1858  I  was  appointed  de]3Uty  collector  of  United  States  customs 
for  the  port  of  Laredo  (Weil's  train,  it  is  alleged,  crossed  near  Laredo),  on  the  Eio 
Grande,  which  position  I  held  until  Texas  seceded  from  the  Union.  I  then 
remained  at  Laredo  as  my  home  or  headquarters  until  the  year  1869,  and  was  there 
during  the  entire  war.  I  was  engaged  in  the  freighting  business,  and  acted  as 
agent  m  passing  cotton  over  the  Rio  Grunde  and  made  frequent  trips  with  wagons 
from  the  interior  to  the  Rio  Grande.  *  *  *  I  never  heard  of  Benjamin  Weil, 
or  of  any  seizure  of  cotton  by  the  Mexican  authorities  in  1864,  neither  during 
the  war  or  since.  In  my  opinion  it  would  have  been  impossible  for  the  Mexicans 
to  have  taken  violent  possession  •  of  1,900  bales  of  cotton  anywhere  on  the  Rio 
Grande  without  my  hearing  of  it.  *  *  *  I  do  not  believe  that  any  one  train  of 
1,900  bales  of  cotton  belonging  to  one  individual  ever  traveled  across  Texas  into 
Mexico,  and  I  will  add  that  the  seizure  of  such  a  large  quantity  of  cotton  would 
certainly  have  been  heard  of  by  me,  if  made  at  any  point  on  the  Rio  Grande, 
much  less  in  the  neighborhood  of  Laredo." 

Capt.  J.  C.  Ransom,  Confederate  agent  for  the  purchase  of  cotton  in  Texas  from 
May,  1864,  to  May,  1865,  says: 

"  I  never  heard  that  any  cotton  had  been  seized  by  the  Mexican  authorities.  I 
had  a  very  large  and  extended  acquaintance,  and  constiint  intercourse  and  business 
connections  with  contractors  and  persons  engaged  in  transporting  cotton  from  the 
interior  of  Texas  to  the  Rio  Grande  River,  and  I  do  not  believe  that  it  would  have 
been  possible  for  1,900  bales  of  cotton  to  have  been  seized  by  the  Mexican  authori- 
ties without  my  hearing  of  it.  Such  seizure  would  have  caused  terror  in  the  minds 
of  all  persons  owning  cotton  or  those  engaged  in  transporting  the  same.  In  my 
judgment  there  never  was,  during  the  war  between  the  States,  any  one  train  of 
wagons  that  transported  1,900  bales  of  cotton.  The  time  necessary  to  collect  so 
large  an  amount  of  cotton,  the  capital  that  would  be  required  to  pay  for  so  large 
a  quantity,  and  the  amount  necessary  to  pay  for  advance  freight,  and  the  scarcity 
of  water  and  grass  along  the  routes  for  such  a  large  number  of  animals,  would 
preclude  all  reasonable  possibility." 

There  are  a  number  of  other  aiBdavits  and  documents  tending  to  prove  the  same 
facts,  and  also  showing  that  General  Cortina  (whose  forces,  it  is  claimed,  seized 
the  cotton)  was  at  that  date  shut  up  in  Matamoras,  besieged  by  the  Imperialists, 
and  that  his  forces  had  not  been  in  the  vicinity  of  Laredo  for  some  time  before  the 
alleged  seizure.     (Case  of  Mexico,  pp.  34^43.) 

IV. 

On  all  points  material  to  establish  hie  claim,  Weil  and  all  his  witnesses  are 
impeached,  their  perjuring  established,  and  their  utter  unreliability  fully  proven 
by  the  newly  discovered  evidence  submitted  to  the  Department. 

The  facts  already  given  sufficiently  establish  the  perjury  of  Weil  in  his  appli- 
cation, to  which  he  attached  his  oath  before  tiling  it  with  the  commission.  His 
principal  witness  is  George  D.  Hite.  He  swears  that  he  was  employed  by  Weil  to 
purchase  and  collect  the  cotton  at  "Allaton;"'  that  he  hired  the  wagons,  made  up 
the  train,  and  assisted  in  starting  it  from  that  point ;  that  it  consisted  of  1 90  wagons, 
carrying  1,900  bales  of  cotton,  all  of  which  "belonged  to  and  was  paid  for  by 
Weil,"  as  "he  was  by  far  the  largest  and  wealthiest  operator  in  cotton  in  the 
country;"  that  he  was  present  and  witnessed  the  crossing  of  the  Rio  Grande  by 
the  train;  that  he  then  left  it  and  went  directly  to  Matamoras,  where  he  was  in- 
formed by  men  belonging  to  the  train,  and  by  officers  and  men  of  Cortina's  forces 
that  the  latter  had  seized  the  cotton  in  the  month  of  September,  1SU4.  ' 

This  witness  reveals  his  own  perjury  by  various  geographical  errors  and  bv 
other  manifest  misstatements;  but  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  by  the  affidavits  and 
original  letters  of  General  Boggs,  Colonel  Wise,  Brent,  Britton,  Hope,  and  others 
and  to  books  and  entries  up  to  the  partnership  business  of  Weil  and  associates  it 
is  proven  that  Hite  was  in  Shreveport,  La.,  hundreds  of  miles  away  from  the 
localities  where  and  when  he  swears  he  saw  the  cotton  collected,  sliipped,  and  cross- 
ing the  Rio  Grande,  and  heard  of  its  sei'.nre;  that  he  was  not  in  the' employ  of 
Weil  and  his  partners  till  some  time  after  the  date  fixed  for  the  shipment  and 
seizure  of  the  cotton;  in  other  words,  that  his  two  affidavits,  upon  which  Weil's 
case  mainly  rests,  are  base  fabrications,  "made  out  of  whole  cloth,"  without  the 
shadow  of  a  foundation. 
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The  next  witness  of  importance  is  John  M.  Martin,  who  claims  to  have  been  an 
eyewitness  to  the  seizure  of  the  cotton  by  the  Mexican  forces  on  the  20th  of  Sep- 
tember, 1864,  and  in  his  affldavlt  he  enters  with  particularity  into  the  details  of 
that  event.  It  is  conclusively  shown  that  he  was  never,  during  the  year  1864,  nearer 
to  the  locality  of  the  alleged  seizure  than  Shreveport,  La.,  that  he  went  to  New 
Orleans  in  May,  and  from  there  to  Belmont  County,  Ohio,  in  June,  where  he 
remained  till  some  time  in  1865,  being  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  seizure  (which, 
Tinder  oath,  he  describes  as  an  eyewitness,  with  such  minute  detail)  nearly  2,000 
miles  away.  These  facts  may  be  seen  by  an  examination  of  the  documents  of  the 
Treasury  Department  sent  by  Mr.  Blaine  to  the  Mexican  minister,  with  his  note 
of  December  9  last.  It  will  be  further  seen  by  these  documents  that  both  Hite 
and  Martin  were  suborned  by  Weil  to  establish  his  fictitious  and  fraudulent  claim, 
and  what  was  the  price  paid  and  to  be  paid  for  their  perjury. 

It  would  seem  useless  to  pursue  this  branch  of  the  subject  further.  In  various 
parts  of  the  testimony  (see  Case  of  Mexico)  Weil  and  his  witnesses  are  impeached 
and  their  veracity  assailed,  in  addition  to  the  instances  already  given. 

V. 

The  last  point  to  be  noticed  is  that  the  claim  from  its  inception  to  the  present 
time  has  been  marked  by  fraud,  conspiracy,  disloyalty,  and  bad  faith,  and  is  enti- 
tled to  no  consideration  on  the  part  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States. 

Without  going  too  much  into  detail,  a  few  circumstances  may  be  cited  connected 
with  the  history  of  the  claim: 

1.  Conceding  the  fact  to  be  true  as  alleged  in  the  claimant's  application,  memo- 
rial, and  evidence,  and  considering  the  evidence  submitted  by  Mexico,  he  was 
engaged  in  an  unlawful  traffic  (1)  against  the  Government  of  the  United  States, 
(3)  against  the  Government  of  Mexico,  in  evading  its  customs  laws,  and  (3)  against 
the  Confederate  authorities. 

3.  After  the  civil  war  Weil  went  to  Europe  and  arranged  with  Jenny's  creditors 
for  the  balance  due  from  the  Confederate  governor  of  Louisiana  for  goods  fur- 
nished, and  he  prosecuted,  on  a  percentage,  a  claim  for  the  same  against  the  recon- 
structed State  of  Louisiana,  on  which  was  allowed  over  $100,000.  (See  afEidavit 
of  Halsey,  Case  of  Mexico,  p.  53;  also  statementoE  Anderson  in  "Sherman  report," 
Louisiana  Returning  Board,  S.  Ex.  Doc,  pp.  67  and  78.) 

3.  The  claim  was  prosecuted  before  the  commission  by  a  quasi  joint  stock  asso- 
ciation, among  whose  shareholders  were  some  of  the  claimant's  witnesses,  reveal- 
ing an  arrangement  by  no  means  creditable  to  the  parties  engaged,  the  character  of 
which  may,  in  part,  be  understood  by  reference  to  the  documents  (Case  of  Mexico, 
pp.  44  and  45). 

4.  Weil's  principal  witnesses,  Hite  and  Martin,  since  the  award  became  public, 
have  been  in  New  Orleans,  seeking  on  the  one  hand  to  negotiate  with  the  Mexican 
representatives  a  sale  of  their  confessions  of  the  fraud,  and  on  the  other  to  levy 
blackmail  on  Weil's  administrator  by  forging  the  signature  of  the  Mexican  minis- 
ter in  Washington,  and  it  would  seem,  from  the  investigations  of  the  Treasury 
Department  s  special  agent,  that  they  have  "  been  receiving  hush  money."  (See 
documents  with  Mr.  Blaine's  note,  December  9,  1881.) 

5.  It  appears  from  the  papers  on  file  in  the  State  Department  that  the  widow 
of  Weil  (the  claimant  having  become  insane  and  died  before  any  of  the  install- 
ments on  the  award  were  distributed)  has  not  received  a  single  cent  of  money, 
although  over  $175,000  has  already  been  paid  out  on  the  award  by  the  State  Depart- 
ment. A  suit  has  been  brought  in  New  Orleans  by  the  widow  for  a  discovery  and 
settlement.  As  a  result  some  startling  revelations  have  already  been  made  as  to 
the  object  for  which  the  money  has  been  used.  It  is  not  too  much  to  say  that 
when  the  history  of  the  claim  is  fully  known  it  will  reveal  one  of  the  most  out- 
rageous and  corrupting  frauds  ever  perpetrated  upon  any  government. 

LA  ABRA   CLAIM. 

The  second  of  the  claims,  a  retrial  of  which  is  provided  for  in  the  pending  treaty, 
is  that  of  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company.  It  was  chartered  under  the  general 
law  of  New  York  in  1865,  and  represented,  in  its  memorial  before  the  commission 
organized  under  the  treaty  of  1868,  that  it  had  been  induced,  by  representations 
of  their  great  richness,  to  purchase,  in  1865,  certain  silver  mines  in  Tayoltita,  State 
of  Durango,  Mexico;  that  it  made  heavy  and  judicious  expenditures,  through 
skilled  and  experienced  officers,  upon  said  property,  extracted  large  quantities  of 
ore  of  surprising  richness;  that  it  was  subjected  to  threats,  robberies,  seizure  of 
mule  trains,  forced  loans,  onerous  taxes,  armed  assaults  upon  its  buildings,  impris- 
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onment  of  its  ofEicers,  murder  of  its  employees,  and  other  persecutions  by  the  Mex- 
ican people,  civil  and  military  authorities;  that  on  account  of  these  persecutions 
it  was  compelled  to  abandon  its  mines  in  March,  1868;  that  C.  H.  Exall,  the  super- 
intendent, being  in  the  fear  of  his  life,  fled  from  Tayoltita  to  Mazatlan,  and  thence 
to  New  York,  and  dared  not  return,  and  that  thereafter  the  Mexican  people  car- 
ried off  the  ores  remaining,  and  Mexican  officials  assumed  to  dispose  of  the  prop- 
erty of  the  company.  On  the  18th  of  March,  1870,  it  filed  its  first  statement, 
claiming  an  indemnity  for  $1,929,000;  three  months  thereafter  it  was  increased  to 
$3,000,000,  and  the  damage  was  finally  claimed  to  have  been  §3,963,000. 

The  agent  of  Mexico  resisted  the  claim  before  the  commission,  which  divided, 
and  being  sent  to  the  umpire,  an  award  was  rendered  for  $683, Oil. 23. 

Since  the  decision  of  the  umpire,  the  Mexican  Government  has  secured  the  press 
copy  book  of  the  company's  office  at  Tayoltita,  covering  the  correspondence  of  its 
ofiicers  from  January,  1868,  to  August,  1868,  original  letters  of  its  treasurer  and 
superintendent,  before  and  after  the  alleged  abandonment,  and  other  documents, 
aJl  of  which,  duly  authenticated,  were  transmitted  to  the  Deparr.ment  of  State 
with  the  newly  discovered  evidence  in  the  Weil  case.  These  documents  show  that 
at  the  time  of  the  purchase  the  company  was  deceived  as  to  the  value  of  the  mines; 
that  its  expenditures  were  ignorantly  directed  and  much  exaggerated  by  the  com- 
pany, and  that  it  presented  to  the  commission  fictitious  and  fraudulent  statements 
as  to  its  capital,  property,  and  expenditures;  that  there  was  no  hostility  on  the  part 
of  the  Mexican  people  or  authorities;  that  no  onerous  taxes  were  enforced,  and  no 
loans  not  of  a  general  character  levied  upon  the  company,  and  that  these  were 
refused  payment  with  impunity,  under  the  plea  of  lack  of  means;  that  no  mule 
trains  were  ever  taken  from  the  company,  and  that  it  never  owned  any;  that  its 
employee  was  murdered  by  another  of  its  employees,  who  was  promptly  tried, 
convicted,  and  executed  by  the  authorities;  that  no  assault  was  made  upon  its 
buildings;  that  no  redress  was  denied  the  officers  of  the  company,  because  no 
wrongs  were  inflicted;  that  it  never  was  compelled  by  any  acts  of  the  Mexican 
authorities  to  abandon  the  mines;  that  the  superintendent,  Exall,  did  not  flee  for 
fear  of  his  life,  but  that  he  lef  tof  his  own  accord,  and  went  to  New  York  to  induce 
the  company  to  provide  money  to  meet  its  accumulating  indebtedness;  that  he 
left  his  assistant  and  successor  in  peaceable  possession,  where  he  remained  for 
months  after  the  date  fixed  in  the  memorial  as  the  time  when  the  company  was 
driven  from  the  mines;  that  all  the  troubles  of  the  company  grew  out  of  its  finan- 
cial embarrassments;  that  the  ores  were  worthless  or  of  less  value  than  the  cost 
of  reduction,  much  of  them  being  so  poor  that,  according  to  the  superintendenfs 
report,  it  would  "not  pay  to  throw  them  into  the  river: "  that  for  this  reason,  if 
for  no  other,  they  were  never  carried  off  by  the  Mexicans,  but  are  still  at  the 
mines;  and,  finally,  that  some  of  the  testimony  offered  by  the  company  to  estab- 
lish its  claim  before  the  commission  was  forged  by  its  agent  and  attorney,  Adams, 
and  that  so  much  of  it,  not  forged  by  him  or  others,  as  goes  to  sustain  any  allega- 
tion of  the  company  on  which  the  slightest  claim  against  Mexico  could  be  founded, 
is  rank  and  unblushing  perjury. 

It  will  not  be  possible  in  this  synopsis  to  review  the  newly  discovered  testimony 
in  detail,  but  enough  will  be  cited  to  show  from  the  claimant's  own  original  records 
and  correspondence  that  the  company  itself  furnishes  the  strongest  evidence  to 
overthrow  its  own  claim  and  to  prove  that  it  is  founded  on  perjury,  misrepresenta- 
tion, and  fraud.  These  consist  mainly  of  the  company's  original  press  copy  book, 
kept  at  the  mines,  and  the  letters  of  the  treasurer  of  the  company,  written  upon 
his  printed  letter  heads,  all  of  which  are  fully  identified,  under  oath,  by  Col.  J.  A. 
de  Lagnel,  one  of  the  company's  superintendents,  who  had  no  connection  with  the 
claim. 

The  gist  of  the  whole  case  is  whether  the  Mexican  authorities,  by  their  hostile, 
violent,  and  illegal  acts,  obstructed  the  company's  operations  to  such  an  extent  as 
to  render  the  property  useless  and  finally  compel  it  to  abandon  its  mines.  Mexico 
has,  from  the  commencement  of  claimant's  case  to  the  present  time,  in  all  its  sta°es 
contended  that  there  was  absolutely  no  responsibility  on  her  part,  because  there 
never  was  any  violent  and  illegal  interference  of  her  authorities;  that  the  question 
is  not  one  of  the  measure  of  damages  sustained  by  the  company,  but  that  it  goes 
to  the  very  foundation  and  merits  of  the  claim  itself,  which,  so  far  as  the  Mexican 
Government  is  concerned,  is  completely  and  wholly  based  upon  fraud  and  perjury. 

The  strongest  part  of  the  claimant's  case  is  found  in  four  letters  of  Prefect  Mora 
and.Judge  Soto  to  Superintendent  Exall,  which  (with  oneof  Valdespino)  comprise 
every  scrap  of  documentary  evidence  filed  by  the  claimant  to  sustain  its  material 
allegation.  These  letters  bear  date  of  June  and  July,  1867,  eight  months  before 
the  alleged  forcible  expulsion  and  .abandonment  in  March,  1868.  Their  authen- 
ticity is  not  admitted  by  Mexico,  and  was  denied  by  one  of  the  alleged  authors. 
Mora  (Case  of  Mexico,  p.  140),  and  the  dates  have  evidently  been  changed.    But 
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the  company's  press  copy  book  confirms,  what  the  letters  indicate,  that  the  inter- 
position of  the  authoi-ities,  whatever  it  may  have  been,  was  occasioned  by  no  hos- 
tility to  the  company,  but  simply  on  account  of  its  broken  promises  to  pay  its 
workmen.  Some  correspondence  between  the  prefect  and  judge  and  the  superin- 
tendent of  the  company,  it  is  admitted,  did  pass,  the  character  of  which  is  plainly 
indicated  by  the  following  letter  from  the  superintendent  (see  P.  Copy  Book,  Case 
of  Mexico,  p.  99) : 

[Translation.] 

Tayoltita,  July  11,  1867. 
To  the  Gefe  Politico  of  San  Dimas. 

Dear  Sir:  Your  letter  of  the  10th  instant  was  received  last  evening,  and  from 
its  contents  I  thought  that  no  answer  was  expected,  and  I  had  no  intention  to  reply 
to  it.  This  morning  I  was  advised  that  the  answer  was  expected  by  yon.  In  respect 
to  the  compromise  of  which  you  spoke,  it  was  made  while  I  was  in  Mazatlan,  to 
last  until  I  should  return,  and  this  I  was  to  arrange  with  you  as  best  I  could.  And 
if  you  had  known  the  circumstances  and  causes  which  led  to  the  paralyzation  of 
the  works  it  would  have  been  apparent  to  you  that  it  was  not  possible  to  do  other- 
wise. I  have  oif ered  to  the  operatives  all  the  mines,  to  be  worked  on  shares  by  the 
carga,  and  some  are  already  at  work;  and  desiring  that  with  this  there  may  be  the 
most  friendly  understanding  about  this  affair, 
I  am,  your  most  humble  servant, 

Charles  H.  Exall, 
Superintendent  La  Abra  S.  M.  Co. 

Two  days  afterwards  the  superintendent,  Exall,  wrote  a  long  letter  to  Garth, 
the  treasurer  and  manager  of  the  New  York  office  of  the  company,  which  clearly 
shows  that  the  suspension  of  work  at  the  mines  and  the  trouble  with  the  workmen 
did  not  grow  out  of  the  interference  of  the  authorities,  as  the  claimant  alleges,  but 
wholly  on  account  of  the  financial  straits  of  the  enterprise.  The  letter  is  full  of 
complaints  of  the  company  in  New  York  for  its  failure  to  send  money  and  of  its 
protests  of  his  drafts,  of  recitals  of  the  various  and  accumulating  indebtedness  in 
running  the  mines,  of  the  expedients  and  shifts  resorted  to  to  raise  small  sums  of 
money,  of  failure  to  pay  to  workmen,  etc.  The  following  extract  will  indicate  its 
tenor: 

Hacienda  La  Abra,  July  IS,  1867, 
D.  J.  Garth,  Esq., 

Treasurer  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company,  18  New  Street,  New  YorJc. 

Dear  Sir:  When  I  received  your  letter,  Sr.  M.,  I  was  working  the  Abra,  Cristo, 

Luz,  Arrayan — a  small  force  in  each.    Seeing  the  decided  manner  in  which  all 

further  aid  for  the  present  was  refused,  and  the  injunction  to  cut  down  all 

expenses,  necessitated,  my  stopping  off  the  whole  force  from  the  mines.    As  I  had 

only  a  short  time  previous  reduced  the  cash  payment  from  one-third  to 

(which  occasioned  a  stop  for  eight  or  ten  days,  which  I  was  glad  of,  as  it  was  so 
much  clear  gain,  and  a  little  spat  with  the  ofBcials,  which  was  gotten  through 
without  much  trouble),  I  though  it  best  not  to  stop  off  immediately,  but  prepare 
the  miners  for  the  change.  I  have  succeeded  in  getting  four  miners  to  work  by 
shares  and  by  the  carga  «  *  *  .  Mr.  CuUins  thinks  that  in  a  short  time  he 
will  be  able  to  get  more  men  to  work  in  the  other  mines.  We  can  do  better  with 
them  when  they  are  a  little  hungry. 

And  yet  this  action  of  the  authorities,  in  seeking  to  obtain  some  settlement  of 
over-due  wages  of  the  starving  miners  from  this  bankrupt  concern,  constitutes 
the  strongest  point  made  by  this  conspiracy  of  perjurers,  in  a  case  upon  which 
they  succeeded  in  obtaining  an  award  of  $683,000.  It  is  the  strongest  point  made, 
because  it  had  a  semblance  of  official  interference,  whereas  the  other  material 
allegations  are  proven  to  be  the  merest  fictions,  sustained  by  false  swearing.  And 
this  is  reported  by  the  superintendent  to  the  home  office  as  "a  little  spat  with  the 
officials,  which  was  gotten  through  without  much  trouble.'' 

But  the  gravest  allegation  of  the  claimant  is  that  its  superintendent,  Exall,  being 
in  fear  of  his  life,  had  to  fiee  from  Tayoltita  and  from  the  country,  and  dared  not 
return,  and  that  the  company,  on  account  of  this  event  and  the  accumulated  and 
persistent  persecutions  of  the  authorities,  was  compelled  to  abandon  its  mines. 
The  date  of  these  events  is  fixed  on  the  20th  of  March,  1868. 

A  more  shameless  and  unfounded  falsehood  never  was  submitted  to  a  court  of 
justice,  and  happily  the  claimant  furnishes  the  proof  of  its  own  villiany.  All 
through  the  correspondence,  as  shown  by  the  press  copy  book  and  letters  from  the 
home  office,  appear  the  begging  appeals  for  money  to  meet  the  growing  indebted- 
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ness  of  the  mines,  and  the  refusals  of  the  treasurer  to  furnish  further  funds.  The 
superintendent  in  effect  says,  if  money  is  not  sent  Imust  abandon  the  mines;  and 
the  treasurer  replies,  the  company  can  not  supply  any  more,  and  if  the  mines  do 
not  pay  you  had  better  abandon  them. 

A  few  extracts  are  given,  first  from  the  treasurer's  letter  (printed  at  length  in 
Case  of  Mexico,  pp.  95  seq. )  beginning  nearly  a  year  before  the  alleged  abandon- 
ment, and  extending  through  the  year  at  frequent  intervals: 

Office  of  Gaeth,  Fisher  &  Hardy,  Bankers, 

18  New  street,  New  Yorl^,  May  M,  1867. 

Mr.  Chas.  H.  Exall,  Tayoltita,  Mexico. 

Dear  Sir:  1  wrote  as  usual  by  last  steamer,  which  left  hereon  the  lltb  instant. 
We  are  yet  without  any  advices  from  the  mines  later  than  5th  February  last, 
dated  at  Mazatlan.  At  that  date  we  were  advised  that  everything,  after  long 
delay,  was  about  complete,  and  that  we  might  soon  look  for  good  results  from  the 
enterprise,  but  that,  the  supplies  being  exhausted,  it  was  found  absolutely  neces- 
sary to  draw  on  us  for  $7,500.  This  draft  arrived  on  2d  April  last,  and  was  paid 
by  one  of  the  directors  of  the  company,  as  it  was  considered  that  it  was  surely  the 
last  that  would  be  needed,  and  we  expected  to  return  the  money  by  an  early 
remittance  of  bullion  from  Mexico.  You  can  judge  of  our  surprise  and  chagrin 
when  the  last  steamer  arrived,  instead  of  bringing  Col.  de  L.  with  some  fruits  of 
our  work,  a  draft  for  $5,000  gold  was  presented  for  payment.  As  it  was  found 
impossible  to  raise  the  means  to  pay  this  draft,  it  was  protested  and  returned 
unpaid,  and  you  must  make  some  provision  for  its  payment  when  it  gets  back.  I 
would  now  again  repeat  that  I  have  made  every  effort  possible  to  raise  money 
here  and  have  failed,  and  I  have  advanced  all  I  can  possibly  do,  and  the  other 
directors  have  done  the  same;  the  stockholders  will  do  nothing,  and  it  is  probable 
the  company  will  have  to  be  sold  out  and  reorganized.  *  *  *  With  best  regards, 
I  remain,  very  truly,  yours, 

D.  J.  Garth,  Treasurer, 

May  30, 1868,  Garth  again  writes  Exall: 

Since  my  last  letter  Colonel  de  Lagnel  (the  former  superintendent)  has  arrived, 
and  made  known  to  us  something  of  the  state  of  things  with  you.  I  must  confess 
that  we  are  amazed  at  the  results;  it  seems  to  me  incredible  that  every  one  should 
have  been  so  deceived  in  regard  to  the  value  of  the  ore,  and  I  can  but  still  hope  that 
the  true  process  of  extracting  the  silver  has  not  been  pursued,  and  that  before  this 
time  better  results  have  been  attained.  *  *  *  If,  however,  the  ores  are  indeed 
worthless,  I  don't  see  that  any  process  of  working  will  be  of  any  avail,  and  have 
the  worst  fears  that  our  enterprise  will,  after  all,  be  fruitless  of  good. 

June  10  he  writes : 

The  account  that  Colonel  de  L.  gave  us  of  the  quality  of  the  ores  on  hand  was 
most  unexpected,  and  a  fearful  blow  to  our  hopes.  We  trust,  however,  that  a 
fuller  examination  will  show  better  results.  We  have  in  previous  letters  to  you 
and  to  De  Lagnel  so  fully  informed  you  of  the  condition  of  affairs  here  that  it  is 
hardly  necessary  to  say  anything  further  on  that  subject.  There  is  no  money  in 
the  treasury,  and  we  have  no  means  of  raising  any.  Everything  now  depends 
upon  you. 

Frequent  letters  follow,  such  as  the  one  dated — 

New  York,  October  10,  1867, 
Mr.  Charles  H.  Exall, 

Tayoltita,  Mexico. 
Dear  Sir:   Since  ours  of  30th  September  we  have  yours  of  5th  August,  from 
Mazatlan,  and  note  contents.    We  are  deeply  pained  to  find  that  you  are  not  well, 

and  that are  still  without  favorable  results  in  the  enterprise  from  which  we 

all  had  such  high  hopes  of  success.  I  am  very  sorry  to  say  that  it  is  not  possible 
to  aid  you  from  here,  and  that  you  must  rely  entirely  upon  the  resources  of  the 
mines  and  mill  to  keep  you  going  and  to  relieve  you  of  debts  heretofore  con- 
tracted. It  is  not  possible  for  us  to  direct  any  particular  course  for  you,  but  onlv 
to  urge  yon  to  try  and  work  along  as  well  as  you  can,  cutting  down  expenses  and 
avoid  embarrassing  yourself  with  debts. 

Not  a  word  in  all  this  correspondence  showing  that  the  embarrassipents  of  the 
company  were  due  to  the  persecutions  and  hostility  of  the  Mexican  authorities 
but  simply  to  the  failure  of  the  mines  to  yield  their  expected  returns  and  the 
inability  of  the  home  company  to  raise  further  money  to  put  into  the  unfortunate 
investment. 
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But  the  letters  of  the  superintendent  at  the  mines  are  still  more  decisive  on  this 
point.  I  have  already  quoted  from  his  letter  dated  July  18, 1867.  From  Mazatlan, 
the  seaport  nearest  to  the  mines,  he  ■writes: 

Mazatlan,  August  6,  1867. 
D.  J.  Gaeth,  Esq., 

Treasurer  of  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company,  18  New  street.  New  York. 

Dear  Sir  :  I  am  in  receipt  of  yours  of  10th  and  20th  of  May  and  10th  of  June. 
*  *  *  Colonel  de  L.  's  draft  was  presented  to  me  here  on  yesterday.  I  told  them 
I  could  do  nothing.  My  draft,  which  I  spoke  of  in  my  last,  was  returned.  Please 
inform  me  what  can  or  will  he  done.  I  can't  see  very  far  ahead  in  money  matters. 
Can  count  on  nothing  positive  from  the  ores  now  on  hand. 

Again  he  writes : 

Mazatlan,  Mexico,  October  6, 1867. 
D.  J.  Gaeth,  Esq., 

Treasurer  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company,  18  New  street.  New  Yorle. 

By  this  steamer  I  am  in  receipt  of  yours  of  10th  and  30th  of  July  and  10th  of 
August.  I  was  much  disappointed  that  my  urgent  demands  for  money  was  not 
favorably  answered.  I  now  have  to  urge  you  to  send  me  means.  I  have  hereto- 
fore been  keeping  above  water  by  using  the  stock  which  I  fortunately  had  on 
hand.  That  is  now  entirely  exhausted.  I  have  neither  money,  stock,  or  credit. 
Now,  you  must  either  prepare  to  lose  your  property  here  or  send  me  money  to  hold 
it  (and  that  speedily)  and  pay  ofE  debts  of  the  concern.  I  have  exhausted  all  the 
ore  I  had  on  hand  that  was  worth  working.  That  which  I  worked  was  very  poor 
and  the  yield  small.  The  LaLuz,  on  the  patio,  won't  pay  to  throw  it  in  the  river. 
I  have  had  numerous  assays  made  from  all  parts  of  each  pile.  The  returns  won't 
pay.  Amparos  are  not  now  granted,  and  mines  are  to  be  held  only  by  working. 
I  am  compelled  to  keep  men  in  mines  which  yield  nothing,  merely  to  hold  them. 
This  I  can  do  no  longer,  as  I  have  nothing  to  give  the  men  for  their  labor,  and 
must  now  take  the  chances  and  leave  the  mines  unprotected.  *  *  *  There  is 
no  difficulties  about  authorities,  boundaries,  or  anything  else  concerning  the 
mines  and  hacienda,  provided  there  is  money  on  hand,  and  money  must  be  sent. 
I  hope  that  I  have  urged  this  point  sufficiently,  so  that  you  may  see  fit  to  send  me 
something  to  hold  the  mines.  I  should  be  sorry  to  see  them  lost  on  this  account. 
Please  telegraph  me  if  you  intend  sending  money. 

Other  letters  might  be  read,  but  these  are  certainly  sufficiently  explicit  as  to 
the  cauSB  and  character  of  the  embarrassments  to  the  working  of  the  mines. 

But  let  us  examine  more  particularly  the  allegation  that  on  the  20th  of  March, 
1868,  Exall,  the  superintendent,  on  account  of  the  threats  and  violence  of  the 
Mexican  authorities,  had  to  flee  from  Tayoltita  to  save  his  life,  and  that  the  com- 
pany was  compelled  to  abandon  the  mines,  which  were  seized  by  the  authorities 
and  plundered  by  the  people. 

After  repeated  letters  to  the  company  in  New  York,  notifying  it  that  unless 
money  was  sent  out  to  pay  o£E  its  debts  the  property  would  have  to  be  abandoned 
to  its  creditors,  Exall,  in  apparent  desperation,  writes  as  follows: 

Mazatlan,  January  ^,  1868. 
D.  J.  Gaeth,  Esq., 

Treasurer  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company, 
Dear  Sie:  I  came  down  to  meet  steamer  from  San  Francisco,  in  hopes  of  receiv- 
ing letters  from  you,  but  received  none,  and  now  being  entirely  out  of  funds  and 
stock,  and  being  sued  by  the  agents  from  Bank  of  California  for  the  payment, 
have  to  let  things  take  their  own  course,  as  I  am  unable  to  protect  your  interests 
here.  In  previous  letters  I  have  given  you  full  and  detailed  accounts  of  affairs 
here,  and  such  frequent  repetitions  I  find  useless,  and  will  simply  state  that  I  am 
doing  nothing  whatever  at  the  mines,  and  cannot  until  I  receive  money  to  operate 
with.  I  haven't  means  to  protect  now.  and  they  are  liable  to  be  denounced  at  any 
moment.  I  am  owing  considerable  and  no  means  of  paying.  Whatis  your  inten- 
tion? Is  it  to  let  your  interests  here  go  to  the  dogs?  You  have  either  to  do  this  or 
send  money  out  to  protect  them.  If  by  next  steamer  I  receive  no  assistance  from 
you  I  intend  leaving  for  the  East.  I  will  go  via  San  Francisco.  Will  from  there 
telegraph  you  what  further  steps  I  shall  take. 

Finally,  after  waiting  one  more  pionth,  and  receiving  no  relief  from  New  York, 
Exall  carries  out  the  determination  of  which  he  had  given  the  company  full 
notice.    It  will  be  seen  from  the  following  letter,  taken  from  the  press  copy  book 
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(Case  of  Mexico,  p.  149),  that  he  placed  the  mines,  its  property  and  affairs  in  the 
hands  of  his  clerk  and  assistant,  James  Granger,  and  left  for  New  York: 

Tayoltita,  February  21, 186il. 
Mr.  James  Geangee. 

SiE:  As  circumstances  are  of  such  a  nature  as  to  compel  me  to  leave  for  San 
Francisco,  and  probably  for  New  York,  to  inquire  into  the  intentions  of  this  com- 
pany, I  place  in  your  hands  the  care  and  charge  of  the  aifairsof  the  La  Abra  Silver 
Mining  Company,  together  with  its  property.  You  are  invested  hereby  with  all 
power  confided  to  me,  of  course  acting  in  all  your  transactions  with  an  eye  to  the 
interest  of  the  company.  This  will,  to  you,  should  occasion  require  it,  be  ample 
evidence  of  the  right  possessed  by  you  to  act  in  their  behalf. 
Very  respectfully, 

Chas.  H.  Exall, 
Administrator  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company. 

On  the  15th  of  March  Exall  wrote  Granger  from  Mazatlan,  and  again  on  the 
5th  of  April  from  San  Francisco,  so  that  he  could  not  have  been  at  the  mines  on 
the  20th  of  March,  the  date  sworn  to  by  him  and  others  of  the  conspirators  as  the 
time  of  the  alleged  expulsion  and  abandonment.  It  is  a  point  not  material,  except 
as  affecting  the  credibility  of  their  ex  parte  afSdavits. 

On  the  8th  of  May,  1808,  from  New  York,  Exall  wrote  Granger,  giving  details 
of  his  interview  with  Garth,  the  treasurer  of  the  company,  who,  he  says,  "seems 
disgusted  with  the  whole  affair,"  and  "  intends  to  have  nothing  more  to  do  with 
it."  But  one  of  the  stockholders  "talked  a  little  better,"  and  proposed  to  get  a 
wealthy  party  to  take  the  mines  off  the  hands  of  the  company,  pay  its  debts,  etc. 
"Now,  as  you  and  I  are  the  principal  creditors,  I  haven't  been  able  to  get  a  cent 
from  them  [the  company] ,  and  the  thing  being  in  my  hands,  if  this  party  intends 
buying,  we  can  and  will  make  a  good  thing  out  of  it."  He  then  proceeds  to  give 
directions  as  to  how  property  in  Tayoltita  was  to  be  managed,  etc.  June  15  he 
again  writes,  and  again,  July  18,  from  Richmond,  continuing  his  instructions. 
He  adds:  "  By  all  means  keep  the  mines  secure,  particularly  the  Abra;  don't  allow 
anyone  to  touch  the  books,  nor  don't  give  any  statements.  These  affairs  are  now 
in  our  hands,  and  without  satisfaction  we  must  not  do  ourselves  injustice." 

On  the  13th  of  August,  Granger,  still  in  charge  of  the  mines,  writes  as  follows 
to  the  collector  of  taxes  at  Tayoltita  (Case  of  Mexico,  p.  154) : 

[Translation.] 

"  Tayoltita,  13  August,  1868. 
"  Sr.  D.  Remigio  Rocha. 

"  Deae  Sie:  1  have  received  the  communication  calling  upon  this  company  to 
pay  $52.50  each  month  for  taxes  imposed  by  the  legislature  of  the  State,  and  pre- 
sume it  to  be  correct;  but  as  I  am  only  acting  in  the  absence  of  the  superintendent, 
and  as  there  is  no  money  or  effects  to  pay  this  tax,  I  beg  you  to  wait  until  the 
month  of  November,  at  which  time  said  superintendent  is  to  come,  and  then  the 
sum  due  by  this  company  on  account  of  this  tax  will  be  paid. 

"  Your  most  humble  servant, 

"Santiago  Geangek." 

How  can  it  be  said,  in  the  face  of  these  letters,  that  Exall  abandoned  these  mines 
in  March,  1868?  Their  authenticity  is  undoubted,  and,  in  addition,  the  facts  stated 
therein  are  fully  corroborated  by  the  testimony  of  credible  witnesses,  such  as  Fred- 
erick Sundell,  the  assayer  at  the  time  of  the  nearest  adjoining  American  mining 
company,  who  swears  that  he  never  heard  of  any  assault  on  the  hacienda,  nor  of 
any  hostility  on  the  part  of  the  authorities,  and  that  if  any  had  occurred  he  would 
certainly  have  been  informed  of  it;  that  Exall,  some  time  before  his  departure  for 
New  York,  talked  publicly  about  it;  that  the  ores  were  poor,  and  on  various  other 
points  confirms  the  facts  revealed  in  the  company's  correspondence  and  press 
copy  book. 

If,  therefore,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  the  mines  were  not  abandoned,  as  alleged  in 
the  memorial,  the  whole  claim  falls  to  the  ground.  But  it  is  desirable  to  notice  a 
few  other  aspects  of  this  remarkable  case,  as  shown  by  the  new  evidence  sub- 
mitted by  Mexico.  The  following  facts  are  mainly  established  by  the  company's 
own  records,  and  when  not  there  shown,  are  proven  by  creditable  witnesses. 

I.  The  authorities  and  people  were  friendly  to  the  company. 

(1)  The  right  to  the  mines,  which,  under  the  provisions  of  Mexican  law  had 
several  times  lapsed  by  nonuser,  was  as  often  extended  by  the  authorities.  '  (See 
letters  of  company,  Case  of  Mexico,  pp.  67,  68,  69.) 
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(3)  Its  officers  received  ample  protection  from  the  authorities  when  the  country 
was  under  martial  law.  (Letters  of  company,  Case  of  Mexico,  pp.  83,  135,  137, 
138,144.) 

(3)  Taxes  levied  on  the  company  were  remitted  at  the  request  of  the  superin- 
tendent.    (Letters,  etc.,  pp.  135,  154.) 

(4)  The  personal  relations  between  the  authorities  and  the  agents  were  generally 
friendly.     (Letters,  etc.,  pp.  104,  117.) 

(5)  The  people,  consisting  chiefly  of  the  employees  of  the  company,  were  quiet 
and  peaceable,  even  submitting  to  oppression  from  the  company.  (Letters,  etc., 
p.  100.) 

II.  The  specific  acts  of  hostility  alleged  by  the  company  as  tending  to  drive  it 
from  the  country  are  not  of  such  a  nature  as  to  justify  such  an  allegation. 

Those  not  already  noticed  are  as  follows: 

(1)  Forced  loans  and  robberies. — Two  of  the  former  and  one  of  the  latter  are 
alleged.  Of  the  first  loan  of  $C00,  the  press  copy  book,  which  contains  full  reports 
of  expenditures,  makes  no  mention.  The  second,  of  $1,300,  the  superintendent 
reports  to  the  company,  was  never  paid.  (Letters,  etc.,  p.  135.)  The  robbery  of 
$1,178,  the  superintendent  reports,  was  committed  by  bandits  on  the  public  high- 
way, was  the  only  one  the  company  ever  sufiEered,  and  the  authorities  sought  to 
discover  and  punish  the  culprit.     (Letters,  etc.,  p.  135.) 

(3)  Seizure  of  the  company's  mule  trains. — The  letters  of  the  company  and  other 
evidence  show  that  it  hired  its  transportation  and  only  kept  a  few  mules  at  the 
mines,  and  hence  had  no  mule  trains  to  be  seized.     (Letters,  etc.,  83,  85,  153.) 

Cd)  The  arrest  of  Superintendent  Exall. — From  his  own  statement  it  appears 
that  this  arrest  was  for  an  alleged  contempt  of  court;  that  it  was  merely  nominal, 
in  the  company's  own  grounds,  and  that  he  went  on  with  his  duties.  (Letters, 
etc.,  143.) 

III.  The  manner  in  which  this  claim  was  gotten  up  and  presented  to  the  com- 
mission shows  that  it  was  an  afterthought — a  deliberate  conspiracy  to  rob  the 
Mexican  treasury,  using  the  Government  of  the  United  States  as  the  medium 
through  which  to  carry  out  its  villainy.  If  any  such  violence  and  outrage  as  is 
alleged  in  the  claimant's  memorial  had  been  committed,  it  is  reasonable  to  sup- 
pose that  protests  would  have  been  entered  before  the  nearest  American  consul 
and  forwarded  to  the  American  minister  in  Mexico;  or  at  least  when  Exall,  the 
fleeing  superintendent,  reached  New  York,  and  told  his  story  of  wrongs  and  out- 
rages, a  complaint  would  have  been  forwarded  to  the  Department  of  State  at 
Washington.  But  nothing  of  the  kind  occurred.  Not  until  two  years  after  the 
alleged  expulsion  do  we  hear  anything  of  this  claim. 

After  the  mixed  commission  had  been  organized  it  occurred  to  these  unfortunate 
mining  speculators  to  retrieve  their  lost  fortunes  by  forging  a  claim  against  the 
Mexican  Government.  In  the  execution  of  their  conspiracy  they  sought  for  a 
proper  agentto  supplement  their  own  perjured  testimony  by  such  evidence  as  might 
be  necessary  to  impose  upon  the  commission,  and  their  choice  fell  upon  one  Alonzo 
W.  Adams,  who  was  constituted  the  agent  and  attorney  of  the  moribund  Abra 
Mining  Company,  and  he  was  sent  to  Mexico  to  collect  ex  parte  afSdavits.  In  the 
new  evidence  submitted  by  Mexico  will  be  found  the  history  of  his  checkered 
career.  (Case  of  Mexico,  p.  59,  et  seq.)  Dismissed  from  the  Army  at  the  close  of 
the  Mexican  war,  station  unknown;  charged  with  fraud  in  the  quartermaster's 
and  a  defaulter  in  the  commissary  department;  indicted  for  false  pretenses  in  Cali- 
fornia; escaping  from  justice  and  swindling  his  lawyer;  characterized  from  the 
bench  as  an  adventurer,  impostor,  and  scoundrel  in  the  New  Jersey  courts;  a  biga- 
mist, as  shown  by  the  cotirts  of  California,  Pennsylvania,  and  New  Jersey;  three 
times  court-martialed  for  misconduct  during  the  late  war;  in  his  mission  to  Mexico 
he  proved  a  fit  representative  of  this  band  of  speculators  and  perjurers.  He  is 
charged  by  Captain  Dahlgren  with  perverting  or  forging  his  (Dahlgren's)  testi- 
mony; with  subornation  of  perjury  in  the  affidavits  of  Gamboa,  Loatza,  and  others; 
of  forgery  in  the  case  of  Green  and  others,  and  Consul-General  Van  Buren  certi- 
fies that  he  "is  capable  of  villainy  which  does  not  require  courage." 

Upon  the  submission  of  the  testimony,  of  which  the  foregoing  is  a  synopsis,  to 
the  Department,  the  Hon.  W.  M.  Evarts,  at  the  time  Secretary  of  State,  while  he 
recommended  to  Congress  a  different  method  than  that  provided  by  the  present 
treaty,  upon  examining  this  evidence  decided  that  the  honor  of  the  tjnited  States 
does  require  that  these  two  cases  should  be  further  investigated  by  the  United 
States  to  ascertain  whether  this  Government  has  been  made  the  means  of  enforc- 
ing against  a  friendly  power  claims  of  our  citizens  based  upon  or  exaggerated  by 
fraud. 

It  would  seem  superfluous  to  add  anything  more  to  show  the  base  means  by 
which  the  good  faith  of  the  United  States  and  the  treasury  of  Mexico  have  been 
imposed  upon.    Recalling  what  has  been  stated  as  to  these  two  cases,  it  seems  idle 

S.  Doc.  231,  pt.  1 33 
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to  discuss  technical  questions  of  law,  behind  which  the  claimants  seek  to  intrench 
themselves,  when  two  neighboring  and  friendly  nations  are  devising  a  method  of 
undoing  a  great  wrong.  If  there  is  any  foundation  for  the  contention  of  the  claim- 
ants that  they  have  been  vested  with  legal  rights  by  virtue  of  the  awards  obtained 
through  their  own  dishonest  and  corrupt  acts,  which  can  not  be  disturbed  by  a 
new  commission,  the  treaty  has  provided  a  remedy  through  a  resort  to  the  courts, 
where  their  rights  may  be  judicially  determined.  But  it  can  hardly  be  that  the 
Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States  compel  its  Government  to  act  as  the 
agent  and  instrument  of  a  band  of  contrabandists,  conspirators,  and  perjurers  in 
extorting  from  a  neighboring  and  sister  Republic  over  one  million  of  dollars,  when 
it  is  made  apparent  that  their  claims  have  no  foundation  other  than  fraud  and  per- 
jury. If  the  purposed  treaty  should  fail  to  be  carried  into  effect,  it  will  prove  to 
be  one  of  the  severest  blows  yet  inflicted  upon  that  wise  measure  of  international 
arbitration,  because  it  would  seem  to  indicate  that  no  remedy  could  be  afforded 
when  the  good  faith  of  the  tribunal  has  been  imposed  upon,  and  that  governments 
must  be  made  the  unwilling  executors  of  injustice  and  villainy. 


[No.  8.— Mr.  Frelinghuysen  to  Mr.  Eomero.] 

Depaetment  of  State, 

Washington,  May  SS,  1882. 
Sir:  I  have  the  honor  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  your  note  of  the  1st  instant, 
accompanied  by  a  synopsis  of  newly  discovered  testimony  furnished  by  your  Q-ov- 
ernment,  tending  to  establish  the  character  of  the  awards  of  Benjamin  Weil  and 
La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company  against  Mexico. 
1  am,  etc, 

Fred'k  T.  Fkelinghuysen. 


[No.  9. — Mr.  Eomero  to  Mr.  Prelinghuysen.] 

Washington,  June  S9,  1S8S. 

SiE:  Referring  to  our  conference  of  this  morning  regarding  the  proposed  con- 
vention for  a  retrial  of  Benjamin  Weil  and  La  Abra  Mining  Company  claims,  I 
have  to  state  that  the  object  of  the  Mexican  Government  in  insisting  upon  the 
phraseology  contained  in  the  first  clause  of  Article  IV  is  to  avoid  any  direct  or 
implied  sanction  of  fraud. 

From  the  beginning  of  the  negotiations  seeking  for  a  reopening  of  the  awards 
in  these  claims  Mexico  has  constantly  asserted  that  her  motive  wa^  not  so  much 
to  avoid  the  payment  of  the  money  involved  as  to  expose  the  fraud,  perjury,  and 
conspiracy  practiced  upon  the  commission  under  the  treaty  of  July  4, 1868,  and  to 
establish  the  principla  that  a  friendly  Government  should  not  be  made  the  instru- 
ment of  exacting  the  enforcement  of  fraudulent  awards  of  dishonest  claimants 
before  an  international  tribunal  of  arbitration. 

Although  while,  in  my  opinion,  the  Government  of  the  United  States  should 
in  strict  justice,  be  answerable  for  the  distribution  to  the  claimants  of  the  install- 
ments in  these  awards,  after  the  Secretary  of  State  of  the  United  States  declared 
in  his  report  to  the  President,  dated  on  the  13th  of  April,  1880,  "that  the  honor  of 
the  United  States  does  require  that  these  two  cases  should  be  further  investi"-ated 
by  the  United  States  to  ascertain  whether  this  Government  has  been  made  the 
means  of  enforcing  against  a  friendly  power  claims  of  our  citizens  based  upon  or 
exaggerated  by  fraud,"  yet  we  have  thought  proper  to  recognize,  in  deference  to 
the  Government  of  the  United  States,  the  finality  of  the  payments  and  distribu- 
tion already  made,  so  far  as  said  Government  is  concerned. 

I  have  no  objection  in  stating  to  you  that  should  our  proposed  treaty  be  carried 
into  execution,  and  the  awards  adjudged  to  be  fraudulent,  I  would  not  hesitate 
to  advise  the  Mexican  Government  not  to  institute  any  suits  against  the  claimant 
to  recover  the  money  already  paid;  among  other  reasons,  because  I  doubt  very 
much  whether  any  money  could  be  recovered.  I  will  consider  it  a  sutficient  sat- 
isfaction if  their  perjury  is  exposed,  and  a  precedent  is  established  whereby  simi- 
lar practices  may  be  prevented  in  future. 

As  the  exposure  of  the  frauds  was  the  main  object  had  in  view  in  the  proposed 
proceedings  in  equity  against  the  claimants,  of  which  notice  was  given  to  the 
Department  of  State  in  the  notes  of  this  legation  of  July  20  and  August  13  1880 
if  such  object  can  be  attained  by  the  treaty,  Mexico  could,  in  my  opinion   verv 
properly  forego  such  proceedings.  ' 

I  am,  etc.,  M.  ROMERO. 
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[Certified  copy  of  agreement  between  the  parties  interested  in  the  claim  of  Benjamin  Weil,  Novem^ 
ber  5th,  1875.  Liber  SOS,  folio  15k.  L.  S.  Cain  with  S.  C.  Boynton  c6  al.  Agreement  recorded 
Nov.  6,  1875.] 

This  agreement  made  and  entered  into  in  the  city  of  Washington,  D.  C,  between 
L,  B.  Cain,  of  the  city  of  New  Orleans,  State  of  Louisiana,  attorney  in  fact  of 
Alice  Weil,  for  herself  as  a  ouratrix  of  Benjamin  Weil,  her  husband,  a  person  of  un- 
sound mind,  who  was  so  declared  to  be  by  an  order  of  the  second  district  court  of  the 
Parish  of  Orleans,  in  said  State  of  Louisiana,  and  in  proceeding  before  said  court, 
the  laws  of  the  State  of  Louisiana  having  been  fully  complied  with,  the  said  Alice 
Weil  was  appomted  curatrix  of  her  interdicted  husband.  Benjamin  Weil,  above 
named, on  the  20th  day  of  August,  187o,  and  an  authenticated  copy  of  the  pro- 
ceeding of  said  second  district  court  for  the  parish  of  Orleans,  in  the  matter  of 
interdiction  of  Benjamin  Weil,  No.  38115,  is  made  a  part  hereof  and  attached  to 
this  instrument  of  writing,  of  the  first  part,  and  Sylvanus  O.  Boynton,  of  the  city 
oi:  Washington,  D.  C;  Harry  T.  Hays  and  Jacob  O.  De  Castro,  of  the  city  of  New 
Orleans;  Philip  B.  Fouke  and  John  J.  Key,  now  residents  of  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia; and  W.  W.  Boyce,  attorney  at  law,  of  Washington,  D.  C. ,  of  the  second  part. 

Whereas  Benjamin  Weil,  in  the  year  eighteen  hundred  and  sixty  nine,  filed  a 
claim  before  the  American  and  Mexican  Joint  Commission  then  in  session  in  the 
city  of  Washington,  D.  C. ,  United  States  of  America,  under  a  convention  between 
the  United  States  of  America  and  Mexico  of  July  4, 1868,  for  the  sum  of  $3^4,950.00 
(three  hundred  and  thirty -four  thousand  nine  hundred  and  fifty  dollars).  And 
wliereas  said  case  was  tried  and  heard  before  said  commission;  and  whereas  an 
award  has  been  rendered  by  the  umpire  and  returned  to  the  secretary  of  said 
commission,  to  be  finally  entered  on  the  records  of  said  commission  for  the  sum  of 
$385,000.00  (two  hundred  and  eighty-five  thousand  Mexican  gold  dollars),  with 
interest  at  six  per  cent  per  annum  from  the  20th  of  September,  1864,  to  the  date  of 
the  final  close  of  said  commission.  And  whereas  on  the  fifteenth  of  July,  1874, 
the  said  Benjamin  Weil  appointed  the  said  Philip  B.  Fouke  his  attorney,  and 
authorized  the  said  Fouke  to  pay,  pledge,  or  hypothecate  any  portion  of  said  claim 
to  defray  expenses,  fees,  and  other  moneys  e.\'pended,  laid  out,  and  appropriated, 
not  to  exceed  the  sum  of  one  hundred  thousand  dollars  ($100,000).  And 
whereas  said  Fouke  employed  the  said  Sylvanus  G.  Boynton,  esq.,  and  agreed  for 
and  in  behalf  of  said  Weil  to  pay  said  Boynton  the  sum  of  $59,561.00  (fifty-nine 
thousand  five  hundred  and  sixty-one  dollars),  to  be  deducted  from  the  aggregate 
amonnt  which  might  be  found  due  at  the  close  of  the  commission.  And  whereas, 
tor  the  purpose  of  executing  said  agreement  made  by  said  Fouke  with  the  said 
Boynton  under  and  by  authority  of  said  Weil,  I,  L.  B.  Cain,  as  attorney  in  fact 
of  Alice  Weil,  for  herself  and  as  curatrix  of  the  said  Benjamin  Weil,  assign  and 
transfer  to  the  said  Sylvanus  C.  Boynton  the  sum  of  $59,561.00  (fifty-nine  thousand 
five  hundred  and  sixty-one  dollars)  of  said  award,  which  said  sum  is  to  be  deducted 
from  the  entire  amount  of  the  $285,000.00  (two hundred  and  eighty-five  thousand 
dollars),  with  interest  from  20th  September,  1864,  until  the  close  of  this  commis- 
sion, as  will  fully  appear  by  the  records  of  the  case  before  said  commission;  and 
it  IS  expressly  understood  that  the  said  S.  C.  Boynton  shall  have  a  lien  of  said 
amountof  $59,561.00(fifty-nine  thousand  five  hundred  and  Sixty-one  dollars)  in  said 
award.  The  power  of  attorney  from  Benjamin  Weil  to  Phiiip  B.  Fouke  is  made 
part  hereof  and  attached  hereto.  And  whereas  on  the  10th  September,  1869,  the 
said  B.  Weil  executed  a  power  of  attorney  to  John  J.  Key,  a  true  copy  of  which 
is  made  part  of  this  agreement  and  attached  hereto. 

And  whereas  on  the  10th  of  September.  1869,  the  said  B.  Weil  executed  the  fol- 
lowing agreement:  Whereas  on  lOth  September,  1869.  in  the  city  of  New  Orleans, 
parish  of  Orleans.  State  of  Louisiana,  I  executed  an  irrevocable  power  of  attorney 
in  favor  of  John  J.  Key,  authorizing  and  empowering  the  said  John  J.  Key  to 
prosecute  before  the  American  and  Mexican  joint  commission  my  claim  in  the 
sum  of  three  hundred  and  thirty-four  thousand  nine  hundred  and  fifty  dollars 
under  the  convention  between  the  United  States  of  America  and  Mexico  of  July 
fourth, 1868: 

'•  Know  all  men  by  these  presents  that  for  and  in  consideration  of  the  legal  and 
professional  services  heretofore  rendered  and  hereinafter  to  be  rendered  by  my  said 
attorney,  the  said  John  J.  Key,  that  I  have  this  day  agreed  to  pay.  aiid  am  firmly 
bound  and  hereby  oblige  myself  to  pay  to  J.  J.  Key  and  H.  T.  Hays  a,  sum  equal 
to  one-half  of  the  amount  recovered. 

"Witness  my  hand  and  seal  this  10th  day  of  September,  1869. 

"B.  Weil. 

"Witness: 

"Otto  Opperman. 
"G-EORGE  Stbhl." 
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And  the  same  is  made  part  of  this  agreement,  and  the  original  attached  hereto. 
Whereas  the  said  B.  Weil  agreed  to  pay  to  J.  J.  Key  and  H.  T.  Hays  one-half  of 
the  amount  recovered:  Now,  for  the  purpose  of  executing  said  agreement,  I 
hereby  transfer  to  the  said  John  .1.  Key,  after  deducting  the  sum  of  $59,561  (fifty- 
nine  thousand  five  hundred  add  sixty-one  dollars)  from  the  aggregate  amount  of 
said  finding  at  the  close  of  said  commission,  one-fourth  of  said  avfard  amounting 

to  $ at  the  close  of  said  commission,  it  being  understood  that  said  Key  is 

entitled  to  one-fourth  of  said  avi'ard  subject  to  the  amount  heretofore  deducted. 
And  it  is  agreed  that  the  said  John  J.  Key  shall  have  a  lien  to  the  extent  of  one- 
fourth  of  said  award  with  full  authority  and  power  to  control  the  same.  Whereas 
Henry  T.  Hays,  Philip  B.  Fouke,  and  Jacob  O.  De  Castro  are  interested  equally 
in  the  one-fourth  of  said  award  coming  to  said  H.  T.  Hays,  by  the  agreement 
heretofore  referred  to:  and  whereas  by  consent  of  said  H.  T.  Hays,  and  by  his 
direction,  I  subdivide  the  amount  due  him  under  said  agreement  into  three  parts, 
and  I  hereby  assign  to  the  said  Harry  T.  Hays  {8k  per  cent)  eight  and  one-third 
per  cent  of  said  award;  and  to  Jacob  O.  De  Castro  (Sk  per  ct. )  eight  and  one- third 
per  cent  of  said  award;  and  to  Philip  B.  Foul^e  (8|  per  ct.)  eight  and  one-third 
per  cent  of  said  award,  which  three  amounts  malie  the  (35)  twenty-five  per  cent 
which  is  due  to  Harry  T.  Hays  under  sail  agreement.  This  is  done  by  the  express 
directions  of  the  said  Harry  T.  Hays,  and  the  said  parties  are  to  hold  their  interest 
in  the  same  manner  as  the  said  John  J.  Key  holds  his  interest.  Whereas  Ben- 
jamin Weil  employed  W.  W.  Boyce  as  assistant  counsel,  and  agreed  to  pay  him 
seven  and  a  half  per  cent  of  the  award  that  might  be  made  in  his  favor;  and 
whereas  said  Boyce  has  agreed  to  modify  his  agreement  and  receive  as  his  fee  five 
per  cent  instead  of  seven  and  a  half  per  cent;  and  whereas  it  is  understood  that 
the  said  sum  of  ($59,561.00)  fifty-nine  thousand  five  hundred  and  sixty-one  dollars 
is  first  to  be  deducted  from  the  aggregate  amount  of  said  award,  I  hereby  transfer 
and  assign  to  the  said  W.  W.  Boyce  (5  per  cent)  five  per  cent  of  said  award  in  con- 
formity with  the  foregoing  agreement  as  modified  by  the  said  W.  W.  Boyce,  and 
the  said  Boyce  is  to  have  a  lien  on  said  award  in  the  same  manner  as  the  said 
H.  T.  Hays,  J.  O.  De  Castro,  Phillip  B.  Poube,  and  S.  C.  Boynton. 

In  witness  whereof  the  said  L.  B.  Cain,  as  attorney  for  Alice  Weil  and  as  attor- 
ney for  Alice  Weil,  curatrix  of  Benjamin  Weil,  hath  hereunto  set  his  hand  and 
affixed  his  seal  at  Washington,  District  of  Columbia,  on  this  5th  day  of  November. 
A.  D.  1875,  and  in  witness  whereof  the  said  Sylvanus  C.  Boynton,  John  J.  Keyj 
Philip  B.  Fouke,  Harry  T.  Hays,  Jacob  O.  DeCastro,  and  W.  W.  Boyce  have  here- 
unto set  their  hands  and  seals  this  fifth  day  of  November,  A.  D.  1875. 

L.  B.  Cain,  [seal.] 

Attorney  for  Alice  Weil  and  for  Alice  Weil 
as  curatrix  for  Benjamin  Weil,  interdicted. 


Executed  in  the  presence  of — 

N.    C  ALLAN. 

Jno.  B.  Baglby,  Jr. 


John  J.  Key. 
Philip  B.  Fouke. 
Harry  T.  Hats. 
Jb.  O.  De  Castro. 
Sylvanus  C,  Boynton. 


SEAL. 
SEAL. 
SEAL. 
SEAL. 
SEAL. 


District  op  Columbia, 

County  of  Washington,  ss: 

Personally  appeared  before  me,  the  undersigned,  Nicholas  Callan,  a  notary  pub- 
lic in  and  for  the  District  of  Columbia  and  county  of  Washington,  on  the  5th  day 
of  November,  1875,  L.  B.  Cain,  whose  name  is  subscribed  to  the  foregoing  instru- 
ment of  writing  as  attorney  of  Alice  Weil,  and  for  the  said  Alice  Weil  as  curatrix 
of  Benjamin  Weil,  and  acknowledged  said  signature  to  be  his,  and  the  execution 
thereof  for  the  purposes  set  forth  in  said  instrument  of  writing. 

And  personally  appeared  before  the  said  undersigned  John  J.  Key  Phillip  B 
Fouke,  Harry  T.  Hays,  Jacob  O.  De  Castro,  and  Sylvanus  C.  Boynton,'  whose  sig- 
natures are  affixed  to  the  foregoing  instrument  of  writing,  and  each  acknowledged 
said  signature  to  be  his  own  in  the  execution  thereof  for  the  purpose  set  forth  in 
said  instrument  of  writing. 

In  testimo~ny  whereof  I  have  hereunto  set  my  hand  and  affixed  my  notarial  seal 
at  Washington,  D.  C,  this  5th  day  of  November,  A.  D.  1875. 

N.  Callan,    [notarial  seal.] 
Notary  Public 
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[Act  ov  1878,  Chap.  263.— An  act  to  provide  for  the  distribution  of  tlie  awards  made  under  the 
fi?"T??  between  the  United  States  of  America  and  the  Republic  of  Mexico,  concluded  on 
the  4th  day  of  July,  eighteen  hundred  and  sixty-eight.] 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the  Secretary  of  State  be,  and  is  hereby 
authorized  and  required  to  receive  any  and  all  moneys  which  may  be  paid  by  the 
Me  dean  Republic  under  and  in  pursuance  of  the  conventions  betvreen  the  United 
States  and  the  Mexican  Republic  lor  the  ad.iustment  of  claims  concluded  July 
fourth,  eighteen  hundred  and  sixty-eight,  and  April  twenty-ninth,  eighteen  hun- 
dred and  seventy-six,  and  whenever  and  as  often  as  any  installments  shall  have 
been  paid  by  the  Mexican  Republic  on  account  of  paid  awards  to  distribute  the 
moneys  so  received  in  ratable  proportions  among  the  corporations,  companies,  or 
private  individuals,  respectively,  in  whose  favor  awards  have  been  made  by  said 
commissioners  or  by  the  umpires,  or  to  their  legal  representatives  or  assigns, 
except  as  in  this  act  otherwise  limited  or  provided,  according  to  the  proportion 
which  their  respective  awards  shall  bear  to  the  whole  amount  of  such  moneys  then 
held  by  him,  and  to  pay  the  same,  without  other  charge  or  deduction  than  is  here- 
inafter provided,  to  the  parties  respectively  entitled  thereto.  And  in  making  such 
distribution  and  payment  due  regard  shall  be  had  to  the  value  at  the  time  of  such 
distribution  of  the  respective  currencies  in  which  the  said  awards  are  made  pay- 
able; and  the  proportionate  amount  of  any  award  of  which,  by  its  terms,  the 
United  States  is  entitled  to  retain  a  part  shall  be  deducted  from  the  payment  to  be 
made  on  such  award,  and  shall  be  paid  into  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States  as  a 
part  of  the  unappropriated  money  in  the  Treasury. 

Sec.  2.  That  out  of  any  moneys  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated  a 
sufficient  sum  is  hereby  appropriated  to  enable  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  to 
pay  to  the  Secretary  of  State  of  the  United  States,  in  gold  or  its  equivalent,  the 
equivalent  of  fifty  thousand  five  hundred  and  twenty-eight  dollars  and  fifty-seven 
cents  in  Mexican  gold  dollars,  and  ten  thousand  five  hundred  and  fifty-nine  dol- 
lars and  sixty-seven  cents  in  American  gold  coin,  and  eighty-nine  thousand  four 
hundred  and  ten  dollars  and  seventeen  cents  in  United  States  currency,  said  sums 
being  the  aggregate  in  said  currencies  respectively  of  the  awards  made  under  the 
said  convention  of  July  fourth,  eighteen  hundred  and  sixty-eignt,  in  favor  of  citi- 
zens of  the  Mexican  Republic  against  the  United  States,  and  having  been  deducted 
from  the  amount  awarded  in  favor  of  citizens  of  the  United  States,  and  payable 
to  Mexico,  in  accordance  with  article  four  of  the  said  treaty;  and  that  said  sums, 
when  paid  to  the  Secretary  of  State,  as  aforesaid,  shall  be  regarded  as  part  of  the 
awards  made  under  said  treaty,  to  be  paid  or  distributed  as  herein  provided. 

Sec.  3.  That  out  of  the  payments  and  installments  received  from  Mexico,  as 
aforesaid,  on  account  of  said  awards,  and  out  of  the  moneys  which  shall  be 
received  by  the  Secretary  of  State  under  the  provisions  of  this  act,  the  Secretary 
of  State  shall,  when  and  as  the  same  shall  be  received  and  paid,  and  before  any  pay- 
ment to  claimants,  deduct  therefrom  and  retain  a  sum  not  to  exceed  five  per 
centum  of  said  moneys  awarded  to  citizens  of  the  United  States,  until  the  aggre- 
gate of  the  amounts  so  deducted  and  retained  shall  equal  the  sum  of  one  hundred 
and  fourteen  thousand  nine  hundred  and  forty-eight  dollars  and  seventy-four 
cents,  being  the  amount  of  expenses  of  the  commission,  including  contingent 
expenses  paid  by  the  United  States  in  accordance  with  article  six  of  the  treaty, 
as  ascertained  and  determined  in  pursuance  of  the  provisions  of  the  said  treaty; 
which  said  sums,  when  and  as  the  same  are  deducted  and  retained,  shall  be,  by 
the  Secretary  of  State,  transmitted  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  and  passed 
to  the  account  of  and  be  regarded  as  unappropriated  money  in  the  Treasury. 

Sec.  4.  That  in  the  payment  of  money,  in  virtue  of  this  act,  to  any  corporation, 
company,  or  private  individual,  the  Secretary  of  State  shall  first  deduct  and  retain 
or  make  reservations  of  such  sums  of  money,  if  any,  as  may  be  due  to  the  United 
States  from  any  corporation,  company,  or  private  individual  in  whose  favor  awards 
shall  have  been  made  under  the  said  convention. 

Sec.  5.  And  whereas  the  Government  of  Mexico  has  called  the  attention  of  the 
Government  of  the  United  States  to  the  claims  hereinafter  named  with  a  view  to 
a  rehearing,  therefore  belt  enacted  that  the  President  of  the  United  States  be,  and 
he  is  hereby,  requested  to  investigate  any  charges  of  fraud  presented  by  the  Mexi- 
can Government  as  to  the  cases  hereinafter  named,  and  if  he  shall  be  of  the  opinion 
that  the  honor  of  the  United  States,  the  principles  of  public  law,  or  considerations 
of  justice  and  equity  require  that  the  awards  in  the  cases  of  Benjamin  Weil  and 
La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company,  or  either  of  them,  should  be  opened  and  the  cases 
retried,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  him  to  withhold  payment  of  said  awards,  or  either  of 
them,  until  such  case  or  cases  shall  be  retried  and  decided  in  such  manner  as  the 
Governments  of  the  United  States  and  Mexico  may  agree,  or  until  Congress  shall 
otherwise  direct.    And  in  case  of  such  retrial  and  decision  any  moneys  paid  or  to 
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be  paid  by  the  Republic  of  Mexico  in  respect  of  said  awards,  respectively,  shall  be 
held  to  abide  the  event,  and  shall  be  disposed  of  accordingly;  and  tbe  said  present 
awards  shall  be  set  aside,  modified,  or  affirmed,  as  may  be  determined  on  such 
retrial:  Provided,  That  nothing  herein  shall  be  construed  as  an  expression  of  any 
opinion  of  Congress  in  respect  to  the  character  of  said  claims,  or  either  of  them, 
(aO  Stat.,  144.) 
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[Frederick  T.  Prelinghnysen,  Secretary  of  State,  plaintiff  in  error,  u9.Tlie  United  States  ex  rel. 
John  J.  Key,  891.— The  United  States  ex  rel.  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company,  plaintiff  in  error, 
vs.  Frederick  T.  Prelinghuysen,  Secretary  of  State,  99.5.— In  error  to  the  supreme  court  ot  the 
District  of  Columhia.] 

Mr.  Chief- Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court  on  the  7th  of  January, 
1884. 

The  facts  on  which  these  cases  depend  are  as  follows: 

On  the  4th  of  July,  1868,  a  convention  between  the  United  States  and  the  Repub- 
lic of  Mexico,  providing  for  the  ad  j  ustment  of  the  claims  of  citizens  of  either  country 
agamst  the  other,  was  concluded,  and  on  the  1st  of  February,  1869,  proclaimed  by 
the  President  of  the  United  States,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate. 
By  this  convention  (Art.  1)  "all  claims  on  the  part  of  corporations,  companies, 
or  private  individuals',  citizens  of  the  United  States,  upon  the  Government  of  the 
Alexioan  Republic,  arising  from  injuries  to  their  persons  or  property  by  authori- 
ties of  the  M  exican  Republic,  and  ail  claims  on  the  part  of  corporations,  companies, 
or  private  individuals,  citizens  of  the  Mexican  Republic,  upon  the  Government  of 
the  United  States,  arising  from  injuries  to  their  persons  or  property  by  authorities 
of  the  United  States,  which  may  have  been  presented  to  either  Government 
for  its  interposition  with  the  other  since  the  signature  of  the  treaty  of  Guadalupe 
Hidalgo,  *  *  *  and  which  remain  unsettled,  as  well  as  any  other  such  claims 
which  may  be  presented  within  "  a  specified  time,  were  to  "be  referred  to  two  com- 
missioners, one  to  be  appointed  \ij  the  President  of  the  United  States,  by  and  with 
the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  and  one  by  the  President  of  the  Mexican 
Republic."  Provision  was  then  made  for  the  appointment  of  an  umpire.  Arts. 
II,  IV,  and  V  are  as  follows: 

"Art.  II.  The  Commissioners  shall  then  conjointly  proceed  to  the  investigation 
and  decision  of  the  claims  which  shall  be  presented  to  their  notice,  *  *  *  hut 
upon  such  evidence  or  information  only  as  shall  be  furnished  by  or  on  behalf  of 
their  respective  Governments.  They  shall  be  bound  to  receive  and  peruse  all 
written  documents  or  statements  which  may  be  presented  to  them  by  or  on  behalf 
of  their  respective  Governments  in  support  of  or  in  answer  to  any  claim,  and  to 
hear,  if  required,  one  person  on  each  side  on  behalf  of  each  Government  on  each 
and  every  separate  claim.  Should  they  fail  to  agree  in  opinion  upon  any  individual 
claim,  they  shall  call  to  their  assistance  the  umpire,  *  *  -  and  such  umpire, 
alter  having  e.'camined  the  evidence  adduced  for  and  against  the  claim,  and  after 
having  heard,  if  required,  one  person  on  each  side,  as  aforesaid,  andconsulted  with 
the  Commissioners,  shall  decide  thereupon  finally  and  without  appeal.  *  *  * 
It  shall  be  competent  for  each  Government  to  name  one  person  to  attend  the  Com- 
missioners as  agent  on  its  behalf,  to  present  and  support  claims  on  its  behalf,  and 
to  answer  claims  made  upon  it,  and  to  represent  it  generally  in  all  matters  con- 
nected with  the  investigation  and  decision  thereof.  The  President  of  the  United 
States  *  *  *  and  the  President  of  the  Mexican  Republic  hereby  solemnly  and 
sincerely  engage  to  consider  the  decision  of  the  Commissioners  conjointly,  or  of  the 
umpire,  as  the  case  may  be,  as  absolutely  final  and  conclusive  upon  each  claim 
decided  upon  by  them  or  him,  respectively,  and  to  give  full  eifect  to  such  decision 
without  any  objection,  evasion,  or  delay  whatsoever.     *    *    * 

"Art.  IV.  When  decisions  shall  have  been  made  by  the  Commissioners  and  the 
arbiter  in  every  case  which  shall  have  been  laid  before  them,  the  total  amount 
awarded  in  all  the  cases  decided  in  favor  of  the  citizens  of  the  one  party  shall  be 
deducted  from  the  total  amount  awarded  to  the  citizens  of  the  other  party,  and 
the  balance,  to  the  amount  of  $300,000,  shall  be  paid  at  the  City  of  Mexico  or  at 
the  city  of  Washington,  *  *  *  within  twelve  months  from  the  close  of  the 
commission,  to  the  Government  in  favor  of  whose  citizens  the  greater  amount 
may  have  been  awarded,  withou,t  interest.  *  *  *  The  residue  of  the  said  bal- 
ance shall  be  paid  in  annual  installments  to  an  amount  not  exceeding  $300  000 
*    *    ''    in  any  one  year  until  the  whole  shall  have  been  paid.  ' 

"Art.  V.  The  high  contracting  parties  agree  to  consider  the  result  of  the  pro- 
ceedings of  the  commission  as  a  full,  perfect,  and  final  settlement  of  every  claim 
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upon  either  Government  arising  out  of  any  transaction  of  a  date  prior  t6  the 
exchange  of  the  ratifications  of  the  present  convention;  and  further  engage  that 
every  such  claim,  whether  or  not  the  same  may  have  been  presented  to  the  notice 
of,  made,  preferred,  or  laid  before  the  said  commission,  shall,  from  and  after  the 
conclusion  of  the  proceedings  of  the  said  commission,  be  considered  and  treated  as 
finally  settled,  barred,  and  thenceforth  inadmissible."     (15  Stat.,  679. ) 

Under  this  convention  commissioners  were  appointed  who  entered  on  the  per- 
formance of  their  duties.  Benjamin  Weil  and  the  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Com- 
pany, citizens  of  the  United  States,  presented  to  their  Government  certain  claims 
against  Mexico.  These  claims  were  referred  to  the  Commissioners,  and  finally 
resulted  in  an  award  on  the  1st  of  October.  1875,  in  favor  of  Weil  and  against 
Mexico  for  §489,810.68,  and  on  the  27th  of  December,  1875,  in  favor  of  La  Abra 
Silver  Mining  Company  for  1^683,041.38.  On  the  adjustment  of  balances  under  the 
provisions  of  Art.  IV  of  the  convention,  it  was  found  that  the  awards  against 
Mexico  exceeded  largely  those  against  the  United  States,  and  the  Government  of 
Mexico  has  promptly  and  in  good  faith  met  its  annual  payments,  though  it  seems 
from  the  beginning  to  have  desired  a  reexamination  of  the  Weil  and  La  Abra 
claims. 

On  the  18th  of  June,  1878,  Congress  passed  an  act  (c.  363,  20  Stat.,  144),  sees.  1 
and  5  of  which  are  as  follows: 

"Sec.  1.  That  the  Secretary  of  State  be,  and  he  is  hereby,  authorized  and 
required  to  receive  any  and  all  moneys  which  may  be  paid  by  the  Mexican  Repub- 
lic under  and  in  pursuance  of  the  convention  between  the  United  States  and  the 
Mexican  Republic  for  the  adjustment  of  claims;  *  *  *  and,  whenever  and  as 
often  as  any  installments  shall  have  been  paid  by  the  Mexican  Republic  on  account 
of  said  awards,  to  distribute  the  money  so  received  in  ratable  proportions  among 
the  corporations,  companies,  or  private  individuals,  respectively,  in  whose  favor 
awards  have  been  made  by  said  commissioners,  or  by  the  umpire,  or  to  their  legal 
representatives  or  assigns,  except  as  in  this  act  otherwise  limited  or  provided, 
according  to  the  proportion  which  their  respective  awards  shall  bear  to  the  whole 
amount  of  such  moneys  then  held  by  him,  and  to  pay  the  same,  without  other 
charge  or  deduction  than  as  hereinafter  provided,  to  the  parties  respectively 
entitled  thereto.    *    *    * 

"Sec.  5.  And  whereas  the  Government  of  Mexico  has  called  the  attention  of  the 
Government  of  the  United  States  to  the  claims  hereinafter  named  with  a  view  to 
a  rehearing,  therefore  be  it  enacted  that  the  President  of  the  United  [States]  be, 
and  he  is  hereby,  requested  to  investigate  any  charges  of  fraud  presented  by  the 
Mexican  Government  as  to  the  cases  hereinafter  named,  and  if  he  shall  be  of  the 
opinion  that  the  honor  of  the  United  States,  the  principles  of  public  law,  or  con- 
siderations of  justice  and  equity  require  that  the  awards  in  the  cases  of  Benjamin 
Weil  and  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company,  or  either  of  them,  should  be  opened 
and  the  cases  retried,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  him  to  withhold  payment  of  said 
awards,  or  either  of  them,  until  such  case  or  cases  shall  be  retried  and  decided  in 
such  manner  as  the  Governments  of  the  United  States  and  Mexico  shall  agree,  or 
until  Congress  shall  otherwise  direct.  And  in  case  of  such  retrial  and  decision, 
any  moneys  paid  or  to  be  paid  by  the  Republic  of  Mexico  in  respect  of  said  awards 
respectively  shall  be  held  to  abide  the  event,  and  shall  be  disposed  of  accordingly; 
and  tUe  said  present  awards  shall  be  set  aside,  naodified,  or  afSrmed,  as  may  be 
determined  on  such  retrial;  provided  that  nothing  herein  shall  be  construed  as  an 
expression  of  any  opinion  of  Congress  in  respect  to  the  character  of  said  claims, 
or  either  of  them." 

During  the  year  1879  President  Hayes  caused  an  investigation  to  be  made  of  the 
charges  of  fraud  presented  by  the  Mexican  Government,  and  the  conclusion  he 
reached  then  is  thus  stated  in  the  report  of  Mr.  Evarts,  the  Secretary  of  State: 

"I  conclude,  therefore,  that  neither  the  principles  of  public  law  nor  considera- 
tions of  justice  or  equity  require  or  permit,  as  between  the  United  States  and 
Mexico,  that  the  awards  in  these  cases  should  be  opened  and  retried  before  a  new 
international  tribunal  or  under  any  new  convention  or  negotiation  respecting  the 
same  between  the  United  States  and  Mexico. 

"Second.  I  am,  however,  of  opinion  that  the  matters  brought  to  the  attention 
of  this  Government  on  the  part  of  Mexico  do  bring  into  grave  doubt  the  substan- 
tial integrity  of  the  claim  of  Benjamin  Weil  and  the  sincerity  of  the  evidence  as 
to  the  measure  of  damages  insisted  upon  and  accorded  in  the  case  of  the  La  Abra 
Silver  Mining  Company,  and  that  the  honor  of  the  United  States  does  require  that 
these  two  cases  should  be  further  investigated  by  the  United  States  to  ascertain 
whether  this  Government  has  been  made  the  means  of  enforcing  against  a  friendly 
power  claims  of  our  citizens  based  upon  or  exaggerated  by  fraud. 

"If  such  further  investigation  should  remove  the  doubts  which  have  been  raised 
upon  the  representations  of  Mexico,  the  honor  of  the  United  States  will  have  been 
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completely  maintained.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  claimant  shall  fail  in  removing 
these  doubts,  or  they  should  be  replaced  by  certain  condemnation,  the  honor  of 
the  United  States  will  be  vindicated  l^y  such  measures  as  may  then  be  dictated. 

"Third.  The  executive  Government  is  not  furnished  with  the  means  of  insti- 
tuting and  pursuing  methods  of  investigation  which  can  coerce  the  production  of 
evidence  or  compel  the  examination  of  parties  and  witnesses.  The  authority  for 
such  an  investigation  must  proceed  from  Congress.  I  would  advise,  therefore, 
that  the  proofs  and  the  conclusions  you  shall  come  to  thereon,  if  adverse  to  the 
immediate  payment  on  these  awards  of  the  installments  received  from  Mexico,  be 
laid  before  Congress  for  the  exercise  of  its  plenary  power  in  the  matter." 

This  action  of  the  President  was  communicated  to  Congress  under  date  of  April 
15,  1880,  by  his  forwarding  a  copy  of  the  report  of  the  Secretary  of  State,  which 
concludes  as  follows: 

"Unless  Congress  should  now  make  this  disposition  of  the  matter  and  furnish 
thereby  definite  instructions  to  the  Department  to  reserve  further  payments  upon 
these  awards  till  the  conclusion  of  such  investigation,  and  to  take  such  fui-ther 
order  with  the  same  thereafter  as  Congress  might  direct,  it  would  appear  to  be 
the  duty  of  the  Executive  to  accept  these  awards  as  no  longer  open  to  reconsid- 
eration and  proceed  i<n  the  payment  of  the  same  pro  rata  with  all  other  awards 
under  the  convention." 

No  definite  instructions  were  given  by  Congress  in  respect  to  the  matter  during 
that  session,  and  after  the  close  of  the  session  payments  were  made  on  these  awards 
by  the  direction  of  the  President  the  same  as  on  the  others.  Another  installment 
was  paid  by  the  Mexican  Government  and  distributed  to  these  claimants  with  the  rest 
during  President  Garfield's  Administration.  After  President  Arthur  came  into 
oiflce  he  examined  the  cases  further,  and,  ' '  believing  that  said  award  was  obtained 
by  fraud  and  perjury,"  negotiated  a  treaty  with  Mexico  providing  for  a  rehear- 
ing. This  treaty  is  now  pending  before  the  Senate  for  ratification.  On  the  31st 
of  January,  1882,  the  sixth  installment  was  paid  by  Mexico  to  Mr.  Frelinghuysen, 
the  present  Secretary  of  State.  A  distribution  of  this  installment  to  these  claim- 
ants has  been  withheld  by  order  of  the  President  on  account  of  the  pending  treaty. 

These  suits  were  brought  in  the  supreme  court  of  the  District  of  Colum  bia  to 
obtain  writs  of  mandamus  requiring  the  Secretary  of  State  to  pay  to  the  several 
relators  the  amounts  distributable  to  them  respectively  upon  their  disputed  awards 
from  the  installment  of  1882.  The  relator,  Key,  is  the  assignee  of  part  of  the  Weil 
claim.  In  his  case  the  Secretary  filed  an  answer  setting  up  the  action  of  Presi- 
dent Arthur  in  respect  to  this  claim  and  the  negotiations  of  the  new  treaty.  To 
this  the  relator  demurred.  Upon  the  hearing  the  court  below  sustained  the 
demurrer  and  awarded  a  peremptory  writ  as  prayed  for. 

Ill  the  case  of  the  La  Abra  Company  a  petition  substantially  like  that  of  the 
relator  Key  was  demurred  to  by  the  Secretary.  Upon  the  hearing  this  demurrer 
was  sustained  and  the  petition  dismissed.  In  this  case,  therefore,  the  action  of 
President  Arthur  does  not  appear  affirmatively  on  the  face  of  the  record,  but  it 
was  conceded  on  the  argument  that  it  might  properly  be  considered. 

The  writ  of  error  in  the  Key  case  was  brought  by  the  Secretary  of  State,  and  in 
the  other  by  the  La  Abra  Company. 

If  we  understand  correctly  the  positions  assumed  by  the  different  counsel  for 
the  relators,  they  are  (1)  that  the  awards  under  the  convention  vested  in  the  sev- 
eral claimants  an  absolute  right  to  the  amounts  awarded  them  respectively,  and 
that  this  right  was  property  which  neither  the  United  States  alone  nor  the  United 
States  and  Mexico  together  could  take  away;  and  (2)  that  if  this  were  not  so  the 
action  of  President  Hayes,  under  the  fifth  section  of  the  act  of  1878,  was  conclu- 
sive on  President  Arthur  and  deprived  him  of  any  right  he  might  otherwise  have 
had  to  investigate  the  charges  of  fraud  presented  by  the  Mexican  Government  or 
to  withhold  from  the  relators  their  distributive  shares  of  any  moneys  thereafter 
paid  to  the  Secretary  of  State  under  the  authority  of  the  first  section. 

(1)  There  is  no  doubt  that  the  provisions  of  the  convention  as  to  the  conclusive- 
ness of  the  awards  are  as  strong  as  language  can  make  them.  The  decision  of  the 
commissioners  or  the  umpire  on  each  claim  is  to  be  "  absolutely  final  and  con- 
clusive "  and  "  without  appeal."  The  President  of  the  United  States  and  the  Pres- 
ident of  the  Mexican  Kepublic  are  "to  give  full  effect  to  such  decisions,  without 
any  objection,  evasion,  or  delay  whatsoever,"  and  the  result  of  the  proceedings  of 
the  Commission  is  to  be  considered  "  a  full,  perfect,  and  final  settlement  of  every 
claim  upon  either  Government  arising  out  of  transactions  prior  to  the  exchange 
of  the  ratifications  of  the  *  *  *  convention."  But  this  is  to  be  construed  as 
language  used  in  a  compact  of  two  nations  "  for  the  adjustment  of  the  claims  of 
the  citizens  of  either  *  *  *  against  the  other,"  entered  into  "  to  increase  the 
friendly  feeling  between  "  Republics,  and  "  so  to  strengthen  the  system  and  prin- 
ciples of  republican  government  on  the  American  continent."    No  nation  treats 
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with  a  citizen  of  another  nation  except  through  his  Government.  The  treaty, 
when  made,  represents  a  compact  between  the  Governments,  and  each  Govern- 
ment holds  the  other  responsible  for  everything  done  by  their  respective  citizens 
under  it. 

The  citizens  of  the  United  States  having  claims  against  Mexico  were  not  parties 
to  this  convention.  They  induced  the  United  States  to  assume  the  responsibility 
of  seeking  redress  for  injuries  they  claimed  to  have  sustained  by  the  conduct  of 
Mexico,  and  as  a  means  of  obtaining  such  redress  the  convention  was  entered  into, 
by  which  not  only  claims  of  citizens  of  the  United  States  against  Mexico  were 
to  be  adjusted  and  paid,  but  those  of  citizens  of  Mexico  against  the  United  States 
as  well.  By  the  terms  of  the  compact  the  individual  claimants  could  not  them- 
selves submit  their  claims  and  proofs  to  the  commission  to  be  passed  upon.  Only 
such  claims  as  were  presented  to  the  Governments  respectively  could  be ' '  referred" 
to  the  commission,  and  the  commissioners  were  not  allowed  to  investigate  or 
decide  on  any  evidence  or  information  except  such  as  was  furnished  by  or  on 
behalf  of  the  Governments.  After  all  the  decisions  were  made,  and  the  business 
of  the  commission  concluded,  the  total  amount  awarded  to  the  citizens  of  one 
country  was  to  be  deducted  from  the  amount  awarded  to  the  citizens  of  the  other, 
and  the  balance  only  paid  in  money  by  the  Government  in  favor  of  whose  citizens 
the  smaller  amount  was  awarded,  and  this  payment  was  to  be  made,  not  to  the 
citizens,  but  to  their  Government.  Thus,  while  the  claims  of  the  individual  cit- 
izens were  to  be  considered  by  the  commission  in  determining  amounts,  the 
whole  purpose  of  the  convention  was  to  ascertain  how  much  was  due  from  one 
Government  to  the  other  on  account  of  the  demands  of  their  respective  citizens. 

As  between  the  United  States  and  Mexico,  the  awards  are  final  and  conclusive 
until  set  aside  by  agreement  between  the  two  Governments  or  otherwise.  Mexico 
can  not,  under  the  terms  of  the  treaty,  refuse  to  make  the  payments  at  the  times 
agreed  on  if  required  by  the  United  States.  This  she  does  not  now  seek  to  do. 
Her  payments  have  all  been  made  promptly  as  they  fell  due,  as  far  as  these  records 
show.  What  she  asks  is  the  consent  of  the  United  States  to  her  release  from  lia- 
bility under  the  convention  on  account  of  the  particular  awards  now  in  dispute, 
because  of  the  alleged  fraudulent  character  of  the  proof  in  support  of  the  claims 
which  the  United  States  were  induced  by  the  claimants  to  furnish  for  the  consid- 
eration of  the  commission. 

As  to  the  right  of  the  United  States  to  treat  with  Mexico  for  a  retrial  we  enter- 
tain no  doubt.  Each  Government,  when  it  entered  into  the  compact  under  which 
the  awards  were  made,  relied  on  the  honor  and  good  faith  of  the  other  for  pro- 
tection as  far  as  possible  against  frauds  and  impositions  by  the  individual  claim- 
ants. It  was  for  this  reason  that  all  claims  were  excluded  from  the  consideration 
of  the  commission  except  such  as  should  be  referred  by  the  several  Governments, 
and  no  evidence  in  support  of  or  against  a  claim  was  to  be  submitted  except 
through  or  by  the  Governments.  The  presentation  by  a  citizen  of  a  fraudulent 
claim  or  false  testimony  for  reference  to  the  commission  was  an  imposition  on 
his  own  Government,  and  if  that  Government  afterwards  discovered  that  it  had 
in  this  way  been  made  an  instrument  of  wrong  toward  a  friendly  power  it  would 
be  not  only  its  right  but  its  duty  to  repudiate  the  act  and  make  reparation  as 
far  as  possible  for  the  consequences  of  its  neglect,  if  any  there  had  been.  Inter- 
national arbitration  must  always  proceed  on  the  principles  of  national  honor  and 
integrity. 

Claims  presented  and  evidence  submitted  to  such  a  tribunal  must  necessarily 
bear  the  impress  of  the  entire  good  faith  of  the  Government  from  which  they 
come,  and  it  is  not  to  be  presumed  that  any  Government  will  for  a  moment 
allow  itself  knowingly  to  be  made  the  instrument  of  wrong  in  any  such  proceed- 
ing. No  technical  rules  of  pleading  as  applied  in  municipal  courts  ought  ever  to 
be  allowed  to  stand  in  the  way  of  the  national  power  to  do  what  is  right  under  all 
the  circumstances.  Every  citizen  who  asks  the  intervention  of  his  own  Govern- 
ment against  another  for  the  redress  of  his  personal  grievances  must  nec- 
essarily subject  himself  and  his  claim  to  these  requirements  of  international 
comity.  None  of  the  cases  cited  by  counsel  are  in  opposition  to  this.  They  all 
relate  to  the  disposition  to  be  made  of  the  proceeds  of  international  awards  after 
they  have  passed  beyond  the  reach  of  the  Governments  and  into  the  hands  of  pri- 
vate parties.  The  language  of  the  opinions  must  be  construed  in  connection  with 
this  fact.  The  opinion  of  the  Attorney-General  in  Gibbes'  Case,  13  Op.,  19,  related 
to  the  authority  of  the  executive  officers  to  submit  the  claim  of  Gibbes  to  the 
second  commission  after  it  had  been  passed  on  by  the  first,  without  any  new 
treaty  between  the  Governments  to  that  effect,  not  to  the  power  to  make  such  a 
treaty, 

(3)  The  first  section  of  the  act  of  1878  authorizes  and  requires  the  Secretary  of 
State  to  receive  the  moneys  paid  by  Mexico  under  the  convention  and  to  distribute 
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them  among  the  several  claimants,  but  it  manifests  no  disposition  on  the  part  of 
Congress  to  encroach  on  the  power  of  the  President  and  Senate  to  conclude  another 
treaty  with  Mexico  in  respect  to  any  or  even  all  the  claims  allowed  by  the  com- 
mission if  in  their  opinion  the  honor  of  the  United  States  should  demand  it.  At 
most  it  only  provides  for  receiving  and  distributing  the  sums  paid  without  a  pro- 
test or  reservation,  such  as,  in  the  opinion  of  the  President,  is  entitled  to  further 
consideration.  It  does  not  undertake  to  set  any  new  limits  on  the  powers  of  the 
Executive. 

The  fifth  section,  as  we  construe  it,  is  nothing  more  than  an  expression  by  Con- 
gress in  a  formal  way  of  its  desire  that  the  President  will,  before  he  makes  any 
payment  on  the  Weil  or  La  Abra  claims,  investigate  the  charges  of  fraud  presented 
by  Mexico,  "and  if  he  shall  be  of  the  opinion  that  the  honor  of  the  United  States, 
the  principles  of  public  law,  or  considerations  of  justice  and  equity  require  that 
the  awards,  *  *  •■"  or  either  of  them,  should  be  opened  and  the  cases  retried," 
that  he  will  "  withhold  payment  •'  '•■'  ■*  until  the  case  or  cases  shall  be  retried 
and  decided  in  such  manner  as  the  Governments  of  the  United  States  and  Mexico 
may  agree,  or  until  Congress  shall  otherwise  direct."  From  the  beginning  to  the 
end  it  is,  in  form  even,  only  a  request  from  Congress  to  the  Executive.  This  is  far 
from  making  the  President  for  the  time  being  a  quasi  judicial  tribunal  to  hear 
Mexico  and  the  implicated  claimants  and  determine  once  for  all  as  between  them, 
whether  the  charges  which  Mexico  makes  have  been  judicially  ei?tablished. 

In  our  opinion,  it  would  have  been  ]ust  as  competent-,  for  President  Hayes  to  have 
instituted  the  same  inquiry  without  this  request  as  with  it,  and  his  action  with  the 
statute  in  force  is  no  more  binding  on  his  successor  than  it  would  have  been  with- 
out. But  his  action  as  reported  by  him  to  Congress  is  not  at  all  inconsistent  with 
what  has  since  been  done  by  President  Arthur.  He  was  of  opinion  that  the  dis- 
puted "cases  should  be  further  investigated  by  the  United  States  to  ascertain 
whether  this  Government  has  been  made  Bhe  means  of  enforcing  against  a  friendly 
power  claims  of  our  citizens  based  upon  or  exaggerated  by  fraud,"  and  by  impli- 
cation, at  least,  he  asked  Congress  to  provide  him  the  means  of  "instituting  and 
furnishing  methods  of  investigation  which  can  coerce  the  production  of  evidence 
or  cona.pel  the  examination  of  parties  or  witnesses."  He  did  report  officially  that 
he  had  "grave  doubt  as  to  the  substantial  integrity  of  the  Weil  claim,"  and  the 
' '  sincerity  of  the  evidence  as  to  the  measure  of  damages  insisted  upon  and  accorded 
in  the  case  of  the  La  Abra    *    *    *    Company." 

The  report  of  Mr.  Evarts  can  not  be  read  without  leaving  the  conviction  that  if 
the  means  had  been  afforded  the  inquiries  which  Congress  asked  for  would  have 
been  further  prosecuted.  The  concluding  paragraph  of  the  report  is  nothing  more 
than  a  notification  by  the  President  that  unless  the  means  are  provided  he  will  con- 
sider that  the  wishes  of  Congress  have  been  met,  and  that  he  will  act  on  such  evi- 
dence as  he  has  been  able  to  obtain  without  the  help  he  wants.  From  the  statements 
in  the  answer  of  Secretary  Frelinghuysen  in  the  Key  Case  it  appears  that  further 
evidence  has  been  found,  and  that  President  Arthur,  upon  this  and  what  was  before 
President  Hayes,  has  become  satisfied  that  the  contested  decisions  should  be  opened 
and  the  cases  retried.  Consequently  the  President,  believing  that  the  honor  of  the 
United  States  demands  it,  has  negotiated  a  new  treaty  providing  for  such  a  reex- 
amination of  the  claims  and  submitted  it  to  the  Senate  for  ratification.  Under 
these  circumstances  it  is.  in  our  opinion,  clearly  within  the  discretion  of  the  Presi- 
dent to  withhold  all  further  payments  to  the  relators  until  the  diplomatic  negoti- 
ations between  the  two  Governments  on  the  subject  are  finally  concluded.  That 
discretion  of  the  Executive  Department  of  the  Government  can  not  be  controlled  by 
the  judiciary. 

The  United  States,  when  they  assumed  the  responsibility  of  presenting  the  claims 
of  their  citizens  to  Mexico  for  payment,  entered  into  no  contract  obligations  with 
the  claimants  to  assume  their  frauds  and  to  collect  on  their  account  all  that  by  their 
imposition  of  false  testimony,  might  be  given  in  the  awards  of  the  commission. 
As  between  the  United  States  and  the  cl  aimants  the  honesty  of  the  claims  is  always 
open  to  inquiry  for  the  purposes  of  fair  dealing  with  the  government  against  which, 
through  the  United  States,  a  claim  has  been  made. 

Of  course,  in  what  we  have  said  we  express  no  opinion  on  the  merits  of  the  con- 
troversy between  Mexico  and  the  relators.  Of  that  we  know  nothing.  All  we 
decide  is  that  it  was  within  the  discretion  of  the  President  to  negotiate  again  with 
Mexico  in  respect  to  the  claims,  and  that  as  long  as  the  two  Governments  are  treat- 
ing on  the  questions  involved  he  may  properly  withhold  from  the  relators  their 
distributive  shares  of  the  moneys  now  in  the  hands  of  the  Secretary  of  State. 

The  judgment  in  the  case  of  La  Abra  Company  is  afSrmed  with  costs,  and  that 
in  the  case  of  Key  is  reversed  with  costs,  and  the  cases  remanded  with  instructions 
to  dismiss  the  petition  of  Key. 
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[Senate  Ex.  Doc.  No.  UO,  Forty-ninth  Congress,  first  session.] 

[Message  from  the  President  of  the  United  States  transmitting  a  report  from  the  Secretary  of 
State  touching  the  claims  of  Benjamin  Weil  and  La  Abra  Silver  Mming  Company  against  the 
Government  of  Mexico.] 

To  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives: 

I  herewith  transmit  a  report  from  the  Secretary  of  State,  dated  the  6th  instant, 
touching  the  claims  of  Benjamin  Weil  and  La  Abra  Silver  IMining  Company  against 
the  Government  of  Mexico. 

Geovee  Cleveland. 
Executive  IVEansion, 

Washington,  May  11, 1SS6. 

To  the  President: 

It  is  my  duty  to  draw  your  attention  to  the  present  status  of  the  negotiations 
between  the  Governments  of  JMexico  and  the  United  States  in  relation  to  the 
I'eopening  and  retrying  of  the  claims  of  Benjamin  Weil  and  La  Abra  Silver  Min- 
ing Company  against  Mexico. 

On  the  4th  of  July,  1868,  a  treaty  between  the  United  States  and  Mexico,  pro- 
viding for  the  adjustment  of  the  claims  of  either  country  against  the  other,  was 
concluded,  and  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate  was  proclaimed 
by  the  President  February  1,  1869. 

By  Article  I  of  this  treaty  it  was  provided  as  follows: 

"All  claims  on  the  part  of  corporations,  companies,  or  private  individuals,  citi- 
zens of  the  United  States,  upon  the  Government  of  the  Mexican  Republic  arising 
from  injuries  to  their  persons  or  property  by  authorities  of  the  Mexican  Republic, 
and  all  claims  on  the  part  of  corporations,  companies,  or  private  individuals,  citi- 
zens of  the  Mexican  Republic  upon  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  arising 
from  injuries  to  their  persons  or  property  by  authorities  of  the  United  States,  which 
may  have  been  presented  to  either  government  for  its  interposition  with  the  other 
since  the  signature  of  the  treaty  of  Guadalupe  Hidalgo  between  the  United  States 
and  the  Mexican  Republic  of  the  3d  of  February,  1848,  and  which  yet  remain 
unsettled,  as  well  as  any  other  such  claims  which  may  be  presented  within  the 
time  hereinafter  specified,  shall  be  referred  to  two  commissioners,  one  to  be 
appointed  by  the  President  of  the  United  States,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  con- 
sent of  the  Senate,  and  one  by  the  President  of  the  Mexican  Republic.  In  case  of 
the  death,  absence,  or  incapacity  of  either  commissioner,  or  in  the  event  of  either 
commissioner  omitting  or  ceasing  to  act  as  such,  the  President  of  the  United  States 
or  the  President  of  the  Mexican  Republic,  respectively,  shall  forthwith  name 
another  person  to  act  as  commissioner  in  the  place  or  stead  of  the  commissioner 
originally  named. 

'•The  commissioners  so  named  shall  meet  at  Washington  vrithin  six  months 
after  the  exchange  of  the  ratifications  of  this  convention,  and  shall,  before  pro- 
ceeding to  business,  make  and  subscribe  a  solemn  declaration  that  they  will  impar- 
tially and  carefully  examine  and  decide,  to  the  best  of  their  judgment,  and 
according  to  public  law,  justice,  and  equity,  without  fear,  favor,  or  affection  to 
their  own  country,  upon  all  such  claims  above  specified  as  shall  be  laid  before 
them  on  the  part  of  the  Governments  of  the  United  States  and  of  the  Mexican 
Republic,  respectively;  and  such  declaration  shall  be  entered  on  the  record  of  their 
proceedings. 

"The  commissioners  shall  then  name  some  third  person  to  act  as  an  umpire  in 
any  case  or  cases  on  which  they  may  themselves  differ  in  opinion.  If  they  should 
not  be  able  to  agree  upon  the  name  of  such  third  person,  they  shall  each  name  a 
person,  and  in  each  and  every  case  in  which  the  commissioners  may  differ  in  opin- 
ion as  to  the  decision  which  they  ought  to  give,  it  shall  be  determined  by  lot  which 
of  the  two  persons  so  named  shall  be  umpire  in  that  particular  case.  The  person 
or  persons  so  to  be  chosen  to  be  umpire  shall,  before  proceeding  to  act  as  such  in 
any  case,  make  and  subscribe  a  solemn  declaration  in  a  form  similar  to  that  which 
shall  already  have  been  made  and  subscribed  by  the  commissioners,  which  shall 
be  entered  on  the  record  of  their  proceedings.  In  the  event  of  the  death,  absence, 
or  incapacity  of  such  person  or  persons,  or  of  his  or  their  omitting,  or  declining,  or 
ceasing  to  act  as  such  umpire,  another  and  different  person  shall  be  named,  as  - 
aforesaid,  to  act  as  such  umpire,  in  the  place  of  the  person  so  originally  named, 
as  aforesaid,  and  shall  make  and  subscribe  such  declaration,  as  aforesaid." 

By  other  articles  of  the  treaty  the  appointment  of  commissioners  and  of  an 
umpire  was  provided  for,  and  the  decisions  of  such  commissioners  conjointly,  or 
of  the  umpire,  were  made  absolutely  final  and  conclusive. 
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Article  II  was  as  follows: 

"The  commissioners  shall  then  conjointly  proceed  to  the  investigation  and 
decision  of  the  claims  which  shall  be  presented  to  their  notice,  in  such  order  and 
in  such  manner  as  they  may  conjointly  think  proper,  but  upon  such  evidence  or 
information  only  as  shall  be  furnished  by  or  on  behalf  of  their  respective  Govern- 
ments. They  shall  be  bound  to  receive  and  peruse  all  written  documents  or 
statements  which  may  be  presented  to  them  by  or  on  behalf  of  their  respective 
Governments  in  support  of  or  in  answer  to  any  claim,  and  to  hear,  if  required,  one 
person  on  each  side  on  behalf  of  each  Government  on  each  and  every  separate 
claim.  Should  they  fail  to  agree  in  opinion  upon  any  individual  claim,  they  shall 
call  to  their  assistance  the  umpire  whom  they  have  agreed  to  name,  or  who  may 
be  determined  by  lot,  as  the  case  may  be;  and  such  umpire,  after  having  examined 
the  evidence  adduced  for  and  against  the  claim,  and  after  having  heard,  if  required, 
one  person  on  each  side,  as  aforesaid,  and  consulted  with  the  commissioners,  shall 
decide  thereupon  finally  and  without  appeal.  The  decision  of  the  commissioners 
and  of  the  umpire  shall  be  given  upon  each  claim  in  writing,  shall  designate 
whether  any  sum  which  may  be  allowed  shall  be  payable  in  gold  or  in  the  cur- 
rency of  the  United  States,  and  shall  be  signed  by  them,  respectively.  It  shall  be 
competent  for  each  Government  to  name  one  person  to  attend  the  commissioners 
as  agent  on  its  behalf,  to  present  and  support  claims  on  its  behalf,  and  to  answer 
claims  made  upon  it,  and  to  represent  it  generally  in  all  matters  connected  wilh 
the  investigation  and  decision  thereof. 

"  The  President  of  the  United  States  of  America  and  the  President  of  the  Mexi- 
can Republic  hereby  solemnly  and  sincerely  engage  to  consider  the  decision  of 
the  commissioners  conjointly  or  of  the  umpire,  as  the  case  may  be,  as  absolutely 
final  and  conclusive  upon  each  claim  decided  ujjon  by  them  or  him,  respectively, 
and  to  give  full  effect  to  such  decisions  without  any  objection,  evasion,  or  delay 
whatsoever. 

"  It  is  agreed  that  no  claim  arising  out  of  a  transaction  of  a  date  prior  to  the  2d 
of  February,  1848,  shall  be  admissible  under  this  convention." 

Article  V  further  provided: 

"  The  high  contracting  parties  agree  to  consider  the  result  of  the  proceedings  of 
this  commission  as  a  full,  perfect,  and  final  settlement  of  every  claim  upon  either 
Government  arismg  out  of  any  transaction  of  a  date  prior  to  the  exchange  of  the 
ratifications  of  the  present  convention;  and  further  engage  that  every  such  claim, 
whether  or  not  the  same  may  have  been  presented  to  the  notice  of,  made,  pre- 
ferred, or  laid  before  the  said  commission,  shall,  from  and  after  the  conclusion  of 
the  proceedings  of  the  said  commission,  be  considered  and  treated  as  finally  set- 
tled, barred,  and  thenceforth  inadmissilile." 

The  claims  of  Weil  and  La  Abra  Company  were  duly  presented  and  awards 
made  in  favor  of  each. 

On  the  18th  of  June,  1878,  Congress  passed  an  act  (Statutes  at  Large,  vol.  20,  p. 
144),  section  1  of  which  provided  as  fojlows: 

"AN  ACT  to  provide  for  the  distribiition  of  the  awards  made  under  the  convention  between 
the  United  States  of  America  and  the.Iiepublie  of  Mexico,  concluded  on  the  fourth  day  of  July, 
eighteen  hundred  and  sixty-eight. 

"Beit  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the,  Uii  ited  States 
of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the  Secretary  of  State  be,  and  he  is  hereby, 
authorized  and  required  to  receive  any  and  all  moneys  which  may  be  paid  by  the 
Mexican  Republic  under  and  in  pursuance  of  the  conventions  between  the  United 
States  and  the  Mexican  Republic  for  the  adjustment  of  claims,  concluded  July 
fourth,  eighteen  hundred  and  sixty-eight,  and  April  twenty-niue,  eighteen  hun- 
dred and  seventy-six,  and  whenever,  and  as  often  as,  any  installments  shall  have 
been  paid  by  the  Mexican  Republic  on  account  of  said  awards,  to  distribute  the 
moneys  so  received  in  ratable  proportions  among  the  corporations,  companies,  or 
private  individuals,  respectively,  in  whose  favor  awards  have  been  made  by  said 
commissioners,  or  by  the  umpires,  or  to  their  legal  representatives  or  assigns, 
except  as  in  this  act  otherwise  limited  or  provided,  according  to  the  proportion 
which  their  respective  awards  shall  bear  to  the  whole  amount  of  such  moneys 
then  held  by  him,  and  to  pay  the  same,  without  other  chai-ge  or  deduction'than 
is  hereinafter  provided,  to  the  parties  respectively  entitled  thereto.  And  in  mak- 
ing such  distribution  and  payment  due  regard  shall  be  had  to  the  value  at  the 
time  of  such  distribution  of  the  respective  currencies  in  which  the  said  awards 
are  made  payable;  and  the  proportionate  amount  of  any  award  of  which  by  its 
terms  the  United  States  is  entitled  to  retain  a  part  shall  be  deducted  from  the 
payment  to  be  made  on  such  award,  and  shall  he  paid  into  the  Treasury  of  the 
United  States  as  a  part  of  the  unappropriated  money  in  the  Treasury." 
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And  by  section  5  it  was  also  provided: 

"Sec.  5.  And  whereas  the  Government  of  Mexico  has  called  the  attention  of  the 
Government  of  the  United  States  to  the  claims  hereinafter  named  with  a  view  to 
a  rehearing,  therefore  be  it  enacted  that  the  President  of  the  United  States  be,  and 
he  is  hereby,  requested  to  investigate  any  charges  of  fraud  presented  by  the  Mexi- 
can Government  as  to  the  cases  hereinafter  named,  and  if  he  shall  be  of  the  opin- 
ion that  the  honor  of  the  United  States,  the  principles  of  public  law,  or  considera- 
tions of  justice  and  equity  require  that  the  awards  in  the  cases  of  Benjamin  Weil 
and  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company,  or  either  of  them,  should  be  opened  and  the 
cases  retried,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  him  to  withhold  payment  of  said  awards,  or 
either  of  them,  until  such  case  or  cases  shall  be  retried  and  decided  in  such  man- 
ner as  the  Governments  of  the  United  States  and  Mexico  may  agree,  or  until  Con- 
gress shall  otherwise  direct.  And  in  cases  of  such  retrial  and  decision,  any  moneys 
paid  or  to  be  paid  by  the  Republic  of  Mexico  in  respect  of  said  awards,  respectively, 
shall  be  held  to  abide  the  event,  and  shall  be  disposed  of  accordingly;  and  the  said 
present  awards  shall  be  set  aside,  modified,  or  affirmed  as  may  be  determined  on 
such  retrial:  Provided,  That  nothing  herein  shall  be  construed  as  an  expression  of 
any  opinion  of  Congress  in  respect  to  the  character  of  said  claims,  or  either  of 
them. 

"Approved,  June  18,  1878." 

Under  authority  of  the  last-recited  section  the  then  President  (Mr.  Hayes) 
caused  an  investigation  to  be  made  of  the  charges  of  fraud  presented  by  the  Mex- 
ican Government  against  these  two  claims,  and  an  elaborate  report  was  made 
April  15,  1880,  by  Mr.  Evarts,  the  then  Secretary  of  State,  which  was  communi- 
cated to  the  Senate,  and  which  stated  that  grave  doubts  of  the  substantial  integ- 
rity of  those  claims  existed,  and  that  the  honor  of  the  United  States  required  the 
two  cases  should  be  further  investigated  by  the  United  States. 

The  action  of  the  President  was  communicated  to  Congress  on  the  15th  of  April, 
1880,  and  up  to  this  time  ten  installments  of  the  amounts  severally  awarded  have 
been  paid  by  Mexico  to  the  United  States,  five  of  which  have  been  distributed  to 
the  claimants,  the  last  distributory  payment  having  been  made  in  the  case  of  La 
Abra  Company,  November,  25,  1881,  and  in  the  case  of  Weil,  March  8,  1881. 

On  April  27,  1880,  a  bill  (S.  1682)  was  introduced  in  the  Senate  directing  the 
United  States  Court  of  Claims  to  investigate  the  claims  of  Benjamin  Weil  and  La 
Abra  Silver  Mining  Company,  and  was  referred  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

Upon  this  bill  an  adverse  report.  No.  173,  Forty-sixth  Congress,  second  session, 
was  made  by  the  Judiciary  Committee,  on  June  10, 1880,  recommending  its  indefi- 
nite postponement,  which  was  duly  ordered  by  the  Senate.  (Senate  Journal,  June 
10,  1S80,  p.  703.) 

The  substance  of  this  report  is  that  the  result  of  an  arbitration  authorized  by  an 
international  convention  should  not  be  defeated  or  controlled  by  the  separate 
action  of  one  of  the  two  Governments,  but  that  the  proper  remedy  was  in  a  new 
convention  in  which  provision  should  be  made  for  doing  justice  to  all  claimants. 

On  July  13, 1882,  a  new  treaty  was  concluded  between  the  Secretary  of  State, 
Mr.  Frelinghuysen,  and  the  Mexican  envoy,  Mr.  Romero,  and  submitted  to  the 
United  States  Senate,  which  provided  for  a  rehearing  on  each  of  the  cases  referred 
to,  to  control  all  installments  not  paid  by  Mexico  before  January  31, 1883,  and  the 
balance  of  said  claims  remaining  undisturbed  at  that  time. 

This  treaty,  which  had  been  pending  in  the  Senate  ever  since  July  20,  1882,  was 
on  the  21st  of  April,  1886,  rejected  by  the  Senate,  as  appears  by  their  communi- 
cation. 

It  seems  proper  here  to  observe  that  by  the  voluntary  negotiation  of  this  second 
treaty  Mexico  submitted  the  question  (whether  these  claims  should  be  readjudged 
or  no)  to  the  treaty-making  power  of  the  United  States,  of  which  it  was  well  known 
that  two-thirds  of  the  Senate  was  an  essential  part,  and  that  the  relief  sought  from 
the  effects  of  the  former  treaty  could  only  be  secured  by  obtaining  such  a  consti- 
tutional majority  in  its  favor. 

Suits  had  been  instituted  in  the  supreme  court  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  by  indi- 
viduals interested  in  the  claims  in  question,  to  obtain  writs  of  mandamus  requiring 
the  Secretary  of  State  to  pay  to  the  several  relators  their  proportions  of  the  install- 
ments of  1883. 

These  cases  came  up  on  appeal  before  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States, 
and  at  October  term,  1883,  the  history  of  both  of  these  claims  was  fully  recited  by 
the  court  in  delivering  their  opinion;  at  the  close  of  which  the  following  language 
was  employed  by  the  Chief  Justice: 

"  Under  these  circumstances  it  is.  in  our  opinion,  clearly  within  the  discretion 
of  the  President  to  withhold  all  further  payments  to  the  relators  until  the  diplo- 
matic negotiations  between  the  two  Governments  on  the  subject  are  finally  con- 
cluded. 

*  *  *  *  «  *  * 
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"  All  we  decide  is  that  it  was  within  the  discretion  of  the  President  to  negotiate 
again  with  Mexico  in  resDect  to  the  claims,  and  that  as  long  as  the  two  Govern- 
ments are  treating  on  the"questions  involved  he  may  properly  withhold  trom  the 
relators  their  distributive  shares  of  the  moneys  now  in  the  hands  ot  the  becretary 
of  State."  ^.  ^.       ,    ,  ,, 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  power  to  institute  new  negotiations  between  the 
two  countries  rests  in  the  discretion  of  the  Executive;  yet  that  discretion  must  be 
instructed  by  the  history  of  the  proceedings  to  which  I  have  alluded:  and  in  the 
light  of  the  investigation  and  report  made  by  your  predecessors  in  office,  and  the 
ample  knowledge  of  the  facts  long  since  and  fully  laid  before  both  Houses  ot  Con- 
gress, and  especially  the  Senate,  whose  action  upon  a  proposed  law,  and  subse- 
quently upon  a  treaty,  I  have  herein  fully  related,  I  am  not  informed  that  you 
would  consider  it  would  be  proper  or  expedient  under  the  circumstances  again  to 
submit  through  the  forms  of  a  treaty  further  propositions  for  a  rehearing  m  the 
two  cases,  in  view  of  the  late  action  of  the  Senate  of  the  United  States,  whose  ad- 
verse judgment  with  full  information  of  the  facts  has  been  constitutionally  de- 
clared. 

Nothing  more  is  known  or  remains  to  be  communicated  to  Congress  than  has 
already  been  laid  before  it  in  connection  with  these  two  claims.  Since  the  nego- 
tiation of  the  treaty  of  1883  no  new  facts  have  been  adduced  on  either  side. 

I  therefore  respectfully  suggest  that  you  notify  Congress  of  the  condition  of  the 
law  and  facts.  The  United  States  have  advocated,  and  themselves  adopted,  in 
cases  of  the  gravest  importance,  the  principle  of  voluntary  and  amicable  arbitra- 
tion for  the  settlement  of  questions  and  claims  of  an  international  character,  and 
it  is  obvious  that  this  dignified  and  desirable  mode  of  adjustment  can  best  be  main- 
tained by  its  production  of  results  satisfactory  to  the  honorable  sense  of  justice 
and  equity  of  both  of  the  high  conti-acting  parties. 

It  is  within  the  province  of  the  legislative  branch  of  the  Government  now  to 
review  the  history  ot  the  proceedings — legislative,  executive,  and  judicial — con- 
nected with  the  two  claims. 

The  act  of  Congress  of  June  18, 1878,  contains  a  request  that  the  President  should 
investigate  any  charges  of  fraud  presented  by  the  Mexican  Government  against 
the  claims  in  question,  and  that  if  he  should  be  of  the  opinion  that  the  honor  of 
the  United  States,  the  principles  of  public  law,  or  considerations  of  justice  and 
equity  should  require  that  these  awards,  or  either  of  them,  should  be  reopened  and 
the  cases  retried,  it  should  be  lawful  for  him  to  withhold  payment  of  said  awards, 
or  either  of  them,  until  such  case  or  cases  should  be  retried  and  decided  in  such  man- 
ner as  the  Governments  of  the  United  States  and  Mexico  may  agree.  The  retrial 
of  these  cases  was.  therefore,  to  be  subject  to  such  international  arrangement  as 
might  be  agreed  upon  between  the  Governments  of  the  United  States  and  Mexico. 
On  April  16,  1880,  in  response  to  a  resolution  of  the  Senate,  the  President  (Mr. 
Hayes)  communicated  to  the  Senate  the  result  of  the  investigation  made  by  the 
Executive  under  the  direction  or  request  of  the  act  of  June  18,  1878,  as  appears 
by  Executive  Document  No.  150,  Forty-sixth  Congress,  second  session. 

This  last-mentioned  act  of  Congress  contained  the  further  provision— stated  not 
additionally,  but  in  the  alternative  to  those  above  recited — "  or  until  Congress  shall 
otherwise  direct." 

To  relieve  the  action  of  our  Government  from  any  ambiguity  of  legislative  ex- 
pression, or  the  Executive  from  any  uncertainty  as  to  his  line  of  duty  in  relation 
to  the  awards  in  favor  of  Benjamin  Weil  and  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company 
under  the  treaty  with  Mexico  promulgated  February,  1879,  I  suggest  that  the  at- 
tention of  Congress  should  be  earnestly  invoked  to  the  consideration  of  the  present 
status  of  these  claims  referred  to,  and  the  duty  of  the  Executive  under  an  existing 
treaty,  to  which  the  force  and  effect  of  paramount  law  ]s  given  by  the  Constitution 
in  the  event  of  the  adjournment  of  the  two  Houses  without  further  action  in  refer- 
ence thereto. 

BespectfuUy  submitted. 

T.  F.  Bayard. 


[Senate  Report  No.  712,  Forty-sixth  Congress,  second  session.] 

The  fifth  section  of  the  act  approved  June  18,  1878,  entitled  "An  act  to  provide 
for  the  distribution  of  the  awards  made  under  the  convention  between  the'United 
States  of  America  and  the  Republic  of  Mexico,  concluded  on  the  4th  of  July,  1868," 
Is  as  follows: 

"  Skc.  5.  And  whereas  the  Governmentof  Mexico  has  called  the  attention  of  the 
Government  of  the  United  States  to  the  claims  hereinafter  named  with  a  view  to 
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a  rehearing;  therefore,  be  it  enacted  that  the  President  of  the  United  States  be, 
and  he  is  hereby,  requested  to  investigate  any  charges  of  fraud  presented  by  the 
Mexican  Government  as  to  the  cases  hereinafter  named,  and  if  he  shall  be  of  the 
opinion  that  the  honor  of  the  United  States,  the  principles  of  public  law,  or  con- 
siderations of  justice  and  equity  require  that  the  awards  in  the  cases  of  Benjamin 
Weil  and  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company,  or  either  of  them,  should  be  opened 
and  the  cases  retried,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  him  to  withhold  payment  of  said 
awards,  or  either  of  them,  until  such  case  or  cases  shall  be  retried  and  decided  in 
such  manner  as  the  Governments  of  the  United  States  and  Mexico  may  agree,  or 
until  Congress  shall  otherwise  direct;  and,  in  cHse  of  such  retrial  and  decision, 
any  moneys  paid  or  to  bepaid  by  the  Republic  of  Mexico  in  respect  of  said  awards, 
respectively,  shall  beheld  to  abide  the  event,  and  shall  be  disposed  of  accordingly; 
and  the  said  present  awards  shall  be  set  aside,  modified,  or  affirmed,  as  may  be 
determined  on  such  retrial:  Provkk'il,  That  nothing  herein  shall  be  construed  as 
an  expression  of  any  opinion  of  Congress  in  respect  to  the  character  of  said  claims, 
or  either  of  them. " 

In  adding  this  section  to  the  act  providing  for  the  distribution  of  the  awards,  it 
was  not  the  purpose  of  Congress  to  pass  upon  the  character  of  the  claims  referred 
to  in  it,  as  the  proviso  attached  to  said  section  expressly  declares.  By  authorizing 
installments  payable  to  these  claimants  under  the  treaty  to  be  withheld  in  the 
discretion  of  the  President,  if,  upon  investigation  of  the  charges  of  fraud  pre- 
sented by  the  Mexican  Government  against  such  claims,  "  he  should  be  of  opinion 
that  the  honor  of  the  United  States,  the  principles  of  public  law,  or  considerations 
of  justice  and  equity,  required  that  the  awards  in  these  cases,  or  either  of  them, 
should  be  opened  and  the  cases  retried,"  it  was  intended,  so  far  as  legislative 
authority  might  be  rey^uisite,  to  release  the  Executive  Department  from  the  abso- 
lute obligations  of  the  award,  and  to  authorize  such  examination  by  the  Executive 
Department  into  the  complaints  of  the  Mexican  Government  as  would  enable  the 
President  to  pass  upon  the  questions  raised  by  them;  and  if  "  the  honor  of  the 
United  States,  the  principles  of  public  law,  or  considerations  of  justice  and 
equity,"  required  a  retrial  of  these  cases,  or  either  of  them,  then  and  in  that  case 
to  initiate  with  the  Mexican  Government  such  convention  or  stipulations  as  would 
provide  for  the  retrial  under  such  regulations  as  would  secure  the  ends  of  justice 
and  vindicate  the  honor  of  the  United  States. 

It  appears  from  the  message  of  the  President  of  the  United  States  of  April  15, 
1880,  transmitting  a  report  of  the  Secretary  of  State,  to  whom  the  matter  embraced 
in  the  section  above  quoted  was  referred,  that  no  definite  conclusions  had  been 
arrived  at  by  the  Executive  Department  upon  the  questions  involved  in  said  sec- 
tion.    The  report  is  as  follows: 

Department  of  State, 

Wasli.ington,  April  13,  18S0. 
To  the  President: 

The  Secretary  of  State,  to  whom  was  referred  the  following  resolution  of  the 
Senate  of  the  37th  of  February,  1880— 

'■  Resolved,  That  the  President  be  requested,  if  in  his  opinion  not  inconsistent 
with  the  public  service,  to  inform  the  Senate  what  action,  if  any,  has  been  taken 
by  him  under  authority  of  section  5  of  the  act  approved  June  18,  1878,  entitled 
'An  act  to  pr(Jvide  for  the  distribution  of  the  awards  made  under  the  convention 
between  the  United  States  of  America  and  the  Republic  of  Mexico,  concluded  on 
the  4th  day  of  July,  1868,'  and  of  the  grounds  of  such  action,  and  what  further 
action,  if  any,  the  honor  of  the  United  States  may,  in  his  opinion,  require  to  be 
taken  in  the  premises  " — has  the  honor  to  report. 

The  act  passed  by  Congress  "  to  provide  for  the  distribution  of  the  awards  made 
under  the  convention  between  the  United  States  of  America  and  the  Republic  of 
Mexico,  concluded  on  the  4th  day  of  July,  18CW,"  contained  the  following  section: 

"  Sec.  5.  And  whei'eas  the  Government  of  Mexico  has  called  the  attention  of  the 
Government  of  the  United  States  to  the  claims  hereinafter  named  with  a  view  to 
a  rehearing;  therefore,  he  it  enacted  that  the  President  of  the  United  States  be, 
and  he  is  hereby,  requested  to  investigate  any  charges  of  fraud  presented  by  the 
Mexican  Government  as  to  the  cases  hereinafter  named,  and  if  he  shall  be  of  the 
opinion  that  the  honor  of  the  United  States,  the  principles  of  public  law,  or  con- 
siderations of  justice  and  equity  require  that  the  awards  in  the  cases  of  Benjamin 
Weil  and  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company,  or  either  of  them,  should  be  opened 
and  the  cases  retried,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  him  to  withhold  payment  of  said 
awards,  or  either  of  them,  until  such  case  or  cases  shall  be  retried  and  decided  in 
such  manner  as  the  Governments  of  the  United  States  and  Mexico  may  agree,  or 
until  Congress  shall  otherwise  direct:  and  in  case  of  such  retrial  and  deidsion, 
any  moneys  paid  or  to  be  paid  by  the  Republic  of  Mexico  in  respect  of  said  awards. 
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respectively,  shall  be  held  to  abide  the  event,  and  shall  be  disposed  of  accordingly! 
and  the  said  present  awards  shall  be  set  aside,  modified,  or  aiBrmed,  as  may  be 
determined  on  such  retrial:  Provided,  That  nothing  herein  shall  be  construed  as 
an  expression  of  any  opinion  of  Congress  in  respect  to  the  character  of  said  claims, 
or  either  of  them." 

It  having  been  referred  by  you  to  the  Department  of  State  to  institute  the  inves.-. 
tigation  required  by  this  action,  I  gave  the  subject  the  most  careful  examination. 
I  reviewed  the  proceedings  of  the  commission,  including  the  testimony  originally 
submitted,  the  arguments  made  by  the  counsel  both  for  the  Republic  of  Mexico 
and  the  United  States,  the  opinions  of  the  members  of  the  commission,  and  the 
final  decision  of  the  umpire.  I  considered  the  representations  of  the  Mexican 
Government,  as  set  forth  in  its  diplomatic  communications  to  this  Department, 
and  subjected  to  patient  scrutiny  the  supplemental  evidence  by  which  those  rep- 
resentations had  been  supported.  In  addition  to  this,  I  heard  counsel  both  for  the 
Mexican  Government  and  the  parties  interested  in  these  awards. 

The  most  impressive  complaint  of  the  Mexican  Government  in  the  La  Abra  case 
bore  upon  the  award  of  damages  as  fraudulently  exaggerated. 

In  the  Weil  case  the  Government  of  Mexico  asserts  that  no  such  case  had  ever 
had  any  real  existence;  that  there  never  was  any  such  property  as  is  alleged  to  have 
been  seized;  that  the  parties  claimant  never  owned,  directly  or  as  agents,  any  such 
property;  that  the  seizure  of  the  property  is  in  all  its  details  a  pure  fiction,  and 
that  the  evidence  by  which  the  whole  claim  is  established  is  spurious  and  corrupt. 

Upon  these  complaints  and  the  examination  given  to  them  as  above  set  forth,  on 
the  8tb  of  August  last  I  reported  to  you  my  conclusions  as  to  the  proper  disposition 
of  the  matter  by  the  Executive  Government,  as  follows: 

"First.  I  am  of  opinion  that,  as  between  the  United  States  and  Mexico,  the  latter 
Government  has  no  right  to  complain  of  the  conduct  of  these  claims  before  the 
tribunal  of  commissioners  and  umpire  provided  by  the  convention,  or  of  the  judg- 
ments given  thereupon,  so  far  as  the  integrity  of  the  tribunal  is  concerned,  the 
regularity  of  the  proceedings,  the  full  opportunity  in  time  and  after  notice  to  meet 
the  case  of  the  respective  claimants,  and  the  free  and  deliberate  choice  exercised 
by  Mexico  as  to  the  methods,  the  measure,  and  the  means  of  the  defense  against  the 
same. 

"I  conclude,  therefore,  that  neither  the  principles  of  public  law  nor  considera- 
tions of  justice  or  equity  require  or  permit,  as  between  the  United  States  and 
Mexico,  that  the  awards  in  these  cases  should  be  opened  and  the  cases  retried 
before  a  new  international  tribunal,  or  under  any  new  convention  or  negotiation 
respecting  the  same  between  the  United  States  and  Mexico. 

"Second.  I  am,  however,  of  opinion  that  the  matters  brought  to  the  attention 
of  this  Government  on  the  part  of  Mexico  do  bring  into  grave  doubt  the  substantial 
integrity  of  the  claim  of  Benjamin  Weil  and  the  sincerity  of  the  evidence  as  the 
measure  of  damages  insisted  upon  and  accorded  in  the  case  of  the  La  Abra  Silver 
Mining  Company,  and  that  the  honor  of  the  United  States  does  require  that  these 
two  oases  should  be  further  investigated  by  the  United  States  to  ascertain  whether 
this  Government  has  been  made  the  means  of  enforcing  against  a  friendly  power 
claims  of  our  citizens  based  upon  or  exaggerated  by  fraud. 

"  If  such  further  investigation  should  remove  the  doubts  which  have  been  fairly 
raised  upon  the  representations  of  Mexico,  the  honor  of  the  United  States  will  have 
been  completely  maintained.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  claimants  shall  fail  in 
removing  these  doubts,  or  they  should  be  replaced  by  certain  condemnation,  the 
honor  of  the  United  States  will  be  vindicated  by  such  measures  as  may  then  be 
dictated. 

"Third.  The  Executive  Government  is  not  furnished  with  the  means  of  insti- 
tuting and  pursuing  methods  of  investigation  which  can  coerce  the  production  of 
evidence  or  compel  the  examination  of  parties  and  witnesses.  The  authority  for 
such  an  investigation  must  proceed  from  Congress.  I  would  advise,  therefore,  that 
the  proofs  and  the  conclusi  ons  you  shall  come  to  thereon ,  if  adverse  to  the  immediate 
payment  on  these  awards  of  the  installments  received  from  Mexico,  be  laid  before 
Congress  for  the  exercise  of  their  plenary  authority  in  the  matter. 

"Fourth.  It  may  be  that,  as  the  main  imputation  in  the  case  of  the  La  Abra 
Silver  Mining  Company  is  of  fraudulent  exaggeration  of  the  claim  in  its  measure 
of  damages,  it  may  consist  with  a  proper  reservation  of  further  investigation  in 
this  case  to  make  the  distribution  of  the  installments  in  hand. 

"I  have  this  subordinate  consideration  still  under  examination,  and  should  you 
entertain  this  distinction,  will  submit  my  further  conclusions  on  this  point  " 

These  conclusions  having  been  approved  by  you,  and  the  point  reserved  for 
further  consideration  in  the  La  Abra  case  having  been  again  referred  to  me  on  the 
3d  of  September  last  I  reported  to  you  my  conclusions  upon  the  same  as  follows- 

"The  parties  interested  in  the  case  of  the  La  Abra  Mining  Company  having 
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desired  from  yoTi  a  further  consideration  of  the  point  reserved  in  my  former  state- 
ment to  you  of  my  views  in  that  case,  and  the  matter  having  been  referred  to  me 
to  that  end,  I  respectfully  submit  my  conclusion  on  that  point. 

"1.  Dpon  a  renewed  examination  of  the  matter  as  laid  before  me  by  the  Mexican 
Government  I  am  confirmed  in  the  opinion  that  the  proper  limits  of  the  further 
consideration  which  the  honor  of  the  Government  should  prompt  it  to  give  to  this 
award  should  confine  the  investigation  to  the  question  of  a  fraudulent  exaggera- 
tion of  the  claim  by  the  parties  before  the  commission  to  which,  under  the  pro- 
vision of  the  convention,  it  was  presented  by  this  Government. 

"3.  Upon  a  careful  estimate  as  to  any  probable  or  just  reduction  of  the  claim 
from  further  investigation,  should  Congress  institute  it,  and  under  a  sense  of  the 
obligation  of  the  executive  government  to  avoid  any  present  deprivation  of  right 
which  does  not  seem  necessary  to  ultimate  results,  1  am  of  opinion  that  its  dis- 
tributive share  of  the  installments  thus  far  received  from  Mexico  may  properly  be 
paid  to  the  claimant,  reserving  the  question  as  to  later  installments. 

"If  this  conclusion  should  receive  your  approval,  the  payment  can  be  made  upon 
the  verification  at  the  Department  of  State  of  the  rightful  parties  to  receive  it." 

This  latter  conclusion  having  also  received  your  aijproval,  and  the  results  stated 
in  both  these  reports  having  been  communicated  both  to  the  Mexican  Government 
and  the  claimants,  the  payment  was  made  upon  the  La  Abra  award  of  the  dis- 
tributive share  of  the  installments  then  in  hand,  and  payment  was  withheld  of  the 
distributive  share  of  such  installments  upon  the  Weil  award. 

The  parties  interested  in  these  awards  have  from  time  to  time  preferred  requests 
for  a  renewed  consideration  by  the  Executive  of  the  questions  arising  for  his  deter- 
mination under  the  act  of  Congress  of  June  18, 1878,  and  have  particularly  insisted 
that,  in  deciding  against  opening  these  awards  diplomatically  and  reexamining 
them  by  a  new  international  commission,  the  whole  discretion  vested  in  the  Execu- 
tive as  a  part  of  the  treaty-making  power  and  under  the  special  provision  of  the 
act  of  Congress  was  exhausted,  and  that  the  payments  should  be  no  longer  sus- 
pended in  respect  to  these  cases,  or  either  of  them.  A  solicitous  attention  to  the 
rights  of  the  claimants  and  the  duty  of  the  Executive  in  the  premises  has  con- 
firmed me  in  the  opinion  that  Congress  should  determine  whether  the  "  honor  of 
the  United  States"  requires  any  further  investigation  in  these  cases,  or  either  of 
them,  and  provide  the  efficient  means  of  such  further  investigation,  if  thought 
necessary. 

In  the  conclusions  to  which  I  came,  and  which  I  had  the  honor  to  submit  to  your 
examination,  I  was  principally  governed  by  the  following  considerations: 

1.  In  the  complaints  of  the  Mexican  Government  there  is  not  the  slightest  im- 
peachment, express  or  implied,  of  the  character  or  composition  of  the  commission, 
of  its  methods  of  procedure,  or  of  the  entire  regularity  and  integrity  of  its  actual 
proceedings.  It  was  composed  of  able  and  eminent  men,  enjoying  the  full  con- 
fidence of  the  Governments  by  whom  they  were  respectively  appointed,  and  the 
umpire  selected,  Sir  Edward  Thornton,  was  preeminently  fitted  for  his  laborious 
and  responsible  duties  by  his  long  diplomatic  experience,  his  recognized  ability, 
his  high  character,  and  his  special  knowledge  of  the  two  countries  whose  citizens 
and  Governments  were  interested  in  the  arbitration. 

2.  Before  this  commission  the  Government  of  Mexico  had  full  opportunity  and 
ample  time  to  present  its  defense,  both  in  evidence  and  argument,  against  any 
claim  that  was  submitted.  In  the  La  Abra  case  a  large  amount  of  testimony  was 
taken  on  both  sides,  the  comparison  and  valuation  of  which  was  within  the  power 
of  the  commission,  and  the  opinion  of  the  umpire  shows  that  it  was  carefully 
considered. 

In  the  Weil  case,  it  is  true  that  the  Mexican  Government  submitted  no  testi- 
mony, and  the  case  was  decided  upon  the  evidence  offered  by  the  claimants.  But 
the  Mexican  commissioner  explicitly  declined  the  ofEer  of  further  time  to  produce 
such  testimony,  although  he  professed  that  his  Government  had  such  in  posses- 
sion, saying  upon  the  trial: 

"  There  is  in  the  present  case  the  still  more  serious  consideration  that  there  is 
sufficient  evidence  upon  which  to  judge  of  the  claim,  and  that  by  opening  the  door 
to  new  tastimony  it  would  only  serve  to  show  the  claimant  wherein  the  edifice 
which  he  had  erected  upon  his  imagination  was  weak,  and  by  enlightening  him 
how  to  crown  his  intrigue  by  new  efforts,  which,  although  they  would  not  change 
the  aspect  of  the  case,  might  lead  him  to  confirm  it." 

3.  The  treaty  under  the  provisions  of  which  the  commission  was  appointed  was 
explicit  m  recognition  of  the  finality  of  its  action.  By  Article  II  of  that  conven- 
tion the  two  Governments  bound  themselves  to  consider  the  decisions  of  the  com- 
missioners and  of  the  umpire  as  absolutely  final  and  conclusive,  and  to  give  full 
effect  to  such  decisions  without  any  objection,  evasion,  or  delay  whatsoever;  and 
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by  the  fifth  article  the  high  contracting  parties  agree  to  consider  the  result  of  the 
proceedings  of  the  commission  as  a  full,  perfect,  and  final  settlement  of  every 
claim  upon  either  Government  arising  from  the  transactions  prior  to  the  exchange 
of  ratifications  thereof. 

4.  Aside  from  this  special  provision  of  the  finality  of  the  decision  of  the  commis- 
sion, in  the  very  act  of  its  creation,  it  would  seem  impossible  to  review  and  retry 
any  individual  case  without  opening  the  door  to  other  reclamations  of  the  same  sort. 
In  addition  to  these  cases,  with  the  result  of  which  the  Mexican  Government  is 
dissatisfied,  there  are  many  others  which  failed  of  preparation  in  time,  which  were 
rejected  on  principles  not  always  ac(iuiesced  in  by  those  interested,  and  some  in 
which  the  claimants  deemed  the  awards  very  insufficient.  The  adherence  of  the 
Government  of  the  United  States  to  the  strict  letter  of  its  convention,  that  the 
decision  of  the  commissioners  should  be  absolutely  final  in  every  case  and  a  com- 
plete bar  to  any  claim  arising  from  transactions  prior  to  its  ratification,  has  hith- 
erto prevented  any  effort  on  the  part  of  this  Government  to  renew  such  discussion 
in  favor  of  its  citizens.  But  if  it  be  once  admitted  that  for  any  reason  short  of  an 
impeachment  of  the  integrity  of  the  commission  its  proceedings  can  be  reopened 
for  review  and  its  decisions  for  reversal,  there  will  not  be  wanting  numerous 
urgent  appeals  to  the  justice  and  sympathy  of  the  Government  to  extend  this 
measure  of  relief  to  many  who  think  that  their  claims  have  been  erroneously  esti- 
mated or  rejected. 

Lastly.  Title  principle  of  the  settlement  of  international  differences  by  arbitral 
commissions  is  of  such  deep  and  wide-reaching  interest  to  civilization,  and  the 
value  of  such  arbitration  depends  so  essentially  upon  the  certainty  and  finality  of 
its  decision,  that  no  government  should  lightly  weaken  its  influence  or  diminish 
its  consideration  by  making  its  action  the  subject  of  renewed  discussion.  It  is 
only  in  extreme  cases,  where  the  commission  is  itself  charged  with  corruption  or 
where  it  has  clearly  exceeded  its  powers  in  deciding  matters  not  submitted  to  its 
judgment,  that  prompt  and  cheerful  acquiescence  should  not  be  rendered  to  its 
action.  No  such  charge  Is  here  suggested.  It  may  be  true  that  in  this  or  that 
instance  more  adequate  justice  might  have  been  rendered.  The  methods  and 
processes  of  such  tribunals,  which  in  time  it  may  be  confidently  hoped  will  be 
improved  and  perfected,  are  not  yet  so  complete  as  to  eliminate  much  opportunity 
for  error.  But  the  results  of  such  an  arbitration,  covering,  as  this  did,  large, 
complicated,  and  numerous  transactions,  deciding  not  upon  oral  testimony  win- 
nowed by  cross-examination,  but  upon  the  contradiction  of  vague  affidavits,  can 
not  be  fairly  judged  by  the  apparent  errors  of  this  or  that  individual  case.  There 
is,  probably,  no  just  ground  for  saying  that  the  aggregate  of  the  awards  against 
Mexico  more  than  equaled  the  just  claims  of  our  citizens,  and  much  complaint  has 
been  made  that  such  aggregate  falls  quite  short  of  them.  But  the  awards  made 
by  this  commission  were  something  more  than  the  settlement  of  mere  private 
claims — it  was  the  adjustment  of  long-standing  national  differences.  And  if  in 
the  result  more  or  less  was  added  to  or  taken  from  particular  awards,  still  if,  on 
the  whole,  a  fair  and  just  balance  has  been  struck,  and  if,  considering  all  that  has 
been  given  and  all  that  has  been  refused,  the  examination  has  been  careful  and 
the  judgment  impartial,  it  is  the  interest  and  the  duty  of  the  Governments  to 
maintain  it. 

While  these  considerations  led  to  the  conclusion  that  these  cases  ought  not  to  be 
made  the  subject  of  a  new  international  commission,  I  was  yet  of  opinion  that 
"  the  honor  of  the  United  States  "  was  concerned  to  inquire  whether  in  these  cases 
submitted  by  this  Government  to  the  commission  its  confidence  had  been  seriously 
abused,  and  the  Government  of  Mexico,  acting  in  good  faith  in  accepting  a 
friendly  arbitration,  had  been  subjected  to  heavy  pecuniary  imposition  by  fraud 
and  perjury  in  the  maintenance  of  these  claims,  or  either  of  them,  before  the 
commission.  In  furtherance,  however,  of  this  opinion  it  seemed  to  me  apparent 
that  the  Executive  discretion  under  the  act  of  Congress  could  extend  no  further 
than  to  withhold  further  payments  on  the  awards  until  Congress  should  by  its 
plenary  authority,  decide  whether  such  an  investigation  should  be  made  and 
should  provide  an  adequate  procedure  for  its  conduct  and  prescribe  the  conse- 
quences which  should  follow  from  its  results. 

Unless  Congress  should  now  make  this  disposition  of  the  matter  and  furnish 
thereby  definite  instructions  to  the  Department  to  reserve  further  payments  upon 
these  awards  till  the  conclusion  of  such  investigation,  and  to  take  such  further 
order  with  the  same  thereafter  as  Congress  might  direct,  it  would  appear  to  be  the 
duty  of  the  Executive  to  accept  these  awards  as  no  longer  open  to  reconsideration 
and  proceed  in  the  payment  of  the  same  pro  rata  with  all  other  awards  under  the 
convention. 

Wm.  M.  Evaets. 
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It  will  be  seen  from  this  report,  with  respect  to  the  La  Abra  mining  claim,  the 
principal  ground  of  complaint  is  exaggeration  of  damages,  and  upon  that  question 
it  does  not  appear  that  any  fault  whatever  attaches  to  the  commission  before 
whom  it  was  examined,  nor  to  the  referee  by  whom  it  was  affirmed.  It  also 
appears  that  the  Department  of  State  so  far  passed  upon  the  question  of  excessive 
damages  as  to  determine  the  claimants  to  be  entitled  to  the  installments  already 
paid  in,  and  that  the  Executive  had  directed  the  amounts  to  which  the  claimants 
were  thus  entitled  to  be  paid  over;  and  while  the  remaining  installments  not  yet 
received  may  be  regarded  as  subject  to  retention  to  meet  the  question  of  a  reduc- 
tion of  damages,  it  virtually  determines  the  question  submitted  to  the  executive 
department  by  the  said  fifth  section,  so  far  as  that  claim  is  involved. 

In  regard  to  the  Weil  claim,  the  case  presents  one  of  greater  difficulty.  Ir- 
appears  from  the  report  of  the  Secretary  that  this  claim  is  charged  by  the  Mexi- 
can Government  to  be  a  complete  fabrication;  that  this  charge  was  made  before 
the  commissioners  at  the  time  it  was  undergoing  investigation.  The  representa- 
tive of  Me.xico  claimed  to  be  in  possession  of  evidence  then  to  establish  the  charge, 
but  declined  to  introduce  it,  preferring  to  rest  the  case  on  the  evidence  introduced 
by  the  claimant,  but  sought  afterwards  to  introduce  such  impeaching  testimony 
before  Sir  Edward  Thornton,  the  referee,  who  declined  to  receive  it,  holding,  and 
correctly,  that  no  new  evidence  could  be  introduced  on  the  hearing  before  him, 
and  that  upon  the  evidence  submitted  to  the  commissioners  he  could  not  do  other- 
wise than  to  affirm  the  claim. 

In  the  investigation  that  has  taken  place  in  the  State  Department,  under  the 
authority  of  the  fifth  section  above  quoted,  no  suggestion  appears  in  the  report  of 
the  Secretary  "that  the  honor  of  the  United  States,  the  principles  of  public  law, 
or  the  considerations  of  justice  and  equity  recjuire  that  this  case  should  be 
retried,"  but,  on  the  c-ontrary,  after  stating  considerations  of  public  policy  which 
would  seem  to  forbid  the  reopening  of  the  case,  the  questions  of  honor,  principles 
of  public  law,  and  considerations  of  justice  and  ejuity  are  referred  to  Congress  to 
decide.  This  would  involve  an  investigation  by  Congress  of  facts  of  an  inter- 
national character,  which,  in  the  opinion  of  the  committee,  properly  belongs  to 
the  executive  department,  and  which  it  was  the  intention  of  the  fifth  section  of 
the  act  of  June  18,  1878,  to  leave  with  the  department. 

The  bill  under  consideration  proposes  to  withdraw  these  two  claims  from  the 
dominion  of  international  jurisdiction  and  place  them  before  a  tribunal  organized 
and  existing  solely  by  virtue  of  the  laws  of  this  countiy,  and  in  this  way  it  would 
seem  designed  to  avoid  the  opening  up  of  other  questions  of  complaint  that  are 
known  to  exist  on  behalf  of  citizens  of  the  United  States  whose  claims,  for  various 
causes,  failed  to  receive  favorable  consideration  by  said  commission  under  the 
treaty  creating  the  commission. 

The  second  article  of  that  treaty  bound  the  two  Governments  absolutely  and 
conclusively  by  the  final  awards  of  the  commission  and  umpire  in  all  cases  com- 
ing within  its  provisions;  and  it  would  seem  right  that  if  it  is  to  be  set  aside  as 
to  any  of  the  claims  it  ought  to  be  by  a  new  convention,  in  which  provision  should 
be  made  for  doing  justice  to  all  claimants. 

The  reasoning  of  the  Secretary  of  State  against  the  propriety  of  such  a  course 
as  this  would  seem  to  be  unsatisfactory;  but  in  the  aspect  these  cases  are  pre- 
sented to  us  we  feel  constrained  to  report  back  said  bill  adversely  and  recommend 
its  indefinite  postponement. 


[See  Claims  against  Mexico,  Gen.  Index.] 
July  7,  1886. 

[Senate  Report  No.  U53.] 

Mr.  Sherman,  from  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  submitted 
the  following  report : 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  to  whom  was  referred  the  mes- 
sage from  the  President  of  the  United  States  transmitting  without 
remark  a  communication  from  the  Secretary  of  State  in  relation  to 
the  distribution  of  the  award  of  the  late  Mexican  Claims  Commission 
in  the  case  of  S.  A.  Belden  &  Co.  against  the  Republic  of  Mexico, 
which  message  bears  date  June  28,  1886,  having  considered  the  same, 
beg  leave  to  report  that  in  their  opinion  the  claimants,  S.  A.  Belden 
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&  Co. ,  have  already  received  their  full  and  just  proportion  of  the 
award  against  the  Republic  of  Mexico  thus  far  paid;  that  the  pro- 
portion of  said  award  paid  into  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States 
was  justly  due  to  the  United  States,  and  that  no  further  legislation 
in  the  premises  is  necessary. 


[Senate  Ex.  Doo.  No.  191,  Forty-ninth  Congress,  first  session.] 

[Message  from  the  President  ot  the  United  States,  transmitting  a  communication  from  the 
Secretary  of  State  relative  toan  award  of  the  late  Mexican  Claims  CommLssion.] 

To  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives: 

I  transmit  herewith  a  communication,  with  accompanying  paper,  from  the 
Secretary  of  State,  in  relation  to  the  distribution  of  the  award  of  the  late  Mexi- 
can Claims  Commission  in  the  case  of  S.  A.  Belden  &  Co.  against  the  Republic  of 
Mexico. 

Gboveb.  Cleveland. 

Executive  Mansion, 

Washington,  June  £S,  ISSti, 


To  the  President: 

The  Secretary  of  State  has  the  honor  to  submit  a  statement  for  transmission  to 
Congress,  should  you  deem  it  proper  so  to  do,  in  relation  to  the  distribution  of  the 
award  of  the  late  Mexican  Claims  Commission  in  the  case  of  S.  A.  Belden  &  Co. 
against  the  Repubic  of  Mexico. 

When  the  troops  of  the  United  States  entered  Mexico  in  June,  1846,  Samuel  A. 
Belden,  one  of  the  orignal  claimants  in  this  case,  accompanied  Ihem  as  a  sutler. 
It  subsequently- became  important  for  the  sustenance  of  the  Army  that  business 
agencies  should  be  established  in  the  territory  occupied  by  it,  and  it  was  thoaght 
advisable,  for  several  reasons,  that  these  agencies  should  be  conducted  by  private 
enterprise.  The  military  authorities  having  control  of  the  occupied  territory,  in 
order  to  facilitate  the  starting  of  such  agencies,  issued  orders  permitting  the 
introduction  of  goods  into  Mexico,  paying  a  duty  to  the  United  States  of  80  per 
cent  ad  valorem.  Mr.  Belden,  under  these  orders,  opened,  in  connection  with  Mr. 
AlJing,  under  the  name  of  S.  A.  Belden  &  Co.,  a  business  house  at  Matamoros, 
being  a  part  of  the  occupied  territory,  and  imported  large  masses  of  goods  into 
Matamoros,  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  orders  above  stated. 

During  the  negotiations  for  peace  which  followed,  the  claims  of  S.  A.  Belden  & 
Co.,  and  persons  in  a  similar  situation,  were  taken  into  consideration  by  the  rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States,  and  by  Article  XIX  of  the  treaty  of  peace  it 
was  provided  that  all  merchandise  imported  into  Mexico  during  the  military  occu- 
pancy of  the  United  States  should  be  exempt  from  confiscation  and  charge  on  sale. 
This  treaty,  it  is  to  be  observed,  was  signed  Februarys,  1848,  and  was  ratified  and 
exchanged  May  30,  1848,  but  was  not  finally  proclaimed  until  July  4, 1848,  and  was 
therefore  not  ofScially  published  till  that  date. 

In  June,  1848,  during  the  occupancy  by  our  troops  of  Matamoros,  a  large  qiian- 
tity  of  tobacco  was  received  in  Matamoros  by  a  Mr.  Kingsbury,  the  date  of  recep- 
tion being,  therefore,  before  the  proclamation  of  the  treaty  of  peace,  and  the  date 
of  the  order  of  the  tobacco  being  long  before  the  peace  was  negotiated.  Of  this 
tobacco,  300  bales  were  sold  to  Belden  &  Co.,  and  were  by  that  firm  (duties  to  the 
United  States  having  been  paid  by  Kingsbury)  forwarded  to  the  interior  for  sale. 
Peace  having  been  proclaimed  when  these  bales  were  still  in  transit,  they  were  not 
only  confiscated  by  the  Mexican  Government,  but  they  were  declared,  in  a  proc- 
ess so  summary  that  time  was  not  given  to  Mr.  Belden  to  attend  the  bearings,  to 
have  been  smuggled.  By  the  Mexican  law  a  fine  of  double  the  value  of  the  goods 
is  imposed  on  smuggling.  This  fine,  to  the  amount  of  $a6,30t).12,  was  imposed  on 
Belden  &  Co.,  and  to  enforce  its  payment  writs  were  issued  to  seize  the  'goods  of 
the  members  of  the  firm  and  to  arrest  their  persons.  Mr.  Belden,  who  represented 
the  firm  at  Matamoros,  was  compelled  to  leave  the  country;  the  goods  of  Belden 
&  Co.  at  Matamoros  were  seized,  and  not  only  were  the  goods,  on  which  duty  had 
been  paid  to  the  United  States,  taken  away  from  Mr.  Belden,  but  he  was  pre- 
cluded from  recovering  the  price  of  other  goods  on  which  he  also  had  paid  duty 
but  which  were  sold  by  him  on  credit.  ' 
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Mr.  Belden  having  subsequently  sought  to  obtain  indemnity  from  Mexico 
through  the  agency  of  his  own  Government,  on  August  30, 1850,  Mr.  Webster,  then 
Secretary  of  State,  instructed  Mr.  Letcher,  then  United  States  minister  to  Mexico, 
in  reference  to  this  claim,  that — 

"  The  allegations  of  the  claimant  seem  to  be  well  sustained  by  the  proof. 
*  *  *  If,  therefore,  you  shall  be  satisfied  that  they  have  ineffectually  employed 
all  the  means  for  obtaining  redress  which  the  Mexican  laws  offer,  you  will  pre- 
sent the  subject  to  the  minister  for  foreign  affairs  with  an  application  for  their 
relief. " 

On  November  6,  1850,  Mr.  Letcher  replied,  stating  that  having  previously  in- 
vestigated the  case,  and  having  been  convinced  that  it  was  not  only  just,  but  well 
established  by  proof,  he  had  brought  it  to  the  notice  of  the  Mexican  minister  of 
foreign  affairs  on  the  29th  of  June  of  that  year;  but  that  nothing  had  been  done 
in  the  case  by  the  minister. 

On  May  29,  1852,  Mr.  Fillmore,  then  President,  sent  a  message  to  the  Senate, 
inclosing,  in  answer  to  a  resolution  of  that  body,  certain  papers  and  proofs  bear- 
ing on  the  Belden  claim. 

The  Senate  committee,  on  July  30,  1853,  reported  as  follows: 

"  Et  would  seem  from  the  proofs  adduced  by  the  petitioners  that  they  were  fully 
warranted  in  importing  said  tobacco  into  Mexico  under  the  authority  and  by  per- 
mission of  the  military  authorities  of  the  United  States,  in  possession  at  the  time, 
as  is  above  stated;  that  after  the  peace,  the  right  so  to  have  done  was  recognized 
by  Mexican  authorities,  and  proper  permits  and  protection  under  the  provisions 
of  the  nineteenth  article  of  the  treaty  of  Guadalupe  Hidalgo;  notwithstanding  all 
which,  the  tobacco  was  seized  in  the  absence  of  its  owners  and  confiscated  by  a 
judicial  decree;  and  in  addition,  a  heavy  fine  was  imposed  on  them  by  the  same 
tribunal,  to  pay  which  a  large  stock  of  merchandise  and  other  property  belonging 
to  the  petitioners  was  seized,  and  the  whole  terminated  by  an  order  for  their  arrest 
and  imprisonment. " 

The  committee  closed  their  report  with  an  expression  of  the  opinion  that  "  a 
most  flagrant  violation  of  the  treaty  stipulations  referred  to  "  had  been  committed, 
and  added: 

"But  the  committee  regret  that  they  can  do  no  more  than  express  this  opinion. 
The  claim  is  against  the  Mexican  Government,  not  against  this;  and  its  prosecu- 
tion is  to  be  conducted  by  the  executive  department  until  a  failure  to  procure 
proper  justice  to  be  done  (should  such  unfortunately  be  the  result)  should  devolve 
on  Congress  the  duty  of  interposing  against  any  infraction  of  the  treaty  by  one  of 
the  parties  to  it,  and  to  protect  its  citizens  whose  rights  are  secured  thereby." 

To  the  same  purport  was  another  report  of  the  same  committee,  on  August  3, 
1854. 

Afterwards,  Mexico  having  failed  to  act,  Congress  was  again  appealed  to,  and 
on  February  10,  18.j5  (10  Stat.,  847),  passed  the  following  act: 

"  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  be,  apd  he 
Is  hereby,  authorized  to  audit  and  settle  an  account  of  the  duties  paid  by  Samuel 
A.  Belden  and  Company  to  the  officers  of  the  United  States  charged  with  their  col- 
lection in  the  city  of  Matamoros,  in  the  Republic  of  Mexico,  whilst  that  city  was 
in  the  military  possession  of  the  United  States,  upon  merchandise,  except  tobacco, 
imported  by  them  into  Matamoros  during  that  period,  which,  after  the  restora- 
tion of  peace  between  the  two  countries,  they  were  deprived  of,  either  in  the  form 
in  which  imported,  or  in  the  proceeds  of  sales,  by  illegal  seizure,  confiscation,  se- 
questration, or  their  enforced  abandonment  of  the  same  by  the  judicial  authori- 
ties of  the  Mexican  Government,  and  pay  the  amount  thus  ascertained  to  the  said 
Samuel  A.  Belden  and  Company  out  of  any  money  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise 
appropriated,  upon  the  execution  by  them  of  a  proper  and  legal  assignment  to  the 
United  States  of  all  their  right  to  the  amount  so  refunded  when  recovered  from 
the  Government  of  Mexico." 

Mr.  Guthrie,  then  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  having  examined  the  proofs  in  the 
case,  assessed  the  amount  of  duties  ad  valorem  to  be  refunded  to  Belden  &  Co. ,  on 
account  of  duties  paid  by  them  on  merchandise,  except  tobacco,  at  $18,347.38. 
Thereupon  Belden  &  Co.  executed  and  delivered  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
the  following  document: 

' '  Whereas  it  is  provided  by  an  act  of  Congress,  approved  on  the  10th  of  February, 
A.  D.  1855,  entitled  "An  act  for  the  relief  of  Samuel  A.  Belden  &  Co."  [here  fol- 
lows the  act  above  quoted],  and  whereas  the  said  Secretary  of  the  Treasury, 
through  the  proper  accounting  officers  of  the  Treasury,  has  audited  and  settled 
the  said  account  of  Samuel  A.  Belden  &  Co. ,  in  part,  to  wit:  For  all  that  portion 
of  said  account  in  which  it  is  satisfactorily  proved  that  the  duties  were  paid  by 
said  Belden  &  Co.  to  the  officers  of  the  United  States  charged  with  their  collec- 
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tion,  *  *  *  and  has  paid  to  the  said  Samuel  A.  Belden  &  Co.  the  amount  so 
found  due  them,  viz,  the  sum  of  eighteen  thousand  three  hundred  and  lorty-seven 
dollars  and  twenty-eight  cents: 

"  Now,  therefore,  be  it  known  that  in  the  consideration  of  the  payment  to  us  of 
said  sum  of  eighteen  thousand  three  hundred  and  forty-seven  dollars  and  twenty- 
eight  cents,  the  receipt  whereof  is  hereby  acknowledged,  we  hereby  assign,  trans- 
fer, and  set  over  to  the  United  States  all  our  right,  title,  claim,  and  interests  in 
and  to  said  amount  so  refunded  to  us,  so  that  neither  we,  the  said  Samuel  A.  Bel- 
den &  Co.,  nor  our  heirs,  assigns,  or  administrators,  shall  claim  or  demand  any 
part  thereof. 

"In  witness  whereof  we  have  hereto  set  our  hands  this  27th  day  of  July,  A.  D. 
18f)5. 

"Samuel  A.  Belden  &  Co." 

The  claim  of  Belden  &  Co.  was  submitted  to  the  Claims  Commission,  organized 
under  the  convention  of  the  4th  of  July,  1868,  between  the  United  States  and 
Mexico,  and  the  commissioners  having  disagreed,  was  decided  by  Dr.  Lieber,  the 
umpire,  in  favor  of  the  claimants.  TJpon  this  decision  the  following  award  was 
made  by  the  commissioners: 

"  [Samuel  A.  Belden  &  Co.  vs.  Mexico.    No.  Wl,  A.  D.] 

"  Wednesday,  July  19, 1S71. 

"The  umpire.  Dr.  Francis  Lieber.  having  decided  that  claimants  in  this  case 
are  entitled  to  an  award,  Mr.  Commissioner  Wadsworth  delivered  the  following 
order  and  award  of  the  commission: 

"  This  case  having  been  decided  by  the  umpire  and  his  opinion  returned  to  the 
commissioners,  and  it  appearing  that  the  claim  had  been  promptly  presented  to 
the  Mexican  Government  by  the  minister  of  the  United  States  resident  at  Mexico 
(Mr.  Letcher)  and  subsequently  by  Mr,  Conkling: 

"  It  is  now  ordered  and  awarded  that  the  Government  of  the  Republic  of  Mexico 
pay  to  the  United  States  for  and  on  behalf  of  claimants,  Samuel  A.  Belden  &  Co., 
for  399  bales  of  tobacco,  the  sum  of  $1:3,154.56,  with  interest  from  the  20th  day  of 
October,  1849,  at  6  per  cent  per  annum,  and  the  further  sum  for  goods  seized  and 
sold  under  execution  and  loss  attending  same  of  $10,000,  with  interest  from  March 
6,  1850,  in  the  currency  of  the  United  States,  making  a  total  to  July  1,  1871,  of 
$53,099.25. 

"  But  as  the  United  States  paid  to  said  Belden  &  Co.,  on  the  27th  of  July,  1855, 
on  account  of  their  supposed  losses  the  sum  of  $18,347.38,  and  took  from  them  an 
assignment  in  writing  of  their  said  claim  (now  before  usl,  which  advance,  with 
interest  after  the  rate  allowed  claimants,  amounts  now  to  the  total  sum  of 
$35,930.81 ,  nothing  in  this  award  is  to  be  construed  as  preventing  the  United  States 
from  retaining  out  of  the  gross  sum  awarded  herein  as  due  that  Government  on 
said  assignment  the  aforesaid  sum  of  $35,930.81,  paying  to  Belden  &  Cj.  the 
balance,  viz,  $17,178.44." 

By  a  general  ruling  of  thecommissioners  the  amount  decreed  against  Mexico  was 
payable  to  the  Government  of  the  United  States  in  thirteen  annual  installments. 

On  June  18,  1878,  Congress  passed  an  act  (30  Stat,  at  Large,  144)  providing  for 
the  distribution  of  the  money  to  be  received  from  Me.\ico — 

"  In  ratable  proportions  among  the  corporations,  companies,  or  private  indi- 
viduals, respectively,  in  whose  favor  awards  have  been  made  by  said  commis- 
sioners, or  by  the  umpires,  or  to  their  legal  representatives  or  assigns,  except  as 
in  this  act  otherwise  limited  or  provided,  according  to  the  proportion  which  their 
respective  awards  shall  bear  to  the  whole  amount  of  such  moneys  then  held  by 
him,  and  to  pay  the  same  without  other  charge  or  deduction  than  is  hereinafter 
provided,  to  the  parties  respectively  entitled  thereto;  and  in  making  such  distri- 
bution and  payment  due  regard  shall  be  had  to  the  value  at  the  time  of  such  dis- 
tribution of  the  respective  currencies  in  which  the  said  awards  a  e  made  payable 
and  the  proportionate  amount  of  any  award  of  which  by  its  terms  the  United 
States  is  entitled  to  retain  a  part  shall  be  deducted  from  the  payment  to  be  made 
on  such  award,  and  shall  be  paid  into  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States  as  a  part 
of  the  unappropriated  money  in  the  Treasury." 

The  question  of  what  proportion  of  the  fund  awarded  to  Belden  &  Co.  should 
be  paid  to  the  United  States  having  come  up  in  the  Department  of  State,  it  was 
considered  by  the  examiner  of  claims,  who  took  the  view  that  the  proviso  at  the 
end  of  the  award  of  the  commissioners  was  an  absolute  and  binding  decision  of 
the  commission,  and  adjudicated  the  respective  interests  of  Belden  &  Co.  and  the 
United  States.    Adopting  this  view,  the  Department  deducted  from  $53,099.35 
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the  total  award  to  Belden  &  Co.,  the  amount  of  duties  refunded  under  the  act  of 
1855,  together  with  interest  thereon,  in  all  $85,920.81. 

The  claimants,  iinding  themselves  barred,  for  the  time,  of  remedy  in  the  Depart- 
ment of  State,  brought  suit  against  the  United  States  to  recover  what  they  held 
to  be  due  to  them  under  the  award.  Having  been  defeated  in  this  suit,  they  took 
an  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  and  that  court  decided,  in 
Ailing  V.  United  States  (114  U.  S.,  562),  that  the  Court  of  Claims  had  no  jurisdic- 
tion, but  that  the  question  was  exclusively  for  the  decision  of  the  Secretary  of 
State. 

After  carefully  considering  the  case  of  S.  A.  Belden  &  Co.,  the  Secretary  of  State 
is  unable  to  concur  in  the  opinion  which  has  hitherto  governed  the  distribution  of 
the  fund.  The  award  made  by  the  commissioners  is  not  regarded  as  having  been 
intended  to  adjudicate  conflicting  questions  of  interest  as  between  the  United 
States  and  the  claimants.  It  does  not  purport  to  do  so,  and  there  was  nothing  in 
the  convention  under  which  the  commissioners  sat  which  gave  them  jurisdiction 
to  decide  upon  the  conflicting  rights  of  parties  to  the  sums  awarded;  and  if,  under 
these  conditions,  the  commissioners  had  undertaken  so  to  decide,  their  decision 
would  not  have  been  conclusive.     (Comegys  i\  Vasse,  1  Peters,  S.  C,  193.) 

The  decision  of  the  question  between  the  United  States  and  the  claimants 
depends  wholly  upon  the  construction  to  be  given  to  the  instrument  executed  by 
Belden  &  Co.  to  the  United  States  on  the  2Hh  of  July,  1855,  in  connection  with 
the  act  of  Congress  of  February  10,  1855,  under  which  that  instrument  was  exe- 
cuted and  by  which  its  object  and  limits  were  prescribed.  Thus  construed,  it  does 
not  appear  that  under  that  instrument  the  United  States  secured  anything  beyond 
the  right  to  retain,  out  of  any  moneys  that  might  be  obtained  from  Mexico  on 
account  of  the  confiscated  merchandise,  the  sum  of  |18,347.38,  the  amount  of  the 
duties  refunded. 

Belden  &  Co.  had  paid  duties  to  the  United  States  on  merchandise  imported  on 
its  invitation  and  under  its  protection  into  Mexico.  This  merchandise  the  latter 
Government,  in  violation  of  its  conventional  obligations  to  the  United  States,  had 
confiscated.  The  liability  thus  incurred  by  Mexico  to  the  United  States  the  latter 
did  not  find  it  practicable  or  convenient  at  the  time  to  enforce;  and  the  duties  paid 
by  Belden  &  Co.  on  the  confiscated  merchandise  were  refunded  to  them  until 
indemnity  for  their  losses  should  be  recovered  from  the  Mexican  Government.  It 
clearly  was  not  a  transaction  on  which  the  Government  of  the  United  States 
desired  or  intended  to  make  a  profit;  and  accordingly  interest  on  the  refunded 
duties  was  not  stipulated  for. 

It  is  also  clear  that  interest  is  not  due  to  the  United  States  on  the  $18,347.38  by 
way  of  damages.  There  has  been  no  withholdment  by  the  claimant  of  moneys  due 
to  the  United  States,  so  as  to  afford  this  Government  a  ground  for  such  a  claim. 
Under  the  instrument  executed  by  Belden  &  Co.  no  money  becomes  due  from  them 
to  the  United  States  until  the  award  in  their  favor  is  paid  by  Mexico.  And  as 
each  installment  has  been  received  a  proportional  part  of  it  has  been  turned  into 
the  Treasury.  Thus  far  the  Treasury  has  received,  under  the  previous  ruling  of 
this  Department,  $33,286.41.  If  the  view  taken  in  this  communication  is  correct, 
there  has  already  been  paid  into  the  Treasury,  in  excess  of  what  should  have  been 
so  paid,  the  sum  of  $4,939.13.  And  it  is  respectfully  recommended  that  appropri- 
ate legislation  should  be  adopted  by  Congress  to  replace  that  amount  within  the 
control  of  the  Secretary  of  State,  in  order  that  a  just  and  legal  distribution  of  the 
award  in  favor  of  Samuel  A.  Belden  &  Co.  may  be  made  in  accordance  with 
the  treaty  and  the  legislation  of  Congress. 

Hereto  annexed  is  a  draft  of  a  joint  resolution  to  carry  into  effect  that  object. 

Respectfully  submitted. 

T.  F.  Bayard. 

Department  of  State, 

Washington,  June  fiS,  1S86. 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
Atnerioa  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  be,  and  is 
hereby,  authorized  and  directed  to  pay  to  the  Secretary  of  State,  out  of  any  mon- 
eys in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  four  thousand  nine  hundred  and 
thirty-nine  dollars  and  thirteen  cents,  to  enable  the  Secretary  of  State  to  distribute 
the  award  of  the  late  Mexican  Claims  Commission,  in  the  case  of  S.  A.  Belden  and 
Company  against  the  Republic  of  Mexico,  among  parties  respectively  entitled 
thereto,  in  accordance  with  the  act  of  Congress  of  June  eighteen,  eighteen  hun- 
dred and  seventy-eight,  the  moneys  paid  into  the  Treasury  out  of  said  award  hav- 
ing exceeded  to  the  amount  above  stated  the  proportion  of  said  award  to  which 
the  United  States  was  entitled. 
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[See  Claims  against  Mexico,  Gen.  Index.] 
July  7,  1886. 

[Senate  Report  No.  1454,  and  Views  of  the  Minority.] 

Mr.  Edmunds,  for  Mr.  Morgan,  from  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations,  submitted  tlie  following  report: 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
(S.  2208)  to  amend  and  enlarge  the  fifth  section  of  an  act  approved 
June  18,  1878,  entitled  "An  act  to  provide  for  the  distribution  of  the 
awards  made  under  the  convention  between  the  United  States  of 
America  and  the  Republic  of  Mexico,  concluded  on  the  4th  day  of 
July,  1868,"  have  had  the  same  under  consideration,  and  report  the 
bill  with  amendments  and  recommend  its  passage. 

In  the  report  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  to  accompany 
Senate  bill  2207,  made  June  11,  1886,  the  legislative  and  diplomatic 
history  of  the  claim  of  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company  against  Mex- 
ico is  briefly  presented,  and  in  House  Ex.  Doc.  103,  Forty-eighth  Con- 
gress, first  session,  and  in  a  document  entitled  "Claims  against 
Mexico,"  printed  for  the  use  of  the  Senate,  the  whole  subject  of  the 
merits  of  this  claim  is  so  fully  presented  and  so  thoroughly  discussed 
that  it  is  deemed  unnecessary  to  present  more  than  a  summary  of  the 
facts  as  they  appear  to  the  committee  in  support  of  their  recommen- 
dation of  the  passage  of  this  bill. 

La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company  was  chartered  under  the  laws  of 
New  York  in  1865,  and  had  its  of&ce  and  official  residence  in  the  city 
of  New  York.  Its  purpose  was  to  work  out  some  ancient  silver  mines 
in  the  State  of  Durango,  Mexico,  and  its  operations  were  conducted 
during  a  period  when  Mexico  was  being  invaded  and  revolutionized 
bj'  Maximilian  and  while  that  Government  was  in  its  period  of  great- 
est embarrassment  since  it  became  an  independent  Republic. 

In  every  part  of  the  Republic  there  were  powerful  adherents  of  the 
imperial  usurper,  and  his  armies  swept  over  the  country,  paralyzing 
for  a  time  the  people  and  their  Government  to  such  a  degree  that  the 
military  chief  who  happened  to  have  possession  of  a  State  or  district 
supplanted  civil  rule  and  made  his  own  will  for  the  time  the  law  of 
the  land. 

This  state  of  affairs  made  it  difficult  for  the  party  of  the  Republic, 
who  finally  maintained  their  rightful  authority,  to  protect  the  rights 
of  strangers  enjoying  the  hospitality  of  the  Government,  or  those  of 
citizens  of  Mexico,  against  lawless  depredations.  It  is  not,  under  the 
circumstances,  a  just  imputation  against  Mexico  that  she  has  been 
too  slow  to  ascertain  and  present  the  true  state  of  the  facts,  all  of  a 
negative  character,  to  answer  the  demands  growing  out  of  the  alleged 
conduct  of  military  and  civil  officials  and  of  bands  of  marauders, 
while  her  power  was  thus  stricken"  down  and  her  people  were  involved 
in  a  great  revolution  forced  upon  tliem  by  foreign  nations  and  sup- 
ported by  strong  parties  at  home.  Our  own  contemporaneous  history 
is  filled  with  events  that  show  how  impossible  it  is,  in  the  midst  of 
civil  war,  to  execute  toward  strangers  or  citizens  all  the  just  protect- 
ing care  of  a  Government  even  so  powerful  and  so  well  organized  as 
that  of  the  United  States. 

But  the  question  in  this  case  is  one  that  involves  the  honor  of  the 
United  States.  This  fact  has  been  conceded  by  Congress  by  the  pas- 
sage of  the  act  of  June  18, 1878,  and  by  President  Hayes  in  his  subse- 
quent message  to  Congress,  in  which  lie  presented  the  letter  of  Mr. 
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Evarts,  Secretary  of  State ;  and  by  President  Arthur,  in  the  conven- 
tion negotiated  with  Mexico  on  the  13th  of  July,  1882.  It  has  also 
been  affirmed,  in  effect,  by  President  Cleveland,  who  allowed  that  con- 
vention to  remain  before  the  Senate  for  its  action,  in  which  his  prede- 
cessor, President  Arthur,  had  declared  that  "after  considering  the 
circumstances  of  the  case  and  in  view  of  the  statute  hereinbefore 
mentioned,  being  of  opinion  that  the  cases  of  Benjamin  Weil  and  La 
Abra  Silver  Mining  Company  should  each  be  opened  and  retried,"  he 
resolved  to  conclude  the  convention  with  Mexico  for  that  purpose. 

A  vote  of  the  Senate  rejecting  such  a  convention,  which  may  have 
been  less  than  a  majority  of  that  body,  does  not  reverse  the  action  of 
Congress  as  expressed  in  the  act  of  June  18,  1878,  nor  the  opinion  of 
three  Presidents  that  this  case  should  be  reexamined  in  our  own  tri- 
bunals, nor  does  it  remove  the  grave  impeachment  of  the  honesty  of 
the  claim  of  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company  against  Mexico,  con- 
tained in  the  official  papers  communicated  to  Congress.  The  country 
will  not  be  satisfied  that  its  honor  has  been  vindicated  by  the  mere 
rejection  of  that  convention  when  the  vote  of  the  Senate  does  not  clear 
up  or  explain  the  strong  array  of  facts  which  tend  to  show  that  the 
demand  against  Mexico  is  unjust  and  has  no  substantial  foundation. 
Mr.  Hayes,  in  dealing  with  this  subject,  took  the  ground  that  Mexico 
had  no  right  to  question  the  award  made  to  the  United  States  on  the 
claim  of  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company,  and  that  any  further  nego- 
tiation with  that  Government  respecting  the  integrity  of  the  claim 
would  be  improper. 

If  the  Senate  by  their  vote  fully  concurred  in  this  opinion,  or  if  for 
any  other  cause  they  rejected  that  convention,  the  whole  question 
still  remains  open  and  unanswered  whether  the  honor  of  the  United 
States  requires  that  the  honesty  of  the  claim  should  be  investigated 
in  our  own  tribunals,  and  the  charges  of  fraud  and  perjury  alleged 
against  it  by  Mexico  should  have  a  full  and  impartial  examination. 

If  this  corporation  has  abused  the  privilege  tacitly  accorded  to  it 
by  the  United  States  of  presenting  and  litigating  its  claim  against 
Mexico  in  the  name  of  the  Government,  by  the  use  of  false  testimony, 
or  by  the  willful  suppression  of  facts  within  its  own  keeping,  which 
would  prove  its  injustice,  it  can  not  be  consistent  with  the  honor  of 
the  United  States  that  this  company  should  be  permitted  to  reap  the 
fruits  of  its  own  wrong  and  to  stigmatize  the  United  States  as  con- 
senting to  its  fraudulent  conduct. 

That  the  correction  of  such  an  abuse  is  within  the  power  of  Con- 
gress, acting  directly  upon  the  subject  or  through  our  judicial  tribu- 
nals, is  plainly  declared  in  the  opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court  in 
Frelinghuysen  v.  Key,  relator,  which  is  appended  to  the  report  on 
Senate  bill  2207. 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  after  a  careful  examination 
of  the  evidence  touching  this  claim,  present  the  following  as  a  correct 
summary  of  the  facts  as  they  appear  from  the  communications  sent 
to  Congress  by  Presidents  Hayes  and  Arthur : 

La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company  represented,  in  its  memorial  before 
the  joint  commission,  that  it  had  been  induced,  by  representations  of 
their  great  richness,  to  purchase  in  1865  certain  silver  mines  in  Tayol- 
tita.  State  of  Durango,  Mexico;  that  it  made  heavy  and  judicious 
expenditures,  through  skilled  and  experienced  officers,  upon  said  prop- 
erty, extracted  large  quantities  of  ore  of  great  value;  that  it  was  sub- 
jected to  threats,  robberies,  seizures  of  mule  trains,  forced  loans, 
onerous  taxes,  armed  assaults  upon  its  buildings,  imprisonment  of  its 
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officers,  murder  of  its  employees,  and  other  persecutions  by  the  Mexi- 
can people  and  civil  and  military  authorities;  that  on  account  of 
these  persecutions  it  was  compelled  to  abandon  its  mines  in  March, 
1868;  that  C.  H.  Exall,  the  superintendent,  being  in  fear  of  his  life, 
fled  from  Tayoltita  to  Mazatlan  and  thence  to  New  York,  and  dared 
not  return ;  and  that  thereafter  the  Mexican  people  carried  ofE  the  ores 
remaining,  and  Mexican  officials  assumed  to  dispose  of  the  property 
of  the  company.  In  its  final  statement  the  company  claimed  damages 
to  the  amount  of  $3,962,000,  and  an  award  was  rendered  for  $683,000. 

Since  the  decision  of  the  umpire  the  Mexican  Government  claims  to 
have  secured  from  Granger,  the  agent  of  the  comijany  left  in  charge  of 
the  mines  in  1868,  the  press  copy  book  of  the  company's  office  at  Tay- 
oltita, covering  the  correspondence  of  its  officers  from  January,  1866, 
to  August,  1868,  original  letters  of  its  treasurer  and  superintendent 
before  and  after  the  alleged  abandonment,  and  other  documents,  all 
of  which,  authenticated  by  affidavits,  were  transmitted  to  the  Depart- 
ment of  State,  along  with  the  newly  discovered  evidence  in  the  Weil 
case.  This  evidence  has  been  printed  for  the  use  of  the  Senate  in  the 
document  entitled  "Claims  against  Mexico,"  and  will  be  found  on 
pages  2  to  120. 

It  is  not  possible  within  the  proper  limits  of  this  report  to  review  this 
newly  discovered  evidence  in  detail,  but  citations  from  the  claimant's 
own  original  records  and  correspondence  will  show  that  the  company 
has  thus  furnished  the  strongest  evidence  to  overthrow  its  claim  and 
to  prove  that  it  is  founded  on  misrepresentation  and  fraud.  These 
documents  show  that  at  the  time  of  the  purchase  of  these  mines  the 
company  was  deceived  as  to  their  value  (p.  87) ;  that  there  was  no  hos- 
tility on  the  part  of  the  Mexican  people  or  authorities  toward  the  com- 
pany or  its  employees  (pp.  11, 16,  23,  24,  75,  78) ;  that  no  onerous  taxes 
were  enforced,  and  no  loans  not  of  a  general  character  were  levied 
upon  the  company,  and  that  these  were  refused  payment  with  impu- 
nity, under  the  plea  of  lack  of  means  (pp.  30,  39, 40, 41) ;  that  no  mule 
trains  were  ever  taken  from  the  company,  as  is  alleged,  and  that  it 
never  owned  such  trains  (pp.  8, 13,  26,  28) ;  that  its  employee,  whose 
death  is  made  a  ground  of  complaint,  was  murdered  by  another  of 
its  employees,  who  was  promptly  tried,  convicted,  and  executed  by 
the  authorities  (pp.  16,  24);  that' no  assault  was  made  upon  its  build- 
ings, no  legal  redress  denied  its  officers  if  any  wrongs  were  inflicted, 
nor  was  it  compelled  by  any  act  of  the  Mexican  authorities  to  abandon 
the  mines  (pp.  71,  75,  78,  84);  that  the  superintendent,  Exall,  did  not 
flee  for  his  life,  but  that  he  left  Mexico  of  his  own  accord  and  went  to 
New  York  to  induce  the  company  to  provide  money  to  meet  its  accu- 
mulating indebtedness,  leaving  his  assistant  and  successor,  Granoer, 
in  peaceable  possession,  where  he  remained  for  months  after  tlie  date 
fixed  in  the  memorial  as  the  time  when  the  company  was  driven  from 
the  mines  (pp.84,  85,  90  to  94);  that  all  the  troubles  of  the  company 
grew  out  of  its  financial  embarrassments  coiist^quent  upon  the  poverty 
of  the  mine  (pp.  55,  61,  65,  69,  77  to  90);  that  the  ores  were  worthless 
and  of  less  value  than  the  cost  of  reduction  (pp.  56,  77,  78,  87  to  89) ; 
that  for  this  reason,  if  for  no  other,  the  ores  were  never  carried  off  by 
the  Mexicans,  but  are  still  at  the  mines  (pp.  108, 109);  and,  finally,  that 
son.!  of  the  testimony  offered  by  the  company  to  establish  its  claim 
before  the  commission  was  forged  by  its  agent  and  attornev,  Adams 
(p.  111). 

Copies  of  the  evidence  discovered  and  obtained  by  Mexico,  and  sub- 
mitted to  the  scrutiny  of  the  Depai'tment  of  State  after  the  final  decision 
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of  the  umpire  was  rendered,  have  been  sent  to  Congress  by  Presidents 
Hayes  and  Arthur.  This  evidence  has  passed  under  careful  examina- 
tion by  our  Secretaries  of  State,  and  neitlier  one  of  them  has  expressed 
to  Congress  any  distrust  of  its  sincerity,  noi-has  it  been  intimated  that 
it  was  in  the  possession  of  Mexico,  or  within  its  power  to  produce  it, 
until  after  the  iinal  award  had  been  made  upon  the  claim  of  La  Abra 
Silver  Mining  Company. 

The  Government,  for  its  own  protection  against  its  own  citizens,  in 
a  matter  affecting  so  seriously  the  honor  of  its  dealings  with  a  friendly 
Republic,  should  provide  some  just  and  expeditious  way  of  putting 
to  the  test  of  fair  judicial  inquiry,  in  its  own  tribunals,  the  question 
whether  the  evidence  presented  by  Mexico  is  true  and  whether  this 
award  is  the  result  of  fraud  and  false  swearing  on  the  part  of  the 
agents  or  witnesses  of  this  corporation. 

I^'his  company  can  suffer  no  wrong  in  being  compelled  to  answer 
these  accusations,  which  it  might  not  have  prevented  by  making  an 
exhibition  of  its  books  and  papers  to  the  commission  when  the  claim 
was  under  consideration. 

Sir  Edward  Thornton,  the  umpire,  in  his  opinion  upon  this  claim, 
referred  to  the  absence  of  such  documentary  proofs  as  a  remarkable 
circumstance.  The  company  evidently  has  the  means  of  placing  its 
entire  correspondence  with  its  agents  before  a  court,  and  of  showing 
thereby  the  falsity  of  any  assertion  based  upon  the  alleged  press  copy 
book  and  other  papers  submitted  by  Mexico  to  the  State  Department 
for  examination,  if  such  assertions  are  false. 

Having  never  offered  thus  to  vindicate  its  conduct  against  the 
charges  made  by  Mexico,  this  company  can  not  complain  that  the 
United  States  should  require  it  to  make  an  explanation  satisfactory  to 
a  court  of  justice  before  the  Government  will  consent  that  the  money 
covered  by  this  award  shall  be  paid  to  the  claimant. 

The  charges  of  fraud  and  perjury  in  obtaining  this  award  have  been 
distinctly  made  by  a  friendly  Govei»;iment  against  La  Abra  Silver 
Mining  Company,  and  they  have  been  set  forth  in  the  plainest  and 
most  circumstantial  manner  in  the  olficial  correspondence  of  Mexico 
with  the  United  States.  For  several  years  these  charges  have  stood 
without  any  refutation  as  to  the  facts  alleged  by  Mexico.  Arguments 
have  been  made  by  learned  counsel,  and  litigation  has  brought  the 
questions  of  law  involved  before  the  district  and  Supreme  courts  of 
the  United  States,  so  that  full  opportunity  has  been  afforded  to  the 
claimant  to  refute  and  repel  the  charges  made  by  Mexico  as  to  the 
falsehood  on  which  it  is  alleged  this  claim  is  based. 

If  the  claimants  are  disposed  to  ignore  these  charges,  or  insist  that 
they  come  too  late  after  a  fixed  decision  has  been  rendered  by  the  com- 
mission, it  does  not  follow  that  they  can  thus  control  the  conduct  of 
the  Government  in  passing  them  by  without  examination. 

The  examination  of  these  charges  made  by  successive  Presidents 
have  led  them  practically  to  the  same  conclusion,  and  that  being 
adverse  to  the  integrity  of  the  claim  it  is  demanded  by  the  honor  of 
the  United  States  that  its  courts  should  be  required  to  pass  upon  its 
merits  with  judicial  care  and  solemnity.  The  true  doctrine  on  this 
point  is  clearly  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court  that  "as 
between  the  United  States  and  the  claimants  the  honesty  of  the  claim 
is  always  open  to  inquiry  for  the  purpose  of  fair  dealing  with  the 
Government  against  which,  through  the  United  States,  a  claim  has 
been  made." 


540  CLAIMS    AGAINST   MEXICO. 

This  claim  and  that  of  Benjamin  Weil  has  been  for  ten  years  the 
subject  of  diplomatic  correspondence  between  the  United  States  and 
Mexico.  The  committee  are  of  opinion  that  it  is  just  to  all  concerned 
to  present  briefly  the  important  facts  in  the  diplomatic  history  of  the 
Weil  and  La  Abra  claims.  The  awards  had  their  origin. in  the  treaty 
of  1868  between  the  United  States  and  Mexico,  which  created  a  joint 
commission  to  adjudicate  the  claims  of  the  citizens  of  the  two  coun- 
tries, respectively.  After  the  umpire  had  rendered  his  decision  the 
agent  for  Mexico  entered  motions  for  a  new  trial  in  both  cases,  and  in 
that  of  Weil  filed  newly  discovered  evidence  to  establish  its  fraudulent 
character.  The  motions  were  denied  by  the  umpire  on  the  ground  that 
he  had  no  power  under  the  treaty  to  review  his  own  judgments,  and 
that  he  could  not  take  into  consideration  evidence  not  before  the 
commissioners. 

The  agent  of  Mexico  then  sought  to  have  entered  on  the  records  of 
the  commission  a  notice  of  the  intention  of  Mexico  to  appeal  to  the 
sentiments  of  justice  and  equity  of  the  United  States  respecting  the 
frauds.  This  effort  being  brought  to  the  attention  of  Mr.  Fish,  Sec- 
retary of  State,  he,  in  a  note  dated  December  4,  1876,  referred  the 
Mexican  minister  to  "the  final  and  binding  nature  of  the  awards" 
under  the  treaty;  to  which  the  minister  replied  that  it  was  not  the 
intention  of  Mexico  to  put  in  doubt  the  final  and  conclusive  character 
of  the  award,  but  only  "at  some  future  time  to  have  recourse  to  some 
proper  authority  of  the  United  States  to  prove  that  the  two  claims 
were  based  on  perjury,  with  a  view  that  the  sentiments  of  equity  of 
the  United  States,  once  convinced  that  frauds  have  actually  been 
committed,  will  then  prevent  the  definite  trium^ih  of  these  frauds." 
And  this  attitude  has  been  maintained  by  Mexico,  and  the  good  faith 
of  that  Government  has  been  shown  by  the  prompt  annual  payment 
of  the  installments. 

After  the  adjournment  of  the  commission  the  Secretary  of  State 
asked  Congress  to  pass  the  necessary  legislation  to  enable  the  Execu- 
tive to  distribute  the  money  on  the  awards  rendered  by  the  commis- 
sion. After  considerable  discussion  in  both  Houses  the  act  of  June 
18,  1878,  was  finally  passed. 

Under  date  of  January  24, 1878,  Mr.  Evarts,  Secretary  of  State,  had 
assured  Mexico  that  in  the  event  of  the  passage  of  such  a  bill  he  would 
give  due  weight  to  these  suggestions.  On  Jvine  20,  1878,  the  Mexican 
minister  addressed  a  note  to  Mr.  Evarts,  referring  to  the  pi-evious 
correspondence  and  to  the  action  of  Congress,  and  said  that  Mexico 
could  not  be  less  anxious  than  Congress  to  prevent  the  triumph  of  a 
culpable  speculation,  carried  on  under  the  protection  of  an  interna- 
tional arbitration.  July  1,  1878,  Mr.  Evarts,  replying  to  this  note, 
referred  to  the  act,  and  said:  "I  have  to  request  anexplieit  state- 
ment as  to  what  Mexico  has  to  say  and  expects  to  prove  in  regard  to 
each  of  the  cases  in  question."  Further  correspondence  folloVed  as 
to  the  time  and  manner  of  presenting  the  proofs,  and  December  11 
those  in  the  Weil  case  were  transmitted  to  the  Department,  and  in 
January,  1879,  those  in  the  La  Abra  case.  These  were  accompanied 
by  a  printed  volume  of  182  pages,  containing  the  material  parts  of  the 
proofs  upon  which  the  claim  had  been  allowed  by  the  commission, 
and  also  the  newly  discovered  evidence,  as  above  slated. 

After  an  examination  of  this  evidence,  and  after  hearing  arguments 
by  the  counsel  for  the  claimants  and  for  Mexico,  on  the  8th  of  August, 
1879,  Secretary  Evarts  submitted  to  I'lesidejit  Hayes  his  conclusions, 
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whicli  were  approved  by  the  President  August  13,  1879.  These  con- 
elusions  in  brief  were  that  as  between  the  United  States  and  Mexico 
the  cases  should  not  be  opened  and  retried  before  an  international 
tribunal;  but  that  the  evidence  submitted  by  Mexico  brought  into 
grave  doubt  the  substantial  integrity  and  sincerity  of  the  evidence  in 
the  two  cases,  and  "  that  the  honor  of  the  United  States  does  require 
that  these  two  cases  should  be  further  investigated  by  the  United 
States,  to  ascertain  whether  this  Government  has  been  made  the  means 
of  enforcing  against  a  friendly  power  claims  of  our  citizens  based  upon 
or  exaggerated  by  fraud. "  He  further  held  that  as  the  Executive  was 
not  furnished  with  the  means  of  properly  prosecuting  this  investiga- 
tion, and  that  as  authority  for  the  same  must  proceed  from  Congress, 
the  Tnatter  should  "be  laid  before  Congress  for  the  exercise  of  their 
plenary  power  in  the  matter. " 

Notice  being  given  to  tlie  Mexican  minister  and  to  counsel  on  the 
20th  of  August  of  this  decision,  further  aj-gnment  was  heard,  and  a 
supplementary  decision  was  made  September  6, 1879,  to  the  effect  that 
in  La  Abra  case  the  investigation  should  be  confined  to  the  question 
of  a  fraiidulent  exaggeration  of  damages,  and  that  the  two  install- 
ments up  to  that  time  paid  in  by  Mexico  might  safely  be  distributed 
to  the  claimants,  reserving  the  question  of  fraud  as  to  later  install- 
ments. The  Mexican  minister  protested  against  this  construction, 
and  maintained  that  the  charge  and  evidence  submitted  by  him  M^ent 
to  the  root  of  the  claim.  No  reply  was  made  to  the  two  notes  of  the 
minister  on  this  point,  and  on  the  17th  of  September,  1879,  the  two 
installments  were  paid  to  La  Abra  claimants. 

The  decisions  of  the  Secretary  of  State  of  August  8  and  September 
6,  1879,  were  communicated  to  Congress  April  16,  1880,  in  response  to 
a  Senate  resolution  of  February  27,  1880.  In  considering  the  ques- 
tion the  committees  of  the  two  Houses  reached  diiferent  conclusions, 
and  Congress  adjourned  without  action.  The  Senate  Judiciary  Com- 
mittee reported  that  if  the  awards  were  to  be  set  aside  they  should  be 
by  a  new  convention  negotiated  by  the  Executive,  and  the  House 
Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs  reported  a  bill  directing  the  Court  of 
Claims  to  make  the  investigation. 

Soon  after  the  adjournment  the  Mexican  minister  decided  to  file 
bills  in  equity  in  the  United  States  courts,  similar  to  those  in  the 
Gardiner  case,  praying  for  an  injunction  against  the  claimants,  etc. 
Whereupon,  August  2,  1880,  the  secretary  of  the  Mexican  legation 
accompanied  the  Hon.  Matt.  H.  Carpenter  to  the  State  Department, 
and  the  latter  explained  to  Secretary  Evarts  the  contemplated  legal 
proceedings,  informed  him  that  he  was  satisfied  that  bills  could  be 
maintained,  and  asked  the  Secretary  to  suspend  the  payment  until 
the  bills  could  be  prepared.  Secretary  Evarts  said  that  he  would 
consult  the  President  in  this  new  phase  of  the  matter  and  advise 
counsel  of  his  decision.  August  4  Secretary  Evarts  addressed  a  note 
to  the  Mexican  charge,  in  which  he  informed  him  that  he  could  not 
but  regard  the  proposed  action  of  Mexico  as  a  departure  from  the 
line  of  policy  heretofore  indicated  in  the  diplomatic  correspondence, 
and  as  being  in  distinct  contravention  of  the  articles  of  the  conven- 
tion with  regard  to  the  finality  of  the  awards  of  the  commission. 

A  note  was  prepared  by  the  Mexican  charge  d'affaires  in  reply  to 
the  Secretary,  in  which  the  nature  of  the  stipulations  was  discussed, 
as  well  as  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts,  and  the  Secretary  was 
informed  that  a  copy  of  his  note  and  of  the  proposed  bills  in  equity 
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would  be  forwarded  to  Mexico,  and  that  tlie  suits  would  be  deferred 
until  further  instructions  should  be  received  from  the  Mexican 
Government. 

This  communication,  dated  August  12,  1880,  was  mailed  at  New 
York  August  13,  addressed  to  the  Secretary  of  State,  Washington. 
No  answer  was  ever  made  to  this  note,  and  without  further  notice  to 
the  Mexican  representative  the  four  installments  in  hand  were  paid 
out  in  the  Weil  award,  and  all  of  La  Abra  installments  not  theretofore 
distributed.  The  payment  was  made  by  the  Assistant  Secretary  of 
State,  in  the  absence  of  the  Secretary,  upon  the  express  orders  of 
President  Hayes. 

After  paying  to  the  Secretary  of  State  the  fifth  installment  of  the 
awards  against  Mexico,  the  Mexican  charge,  February  2,  1881,  by 
instructions  of  his  Government,  again  appealed  to  Secretary  Evarts 
for  a  suspension  of  payments  on  the  two  awards.  Mr.  Evarts  replied, 
February  5,  citing  the  terms  of  the  convention  of  1868,  and  said  that 
"the  payments  to  the  parties  interested  in  the  awards  belong  exclu- 
sively to  the  Government  of  the  United  States  in  its  obligations  to  its 
own  citizens,"  and  that  in  these  two  cases  they  must  be  regulated  as 
in  the  other  awards,  "in  the  absence  of  any  direction  by  Congress  to 
the  contrary."  And  in  accordance  with  this  decision  the  fifth  install- 
ment on  the  awards  in  question  was  also  distributed  to  the  claimants. 

On  May  12,  1881,  Sr.  Zamacona,  the  Mexican  minister,  informed 
Secretary  Blaine  of  the  existence  in  the  Treasury  Department  of  addi- 
tional proofs  of  fraud  in  the  Weil  claim,  and  requested  copies  of  the 
documents.  On  the  9th  of  December,  1881,  Mr.  Blaine  transmitted 
to  Sr.  Zamacona  the  copies  requested,  and  took  occasion  to  say  that 
the  Government  of  the  United  States  could  "have  no  less  interest 
than  that  of  Mexico  in  probing  any  allegation  of  fraud  whereby  the 
good  faith  of  both  in  a  common  transaction  may  have  been  imposed 
upon."  Encouraged  by  this  declaration,  Sr.  Zamacona  replied  on  the 
22d  of  the  same  month,  reviewing  the  history  of  the  matter  and,  recall- 
ing the  near  approach  of  another  installment  to  be  paid  by  Mexico,  he 
expressed  the  hope  that  some  remedy  might  be  found  to  prevent  that 
payment  from  being  considered  as  a  definitive  tribute  to  falsehood 
and  perjury. 

Mr.  Blaine  having  retired  from  the  Department  before  an  oppor- 
tunity was  afforded  him  to  take  action  on  the  last  note  of  Sr.  Zama- 
cona, immediately  after  the  advent  of  Secretary  Frelinghuysen  nego- 
tiations were  entered  upon,  as  will  be  seen  by  a  note  ofSr.  Zamacona 
dated  January  19,  1882,  contemplating  a  retrial  of  the  two  cases. 
These  negotiations  resulted,  first,  in  withholding  the  pa^^ment  of  the 
sixth  and  succeeding  installments  on  these  awards,  and,  finally,  in  the 
celebration  of  the  treaty  of  July  13, 1882,  providing  for  the  reexamina- 
tion of  the  Weil  and  La  Abra  cases  by  an  international  tribunal. 
This  treaty  was  submitted  to  the  Senate  by  President  Arthur,  and  on 
the  21st  of  April  last  failed  to  receive  the  approval  of  this  body  for 
want  of  the  two-thirds  vote  required  by  the  Constitution  for  its  ratifi- 
cation. 

This  brief  resume  of  the  correspondence  between  the  two  Govern- 
ments shows  that  Mexico,  while  observing  in  good  faith  all  her  obli- 
gations under  the  convention,  has  earnestly  and  constantly  urged 
upon  the  United  States  that  these  claims  were  fraudulent.  This 
appeal  to  the  spirit  of  justice  can  not  be  ignored,  but  should  be  met 
by  a  frank  and  open  examination  by  our  own  courts  of  the  facts  pre- 
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sented  by  Mexico.  These  claimants  have  no  vested  rights  growing 
out  of  these  claims  which  entitle  them  to  come  between  Mexico  and 
the  United  States  and  to  demand  the  payment  of  any  part  of  these 
awards  that  are  the  outgrowth  of  fraud  and  perjury. 


Views  of  the  Minority. 
Mr.  Brown  submits  the  following  minority  report: 

the  proceedings  and  facts  in  la  abra  case. 

On  the  28th  day  of  May,  1870,  claimants  filed  a  memorial  before  the 
American  and  Mexican  Joint  Commission,  organized  under  the  con- 
vention of  July  4,  1868,  setting  up  their  claim  for  damages  against 
the  Government  of  Mexico. 

Very  soon  thereafter  testimony  by  deposition  was  taken  by  claim- 
ants in  support  of  said  claim,  and  Mexico  filed  defensive  testimony 
thereto,  and  siibsequently  the  claimants  filed  rebutting  testimony,  all 
of  which  was  submitted  to  the  commission.  On  the  2  7th  day  of  Decem- 
ber, 1875,  the  matter  was  finally  determined  by  Sir  Edward  Thornton, 
who  was  the  umpire  of  the  commission,  and  his  judgment  was  filed, 
awarding  to  the  claimants  the  sum  of  $358,791.06,  with  an  annual 
interest  of  6  per  cent  from  March  20,  1868,  to  the  date  of  the  final 
award;  and  the  further  sum  of  $100,000,  with  the  same  interest  from 
March  20,  1869,  to  the  date  of  the  final  award. 

In  the  final  report  of  J.  Hubley  Ashton,  esq.,  agent  of  the  United 
States  before  the  United  States  and  Mexican  Claims  Commission,  to  the 
Secretary  of  State,  dated  Washington,  January  29,  1877,  page  12,  as 
will  be  seen  by  reference  to  House  Ex.  Doe.  No.  103,  Forty-eighth  Con- 
gress, first  session,  we  find  substantially  this  summary  of  the  proceed- 
ings before  this  convention : 

The  convention  of  July  4,  1868,  under  which  the  late  commission  derived  its 
authority,  was  entered  into  for  the  purpose  of  adjusting  the  claims  of  citizens  of 
the  United  States  against  the  Mexican  Republic,  and  the  claims  of  citizens  of  the 
Mexican  Republic  against  the  United  States,  arising  out  of  transactions  of  a  date 
subsequent  to  the  2d  of  February,  1848. 

The  jurisdiction  of  the  commission  extended  to  all  claims  on  the  part  of  cor- 
porations, companies,  or  private  individuals,  citizens  of  the  United  States,  upon  the 
Mexican  Republic,  arising  from  injuries  to  their  persons  or  property  by  authorities 
of  the  Mexican  Republic,  and  of  all  claims  on  the  part  of  corporations,  companies, 
or  private  individuals,  citizens  of  the  Mexican  Republic,  upon  the  Government  of 
the  United  States,  arising  from  injuries  to  their  persons  or  property  by  authori- 
ties of  the  United  States,  which  may  have  been  presented  to  either  Government 
for  its  interposition  with  the  other  sinie  the  signature  of  the  treaty  of  Guadalupe- 
Hidalgo,  of  the  2d  of  February,  184K,  and  which  remained  unsettled,  as  well  as  to 
any  other  such  claims  which  might  be  presented  within  eight  months  from  the 
date  of  their  first  meeting. 

These  claims  were  to  be  impartially  and  carefully  examined  by  the  commission- 
ers and  decided  to  the  best  of  their  judgment  according  to  public  law,  justice,  and 
equity,  and  the  high  contracting  parties  agreed  to  consider  the  result  of  the  pro- 
ceedings of  the  commission  a  just,  perfect,  and  final  settlement  of  every  claim 
upon  their  Government  arising  out  of  any  transaction  of  a  date  prior  to  the 
exchange  of  the  ratifications  of  the  convention. 

The  respective  Governments  agreed  to  give  full  effect  to  the  decisions  of  the  com- 
missioners or  umpire,  "  without  any  objection,  evasion,  or  delay  whatsoever." 

One  commissioner  was  to  be  appointed  by  each  Government;  and  the  two  were 
to  name  some  third  person  to  act  as  umpire  in  cases  in  which  they  might  differ  in 
opinion. 
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The  convention  provided  that  each  Government  might  name  one  person  to  attend 
the  commissioners  as  agent  on  its  behalf,  to  present  and  support  claims  in  its 
behalf,  and  to  answer  claims  made  upon  it,  and  to  represent  it  generally  in  all 
matters  connected  v^ith  the  investigation  and  decision  of  the  claims. 

The  Hon.  Henry  Wadsworth,  of  Kentucky,  was  appointed  the  commissioner  on 
the  part  of  the  United  States,  and  Senor  Don  Francisco  Gomez  Palaoio  was 
appointed  commissioner  on  the  part  of  the  Mexican  Republic.  He  was  succeeded 
by  Gen.  Leon  Guzman,  who  was  succeeded  by  Seiior  Don  Manuel  Maria  de 
Zamacona. 

Dr.  Francis  Lieber,  of  the  State  of  New  York,  was  named  as  umpire.  He  hav- 
ing died  on  the  2d  of  October,  1873,  the  commissioners  agreed  upon  the  Right 
Honorable  Sir  Edward  Thornton,  K.  O.  B.,  minister  from  Great  Britain  to  the 
United  States. 

Mr.  Ashton,  of  Pennsylvania,  was  named  by  the  President  of  the  United  States 
as  an  agent  of  the  United  States  before  the  commission,  and  the  Hon.  Caleb  Gush- 
ing, of  Massachusetts,  was  named  by  the  President  of  the  Mexican  Republic  the 
agent  to  attend  the  commission  on  behalf  of  that  government.  Mr.  Gushing  was 
succeeded  by  Seuor  Don  Manuel  Aspiroz,  and  he  in  turn  by  Senor  Don  Elsuterlo 
Avila,  who  continued  in  the  performance  of  his  duties  to  the  termination  of  the 
commission. 

The  first  meeting  of  the  commissioners  occurred  on  the  31st  of  July,  1869. 

The  convention  of  .July  4,  1868,  limited  the  period  for  the  duration  of  the  com- 
mission to  two  years  and  six  months  from  the  day  of  the  first  meeting  of  the 
commissioners,  which  period  expired  on  January  31, 1872. 

By  the  subsequent  conventions  of  April  19, 1871,  November  27, 1872,  and  Novem- 
ber 30,  1874,  the  time  for  the  duration  of  the  commission  was  prolonged  until  the 
31st  day  of  January,  1876. 

The  convention  of  November  20,  1874,  provided  that  if  the  umpire  should  not 
have  decided  all  the  claims  referred  to  him  by  the  31st  day  of  January,  1876,  when 
the  functions  of  the  commissioners  would  terminate  under  that  convention,  he 
should  be  allowed  a  further  period  of  not  more  than  six  months  for  that  purpose. 

It  appearing  that  the  umpire  would  probably  be  unable  to  decide  all  the  cases 
referred  to  him  by  the  31st  of  July,  1876,  it  was  agreed  by  the  convention  of  April 
39,  1876,  that  he  should  be  allowed  a  further  period  until  the  30th  day  of  Novem- 
ber, 1876,  for  that  purpose. 

By  the  labors  of  the  accomplished  umpire.  Sir  Edward  Thornton,  all  the  claims 
laid  before  the  commission  by  the  respective  Governments  were  finally  disposed  of 
within  that  period  and  the  business  brought  to  a  close. 

Justice  to  the  Governments  defending  against  the  claims  required  that  they 
should  be  allowed  time  for  investigating  the  facts  and  obtaining  evidence  in  answer 
to  the  claimants'  proofs;  and  after  the  presentation  of  the  defensive  evidence  the 
same  consideration  rendered  it  proper  that  the  claimants  should  be  allowed  some 
opportunity  to  file  rebutting  evidence. 

As  disagreement  between  the  commissioners  was  the  rule  and  agreement  the 
exception,  the  decision  of  the  umpire  was  invoked  in  a  large  proportion  of  the 
contested  cases;  and  in  all  the  cases  referred  to  the  umpire  two  separate  and 
independent  hearing  occurred  upon  the  proofs  and  arguments. 

The  cases  were  investigated  by  Sir  Edward  Thornton  with  conscientious  care, 
without  the  aid  and  facilities  accorded  by  printed  records  and  printed  arguments; 
and  the  four  hundred  and  odd  opinions  from  his  pen,  in  the  records  of  the  com- 
mission, manifest  the  labor,  ability,  diligence,  and  intelligence  with  which  he 
performed  his  arduous  duties. 

The  commissioners  wrote  out  their  opinions,  not  only  in  those  cases  where  they 
were  able  to  agree,  but  also  in  those  cases  where  they  failed  to  agree  and  called 
the  umpire  to  their  assistance. 

Where  they  were  able  to  agree  as  to  the  disposition  proper  to  be  made  of  a  par- 
ticular case,  their  opinion  was  sometimes  prepared  and  delivered  by  one  member 
of  the  board,  while  in  most  such  cases  they  filed  separate  opinions.  Where  they 
differed,  each  commissioner  habitually  stated,  more  or  less  at  length,  his  own 
views  in  writing,  and  the  opinions  of  the  two  commissioners  were  transmitted 
with  the  documents,  evidence,  and  arguments  of  counsel  on  file  in  the  particular 
case  to  the  umpire,  who  had  thus  before  him  in  writing  the  conflicting  views  and 
arguments  of  the  two  commissioners. 

This  is  the  summary  which  Mr.  Ashton  gives  of  the  proceedings  of 
the  convention  before  the  commissioners. 

The  investigation  of  this  case  embraced  a  period  of  more  than  five 
years,  and  during  that  times  both  sides  were  actively  engaged  in  taking 
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testimony,  by  deposition.  The  claimants  filed  their  depositions  in 
chief,  Mexico  filed  her  depositions  in  reply,  and  claimants  filed  depo- 
sitions in  rebuttal. 

The  Government  of  the  United  States  was  represented  by  counsel; 
the  Government  of  Mexico  was  represented  by  counsel,  and  the  evi- 
dence in  the  cause,  on  both  sides,  was  responsive  to  the  issues  joined. 

Mr.  Secretary  Evarts,  under  date  of  April  13,  1880,  writing  to  the 
President  on  this  subject,  says : 

Mexico  has  no  rightto  complain  of  the  conduct  of  these  claims  before  the  tribunal 
of  commissioners  and  umpire  provided  by  the  convention,  or  of  the  judgments 
given  thereupon,  so  far  as  the  integrity  of  the  tribunal  is  concerned;  the  regularity 
of  the  proceedings,  the  full  opportunity,  in  time  and  after  notice,  to  meet  the  case 
of  the  respective  claimants,  and  the  free  and  deliberate  choice  exercised  by  Mexico 
as  to  the  methods,  the  measure,  and  the  means  of  the  defense  against  the  same. 

SUMMARY   OP  THE   FACTS. 

[The  references  made  are  to  the  printed  record  of  the  testimony  on  file  in  the  Department  of 

state.] 

I.  As  to  the  purchase  and  ownership  of  the  mines  and  expenditures 
thereon. 

The  following  witnesses,  whose  depositions  were  filed  by  Mexico,  tes- 
fied  substantially  as  follows: 

Francisco  Acosto  (deposition  taken  the  31st  of  July,  1872),  that  these 
mines  became  the  property  of  some  American  citizens;  were  bought 
of  a  Spaniard  named  Juan  GastiUo  de  Valle  for  the  sum  of  $50,000 
(pp.  173,  174). 

Juan  Castillo  de  Valle,  who  formerly  owned  the  property,  that  he 
received  for  the  mine  $50,000  (p.  176). 

Ramon  Aguire  (examined  26th  January,  1871),  that  the  former 
owners  of  the  mines  sold  them  to  Americans  (p.  133). 

Refugio  Fonseca  (examined  the  4th  February,  1871),  that  he  had 
known  the  mineral  district  of  Tayoltita  since  1855 ;  that  Castillo  and 
Manjarres  sold  to  an  American  company;  that  the  mines  produced 
good  profits  to  their  former  owners  (p.  136). 

D.  Santiago  Granger,  whose  deposition  was  taken  by  Mexico  three 
several  times,  that  the  company  expended  in  purchase  of  mine,  ma- 
chinery, and  work  of  mines  $303,000  (pp.  137  to  147,  inclusive). 

Miguel  La  Vega  (p.  151);  C.  Cepomocena  Manjarres  (at  p.  184),  that 
the  mines  sold  for  $50,000. 

Ignatio  Manjarres  (examined  three  times  by  Mexico,  February  19, 
1871;  October  9,  1871;  October  10,  1872),  was  one  of  the  former  own- 
ers of  the  mines;  that  they  produced  good  profits;  sold  the  mines  to 
American  Company  Abra  (pp.  136, 179,  180). 

Pio  Quinto  Nunez  (at  p.  145),  Bortolo  Rodriguez,  whose  deposition 
was  taken  three  times,  19th  January,  1871,  24th  September,  1871,  and 
25th  July,  1872  (at  pp.  131,  139,  140,  163,  185),  and  Julian  Romero, 
examined  26th  September,  1871  (at  p.  146),  all  prove  the  purchase  by 
the  American  company. 

N.  S.  Sloan  (examined  the  7th  October,  1871),  that  he  was  formerly 
a  clerk  for  La  Abra  Company  at  the  mines — that  according  to  the 
statement  of  the  superintendent,  which  he  saw,  the  company  had  ex- 
pended $303,000  (pp.  148,  149). 

The  depositions  of  the  following  witnesses  were  filed  by  the  claim- 
ants, to  wit : 

Don  Juan  Castillo  de  VaUe  (at  pp.  71,  72,  and  87). 
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George  Collins,  wholesale  tea  merchant  in  New  York  and  the  former 
president  of  the  company  (at  pp.  29,  30,  and  31),  who  puts  the  ex- 
penditures at  $299,291.06. 

Charles  H.  Exall,  the  former  superintendent  (at  pp.  18,  19,  20,  21 , 
and  22). 

Alfred  A.  Green  (at  pp.  26  and  27). 

WUliam  H.  Smith  (at  pp.  32,  33,  34,  35,  and  36). 

George  C.  Bissell  (at  pp.  37,  38,  39,  and  40). 

James  Granger  (at  p.  41). 

John  Cole  (at  p.  54). 

Juan  Francisco  Gamboa  (at  p.  61). 

William  G.  S.  Clark  (at  pp.  63  and  64). 

John  P.  Cryder  (at  p.  72). 

Jos6  Maria  Louiza  (at  pp.  77  and  78). 

Charles  Bouttier  (at  p.  81). 

Marcus  Mora  (gefe  politico)  states  that  the  value  of  the  improve- 
ments and  costs,  including  the  extraction  of  ores  and  their  transpor- 
tation to  the  reducing  works,  could  not  have  been  less  than  $500,000 
(p.  101). 

Charles  B.  Dalghreen  (at  pp.  Ill,  112,  113,  115). 

Antonio  de  la  Pena,  wholesale  grocery  merchant  at  Mazatlan  (p. 
123). 

Don  Pedro  Echeguren,  banker  and  merchant  of  Mazatlan  (at  p. 
123). 

The  testimony  of  these  witnesses — 9  on  the  part  of  Mexico  and  17 
on  the  part  of  claimants — prove  the  purchase,  the  ownership,  the 
value,  and  expenditures  upon  which  the  judgment  of  the  commission 
was  based.  But,  to  put  the  matter  beyond  any  question,  Mr.  Foster, 
representing  the  Mexican  Government  before  the  Committee  on  For- 
eign Affairs  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  on  the  21st  day  of  May, 
1886,  as  appears  from  the  printed  stenographic  report  of  his  argu- 
ment, printed  for  the  use  of  the  committee  of  the  House,  and  to  which 
reference  is  made,  admits  the  fact  of  purchase,  ownership,  and  large 
expenditures  by  the  company. 

On  page  56  he  says: 

It  is  not  denied  that  the  company  bought  these  mines,  and  spent  a  large  amount 
of  money  in  preparing  to  work  them. 

It  is  not  only  proven  by  the  evidence  on  both  sides  but  admitted 
that  the  company  purchased  and  owned  the  mines  and  "spent  a  large 
amount  of  money  in  preparing  to  work  them."  Then  how  can  it  be 
contended  that  the  "honor  of  the  Government"  requires  any  further 
investigation  of  that  question? 

Mr.  Secretary  Evarts,  in  his  letter  to  the  President  of  the  date  of 
September  3,  1879,  speaking  of  his  investigation  and  report  of  the 
matter,  laid  before  the  Department  by  the  Mexican  Government,  ask- 
ing a  rehearing  upon  the  same  allegations  and  statements  as  are  made 
the  foundation  for  the  bill  under  consideration,  says : 

*  *  *  These  reports  having  been  communicated  both  to  the  Mexican  Govern- 
ment and  the  claimants,  the  payment  was  made  upon  the  La  Abra  award  of  the 
distributive  share  of  the  installments  then  in  hand. 

THE   QUESTION  AT  ISSUE. 

II.  By  reference  to  the  said  stenographic  report  of  Mr.  Foster's 
argument  before  the  House  committee,  it  will  be  seen  that  he  epito- 
mizes the  question  in  this  language.     At  page  57  says  he : 

The  gist  of  the  whole  matter  is  whether  Mexico  did  by  force  drive  the  company 
out  of  its  mine. 
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This  was  the  issue  before  the  commission,  and  upon  which  both  sides 
took  testimony.  It  was  a  fact  capable  of  proof  by  persons  who  lived 
in  the  vicinity  of  the  mine;  it  was  an  event  which  did  or  did  not  hap- 
pen ;  it  was  a  matter  of  public  notoriety,  or  a  false  and  fraudulent 
pretension.  It  was  easy  of  proof.  The  Mexican  Government  knew 
that  its  officials  and  authorities  were  charged  by  the  claimants  with 
having  driven  tliem  from  the  country;  with  having  unlawfully  and 
arbitrarily  interfered  through  her  courts  and  judges  with  the  mining 
operations  of  this  company;  had  robbed  them  of  supplies;  had  forci- 
bly taken  possession  of,  and,  by  the  strong  hand  of  power,  confiscated 
the  property  of  these  Americans  to  Government  purposes;  had  unlaw- 
fully and  without  cause  arrested  the  officers  of  the  company  and  con- 
fined them  in  prison  without  trial;  had  permitted  the  ores  of  the  com- 
pany unreduced  at  the  works  to  be  stolen  by  her  citizens  without 
remonstrance,  and  had  subjected  the  company  to  forced  loans  for 
Government  uses.  That  the  authorities  had  been  appealed  to  by  the 
company  for  protection,  and  had  refused  it,  notwithstanding  by  her 
proclamations  Mexico  had  promised  protection  to  foreigners  who 
invested  capital  within  her  borders. 

These  were  the  allegations  made  by  claimants  against  the  Mexican 
Government;  the  claimants  submitted  evidence  in  support  thereof, 
and  the  Mexican  Government  submitted  evidence  in  opposition. 
From  the  beginning  of  the  controversy  and  trial  to  the  end  of  it,  this 
was  a  well-defined  and  clean-cut  issue.  Mexico  so  understood  it. 
There  was  no  surprise  nor  taking  imawares.  She  knew  the  names, 
residences,  occupations,  and  could  have  ascertained  the  character  and 
standing  of  all  the  witnesses  examined  by  the  claimants,  and  if  they 
were  unworthy  of  belief,  it  could  have  been  shown  on  the  trial,  for 
she  had  five  years  to  make  out  her  case.  She  likewise  knew  what 
facts  the  witnesses  had  deposed  to. 

Mr.  Romero  to  Mr.  Secretary  Frelinghuysen,  on  page  56,  of  steno- 
graphic report,  quoted  by  Mr.  Foster  in  his  argument,  admits  that 
this  was  the  issue,  and  says : 

Mr.  Foster.  I  continue  to  read  from  Mr.  Romero's  synopsis  submitted  to  Mr. 
Frelinghuysen: 

"  The  gist  of  the  whole  case  is  whether  the  Mexican  authorities  by  their  ho.stiIe, 
violent,  and  illegal  acts  obstructed  the  company's  operations  to  sucb  an  extent  as 
to  render  the  property  useless  and  finally  compel  it  to  abandon  its  mines.  Mexico 
has  from  the  commencement  of  claimant's  case  to  the  present  time,  in  all  its 
stages,  contended  that  there  was  absolutely  no  responsibility  on  her  part." 

Mexico  introduced  witnesses  who  proved  on  this  issue  the  following 
facts : 

(1)  Matias  Avcdos. — That  the  company's  superintendent  was  ar- 
rested; that  the  people  prevented  the  company  from  working,  and 
that  an  American  who  had  been  sent  to  Mazatlan  for  money  had  been 
robbed  (p.  165). 

(2)  Santiago  Granger  (whose  deposition  was  taken  three  times  by 
Mexico). — That  Marcus  Mora,  the  principal  authority  of  the  district, 
molested  the  workmen  at  the  mine;  that  the  superintendent  was 
arrested,  fined,  and  imprisoned  without  being  informed  of  the  crime 
with  which  he  was  charged,  and  without  a  trial;  that  $1,200  was 
demanded  of  the  company  by  the  military  commander;  that  he  (wit- 
ness) had  been  in  the  emploj'ment  of  the  company  and  was  an  eye- 
witness to  the  facts  (pp.  137  to  147,  inclusive). 

(3)  N.  S.  Sloan. — Had  been  in  the  employment  of  the  company; 
knew  that  the  superintendent  had  been  a  prisoner  in  jail;  that  the 
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Liberal  forces  had  killed  one  of  the  company's  superintendents,  and 
embargoed  the  works  over  which  he  had  charge;  that  he  was  aware 
that  they  killed  one  of  the  employees  (pp.  148,  149). 

(4)  Ouadalupe  Soio  (a  Mexican  judge),  who  admits  that  he  issued 
the  following  orders,  to  wit: 

Page  52: 

[Second  court— Conciliador,  Tayoltita.] 

To  the  Superintendent  of  the  Abra  Reducing  Works: 

By  the  communication  of  yesterday,  dated  the  3d,  received  from  the  Gefe  Polit- 
ico of  San  Dimas,  1  notify  you  that  if  you  do  not  intend  to  work  the  Abra  mines 
as  they  were  formerly  worked,  upon  the  system  of  "thirds, "that  you  immediately 
vacate  the  mines  to  allow  the  operators  to  work  them  on  their  own  account,  with- 
out further  loss  of  time. 

Guadalupe  Soto. 

Liberty  and  reform. 

Tayoltita,  July  S4,  1867. 

[Second  conrt— Conciliador,  Tayoltita.] 

To  the  Superintendent  of  the  Abra  Reducing  Works: 

The  court  notices,  with  the  greatest  displeasure,  that  twenty-four  hours  have 
elapsed  since  it  addressed  you  a  communication,  to  which  you  have  made  no  reply. 
You  are  ordered  to  arrange  your  work  with  the  operatives  within  two  hours;  and 
if  you  come  to  no  arrangement,  you  will  vacate  the  mines,  so  that  they  may  lose 
no  more  time. 

Guadalupe  Soto. 

Liberty  and  reform. 

Tayoltita,  July  24, 1867. 

Says  that  he  issued  them  "because  there  had  been  a  rising  of  the 
people  to  compel  him  to,"  and  because  he  had  received  orders  to  that 
effect  from  Marcus  Mora,  his  superior  in  office,  and  that  this  was  done 
because  the  superintendent  of  the  mines  failed  to  contract  with  the 
operators  (pp.  161, 162). 

The  claimants  introduced  witnesses  on  that  issue  who  proved  the 
following  facts: 

(1)  Charles  H.  Exall  (now  dead).— That  about  March  20,  1868,  he 
ceased  work  and  operations  at  the  mines,  and  states  the  reasons  as 
follows : 

Because  I  and  the  men  under  my  superintendence  working  at  the  said  mines 
were  compelled  toquit  and  to  abandon  the  company's  mining  operations  and  prop- 
erty; because  the  interference,  annoyance,  and  molestation  we  received  during  the 
progress  of  the  work  rendered  success  in  it  impossible,  and  rendered  a  continuance 
of  the  work  dangerous  to  person  and  property,  and  intolerable,  if  not  absolutely 
impossible. 

The  feeling  and  prejudice  of  the  authorities,  both  military  and  civil,  and  of  both 
the  local  and  national  authorities,  at  Tayoltita  and  in  the  States  of  Durango  and 
Sinaloa,  were  very  inimical  to  us.  *  *  *  Our  lives  were  threatened  by  the 
authorities,  both  the  citizens  and  the  troops  of  the  legitimate  Government  of 
Mexico  under  President  Juarez,  its  present  chief  magistrate;  those  threats  were 
frequently  made,  and  we  were  m  constant  fear  of  our  lives,  and  in  pursuance  of 
those  threats  one  of  the  employees  working  for  said  company  was  actUiiUy  killed 
while  coming  up  from  Mazatlan  with  a  train  of  mules  for  said  company,  and  we 
were  finally  driven  off  and  compelled  to  abandon  our  mining  operations  by  said 
authorities.  The  civil  officers  of  the  legitimate  Government  of  Mexico  under 
President  Juarez  also  harassed  and  annoyed  us,  and  interfered  with  the  continu- 
ing of  the  mining  operations  of  said  company.  I  was  arrested  by  order  of  the 
local  magistrate  or  judge  of  Tayoltit  1,  whose  official  title,  as  I  understood,  was 
"  juez,"  and  thrust  into  prison,  and  sentenced  by  him  to  a  fine  of  $50  and  imprison- 
ment for  two  months.  I  had  no  trial,  nor  even  an  examination,  except  by  him 
personally,  and  do  not  know  for  what  I  was  arrested  or  imprisoned.  I  was 
released  through  the  personal  influence  of  a  Mr.  Granger,  who  had  to  promise 
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payment  of  the  said  fine,  no  good  reason  having  been  given  me  for  my  arrest  or 
release.  I  had  frequently  applied  to  the  proper  military  and  civil  authorities  of 
Mexico,  both  Sinaloa  and  Durango,  for  redress  and  protection  against  the  violence 
stated,  but  was  rudely  denied  by  both  in  every  case,  and  could  get  neither;  and 
these  threatened  acts  and  the  acts  of  violence  were  encouraged  and  connived  at 
by  said  authorities. 

The  interference  occurred  at  various  times  during  the  whole  progress  of  the 
work  while  I  was  superintendent,  and  we  were  finally  compelled  to  abandon  the 
company's  mines  and  property  about  March  20,  1868. 

The  military  authorities  of  "the  Liberal  Government  of  Mexico,  or  those  acting 
in  that  capacity,  seized  upon  our  mule  trains  on  the  road  from  Mazatlan  to  our 
mines  in  the  State  of  Durango,  loaded  down  with  provisions  and  stores  for  the  use 
of  the  employees  of  said  company,  and  they,  the  military,  appropriated  them  to 
their  own  use,  upon  the  plea  that  they  were  not  provided  for  and  must  have  them 
as  a  military  necessity. 

Large  numbers  of  our  mules  and  thousands  of  dollars'  worth  of  our  stores  and 
provisions  were  captured  in  this  way  by  the  said  military  during  the  progress  of 
war  there,  and  finding  it  little  or  no  better  at  the  close  of  the  hostilities  (indeed,  it 
was  even  worse  in  the  mines),  for  then  they  seemed  to  turn  their  whole  attention 
to  what  they  called  a  purpose  on  our  part  to  ajmex  Durango  to  the  United  States. 
And  it  was  in  vain  that  we  protested  that  we  have  no  such  intention.  The  report 
had  become  general,  and  we  were  so  harassed  that  it  was  impossible  to  continue 
our  work  with  safety. 

The  captures  or  robberies  of  our  mules  and  stores  of  which  I  have  spoken 
occurred  at  various  times  during  the  latter  part  of  1866  and  the  early  part  of  1867; 
that  is,  the  most  of  them  occurred  during  the  times  stated,  and  principally  by  the 
Liberal  authorities  (pp.  18, 19,  20,  31, 33). 

This  deposition  was  taken  2d  day  of  September,  1869.  Mexico  had 
five  years  to  show  to  the  contrary  and  to  reply  to  it. 

(2)  William  H.  Smith: 

In  1868  the  company  was  driven  away  and  forced  to  abandon  them  (the  mines). 

Since  the  close  of  the  war,  in  the  latter  part  of  1867,  or  early  part  of  1868,  he 
states  that  he  could  not  with  safety  to  personal  property  remain  there;  that  he 
was  well  satisfied  that  the  superintentent  and  other  officers  of  the  La  Abra  Silver 
Mining  Company  could  not  have  remained  in  the  district  as  miners;  that  it  would 
have  been  impossible  for  said  company  to  carry  on  their  mining  operations  beyond 
the  spring  of  1868,  when  they  were  compelled  to  abandon  the  same;  that  it  would 
have  been  hazardous  and  unsafe  to  the  lives  of  Mr.  Exall,  their  superintendent, 
and  other  officers,  and  a  great  risk  of  any  additional  capital  invested  by  the  com- 
pany, to  have  attempted  a  continuance  of  said  mining  operations  ovring  to  the  preju- 
dice, jealousy,  and  hostility  of  the  Mexican  authorities  to  that  company,  and  the 
expressed  determination  to  get  rid  of  them  in  some  way,  which  I  know  to  be  the 
fact  as  to  the  then  local  authorities  at  San  Dimas.  The  interference  of  the  Mexi- 
can authorities,  local  and  national,  and  citizens  with  said  American  mining  oper- 
ations by  the  way  of  levying  illegal  demands,  issuing  illegal  and  unjust  writs  of 
arrest,  and  otherwise  annoying  those  miners,  by  making  everything  difficult  in 
the  way  of  procuring  custom-house  and  other  permits  for  supplies  of  machinery, 
which  annoyances  and  outrages  were  not  only  perpetrated  by  said  authorities 
against  said  La  Abra  Company,  but  they  were  extended  to  other  companies  and 
individuals  working  the  mines  of  that  district,  and,  as  I  am  credibly  informed 
and  believe,  as  well  in  other  mining  districts  of  Durango  and  Sinaloa  (pp.  32, 33, 
34,  35,  36). 

(3)  George  0.  Bissell. — This  witness  states,  on  page  38  of  the  printed 
record,  that  Macario  Alvera,  in  the  fall  of  1868  or  early  in  the  winter 
of  1869,  who  at  the  time  was  prefect  of  the  mining  district  of  San 
Dimas,  and  holding  a  high  ofi&cial  position  there  at  the  time,  and  who 
was  a  man  who  exerted  great  influence  over  the  people  and  over  the 
authorities  there,  exercising  both  civil  and  military  power  in  the  dis- 
trict, informed  him  that  the  Abra  Mining  Company  was  interfered 
with,  annoyed,  and  finally  broken  up  by  the  San  Dimas  and  other 
authorities  of  Mexico,  and  by  the  troops  of  the  Eepublic  under  Pres- 
ident Juarez;  that  they  had  their  trains  of  pack  mules  captured  by 
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said  troops,  and  the  provisions,  mules,  and  supplies  converted  to  the 
use  of  tiie  said  army,  and  that  on  one  occasion  one  of  the  men  in 
charge  of  a  train  of  pack  mules  was  killed  in  order  that  they  might 
possess  themselves  of  said  property  for  the  use  of  the  army. 
On  page  39  of  the  printed  record,  he  says: 

I  regard  the  said  La  Abra  Company's  mines  and  other  property  as'  one  of  the 
very  best  and  most  valuable  in  the  State  of  Durango;  that  I  have  heard,  and  knovy 
by  the  statements  of  all  parties  in  and  about  San  Dimas  district,  that  the  richest 
ores  belonging  to  said  company,  which  they  had  taken  out  in  large  quantities  at 
the  time  they  were  compelled  to  abandon  the  same,  had  been  carried  oS  and  sold 
by  Mexicans,  and  the  profits  of  the  same  shared  by  Mexican  authorities,  by  whom 
those  acts  were  covertly  instigated. 

On  page  40  he  refers  to  the  fact  that  the  prefect  of  San  Dimas,  Micario 
Olvera,  was  a  son-in-law  of  Guadalupe  Soto,  the  local  judge  who  had 
been  involved  in  a  lawsuit  with  the  mining  company ;  that  the  company 
had  gained  the  suit  and  that  Soto  was  a  bitter  enemy  of  the  company, 
and  he  was  satisfied  that  the  prefect  shared  the  feeling  of  prejudice 
and  unfairness.  He  was  satisfied  that  other  Mexican  authorities,  both 
local  and  national,  were  influenced  by  said  prefect,  and  that  it  had 
been  determined  by  said  Mexican  authorities  at  all  hazards  to  get  rid 
of  the  company  in  some  way,  and  not  to  permit  them  ever  again  to 
work  their  said  mines.  He  has  no  interest  whatever — direct,  contin- 
gent, or  otherwise — in  La  Abra  claim  against  Mexico  (pp.  38-40). 

(4)  James  Granger. — His  deposition  was  taken  on  the  14th  of  May, 
1870,  by  claimants,  and  afterwards  three  successive  times  by  the 
Mexican  Government,  to  wit:  August  23,  1871;  July  23,  1872,  and 
July  24,  1872.  In  his  latter  depositions  he  does  not  contradict  the 
statement  given  in  his  deposition  for  the  company  as  to  the  interfer- 
ence of  the  authorities,  and  as  to  the  forced  abandonment  of  the  mines 
by  the  company.  And  this  witness  swears  that  Soto,  the  Mexican 
judge,  who  issued  the  orders  by  authority  and  direction  of  Mora,  the 
highest  oflcial  of  the  district,  was  in  possession  and  occupancy  of  the 
company's  property  after  the  abandonment.  (It  wiU  be  noted  that 
Judge  Soto,  who  was  examined  by  Mexico  July  24,  1872,  as  a  witness, 
does  not  deny  the  statement  of  Granger,  but  admits  that  he  issued  the 
orders  as  proven  by  claimants.) 

Granger  says: 

In  the  latter  part  of  1865  and  in  1866,  when  they  were  getting  up  their  machinery 
and  supplies  from  Mazatlan,  it  was  a  matter  of  public  notoriety  that  they  were 
hindered  and  delayed  by  the  military  authorities  of  Mexico,  and  they  were  sub- 
jected by  said  authorities  to  forced  loans  or  prestamos,  and  illegal  exactions  upon 
said  machinery  and  supplies;  one  of  the  captains  or  quartermasters  of  one  of  the 
trains  of  the  company,  whose  name  was  Scott,  commonly  called  "Scottie,"  was 
robbed  by  the  military  of  the  liberal  army,  on  the  road  from  Mazatlan,  and  while 
near  Camacho;  said  Scott  was  in  charge  of  $3,000  of  the  company's  money  and  said 
military  took  from  him  and  converted  the  same  to  their  own  use  $1,178,  and  I  know 
that  the  same  has  never  been  returned  to  the  said  company.  Another,  by  the 
name  of  Grove,  was  foully  murdered,  I  think  about  the  same  time.  This  took 
place  at  a  point  called  "  Candelero  Crick,"  between  San  Ignacio  and  San  Dimas 
(p.  42). 

On  page  44  he  alludes  to  the  arrest  and  imprisonment  of  Exall  and 
the  summons  of  Exall  to  the  court  room,  where  he  found  assembled  a 
large  number  of  the  employees  of  the  company's  mines  and  others,  and 
in  their  presence  the  judge  proceeded  to  lecture  Exall  upon  the  manner 
in  which  the  business  of  the  company  should  be  carried  on  and 
threatened  that  if  the  superintendent  or  company  did  not  work  in 
the  manner  to  please  the  authorities  they  should  be  deprived  of  their 
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property  and  forced  to  leave  the  country,  all  of  which  was  stated  ia 
this  deponent's  presence. 

Although  I  have  only  stated  a  few  circumstances  that  came  under  my  direct 
observation,  showing  the  animus  of  the  authorities  and  people  of  this  district, 
these  are  not  by  any  means  to  be  taken  as  all  that  took  place,  nor  even  as  the  most 
vexatious.  It  was  the  daily  and  almost  hourly  annoyances  and  interruptions. 
Every  pretext  that  could  by  any  means  be  made  the  basis  of  a  suit  or  exaction  was 
availed  of. 

The  rich  mines  and  the  large  expenditures  of  the  La  Abra  Company  seemed  to 
have  excited  the  cupidity  of  the  authorities,  and  they  determined  to  get  rid  of  this 
company,  and  to  drive  them  out  of  the  country.  I  have  heard  this  determination 
expressed  by  the  gefe  politico  of  the  district,  ofi&ciating  as  such  at  the  time,  and 
also  by  diflEerent  judges  in  the  district  of  San  Dimas.  The  universal  sentiment  of 
all  the  Mexican  people  and  the  authorities  there  was  that  all  the  mines  of  the 
country  should  be  worked  and  owned  only  by  the  natives  of  the  country.  As  I 
have  said  before,  this  was  expressed  in  my  presence  and  hearing  by  Judge  Nicaiior 
Perez,  and  also  by  another  judge  at  Tayoltita,  whose  name  is  Guadalupe  Soto,  and 
also  by  the  gefe  politico  of  the  district. 

On  page  45  he  says: 

I  also  know  that  an  armed  mob  of  some  forty  or  fifty  men  charged  on  the  haci- 
enda of  La  Abra  Company,  at  Tayoltita,  with  the  expressed  intention  of  killing 
all  the  American  employees  of  the  company. 

On  page  46  he  states  that  while  Exall  was  still  there  trying  to  carry 
on  the  work  of  the  company  that  the  Mexicans  tore  down  the  ores  of 
the  company  where  it  was  piled  up  within  the  inclosures  of  the  haci- 
enda and  culled  out  the  richest  pieces,  stealing  and  packing  away  the 
same  in  sacks  almost  every  night,  sometimes  in  open  daylight,  and 
that,  too,  with  impunity  and  defiance  to  the  superintendent.  The 
superintendent  did  not  even  dare  to  go  out  or  attempt  a  defense  of  the 
same,  as  it  probably  would  have  cost  him  his  life  to  do  so;  that  these 
acts  were  winked  at,  if  not  actually  instigated,  by  the  authorities  both 
of  the  district  and  "cuartel"  or  pueblo. 

Speaking  of  the  feeling  of  the  Mexican  authorities  toward  the  Amer- 
ican miners,  on  page  47,  he  says : 

They  were  all  in  favor  of  seeing  the  mines  of  Mexico  in  the  hands  of  and  worked 
"hv  ''WfiTciofliiis 

I  had  heard  Guadalupe  Soto  say  he  was  opposed  to  seeing  the  mines  of  Mexico 
in  possession  of  Americans;  *  *  *  he  was  opposed  to  La  Abra  Silver  Mining 
Company,  and  not  in  favor  of  their  ever  being  permitted  to  return  and  recommence 
mining  operations  in  that  district;  that  he  would  go  for  clearing  them  out  if  they 
attempted  to  return  to  work  their  said  mines  at  Tayoltita.  I  know  that  this  was 
and  is  now  the  feeling  there  with  higher  Mexican  authorities  than  Guadalupe  Soto 
in  that  district. 

In  answer  to  question  on  page  48  of  the  printed  record  as  to  who 
occupied,  at  that  time,  the  "lower  hacienda,"  and  who  occupied  the 
principal  hacienda  and  buildings  of  said  La  Abra  Company  at  Tayol- 
tita, he  states  that  the  gefe  de  cartel,  Guadalupe  Soto,  and  his  family 
were  occupying  then  the  property  of  La  Abra  Company. 

This  statement  was  not  contradicted  by  Judge  Soto,  who  was  exam- 
ined by  Mexico  as  her  own  witness  after  the  taking  of  Granger's  depo- 
sition by  the  company. 

The  following  is  the  order  of  Marcus  Mora,  the  chief  prefect  or  gefe 
politico  of  the  district,  which  is  identified  by  Granger  (see  pp.  45  and 
52,  Granger's  testimony),  and  Judge  Soto  says  he  was  acting  under 
orders  from  Marcus  Mora  when  he  issued  his  order  of  July  4,  1867. 
Mora's  order  is  dated  July  3,  1867,  to  wit: 
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[Gef etura  politico  of  the  partldo  of  San  Dimas.] 

To  Judge  Guadalupe  Soto,  Sole  Conciliador,  at  Tayoltita: 

From  your  communication,  this  gefetura  has  learned,  with  great  displeasure, 
the  abuses  committed  by  the  Americans,  who  at  first  agreed  to  pay  their  operatives 
in  money,  then  to  pay  them  half,  and,  thirdly,  to  pay  them  one-third. 

Notify  them  through  your  court,  and  by  my  order,  to  at  least  comply  with  the 
last  contract — that  is,  to  pay  them  one-third  in  money — otherwise  that  they  vacate 
the  mines  and  allow  the  operatives  to  work  them  if  they  can,  since  neither  the 
mining  ordinances  permit  them  to  pay  in  goods  only  nor  will  the  Government 
consent  to  such  abuses,  and  it  is  already  tired  out  with  a  thousand  complaints 
upon  this  subject. 

You  will  show  this  communication  to  the  American  in  charge  in  that  mineral. 

Independence  and  reform. 

M.  MOBA. 

San  Dimas,  July  S,  1867. 

(5)  Matios  Avalos. — In  answer  to  the  question  as  to  who  was  occu- 
pying the  company's  property  at  Tayoltita,  he  answers,  "Guadalupe 
Soto  and  his  family."  That  Soto  was  the  judge  at  that  time;  that  he 
had  heard  Judge  Soto  say  he  would  drive  the  company  out  of  Tayol- 
tita and  out  of  the  country,  and  also  Andres  Serrano,  who  held  the 
same  office  after  Perez  went  out.  They  both  said  they  would  get  rid 
of  La  Abra  Company  and  have  their  mines  and  property  for  the  Mexi- 
cans who  were  out  of  employment.  They  said  these  mines  are  too 
good  for  "Gringos;"  they  can't  keep  them  or  take  away  their  ores. 
He  has  no  interest  in  any  manner  whatsoever  in  the  claim  (p.  56). 

(6)  John  Cole. — ^Witness  testifies  that  he  had  formerly  been  part 
owner  of  the  Neustra  Senora  de  Guadalupe  gold  and  silver  mines; 
that  these  mines  are  situated  about  1^  to  3  miles  from  Tayoltita,  in  the 
mining  district  of  San  Dimas ;  that  he  knew  the  mines  then  belonged 
to  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company.  He  states  that  he  is  one  of  the 
oldest  American  miners  in  that  district;  that  the  Abra  Silver  Mining 
Company  was,  in  the  years  1867  and  1868,  one  of  the  largest  and  their 
mill  and  machinery  one  of  the  best  and  most  extensive  of  any  in  that 
mining  district,  either  of  the  native  or  foreign  companies;  that  he 
assisted  the  Abra  Mining  Company  in  transporting  their  heavy  and 
excellent  stamp  mill  and  machinery  from  Mazatlan,  Sinaloa,  to  their 
said  mines  in  San  Dimas,  Durango,  in  1866  and  1867;  that  he  con- 
trolled the  forwarding  of  said  machinery  and  supplies  by  three  and 
sometimes  four  mule  trains,  owned  by  and  in  the  employ  of  La  Abra 
Company,  consisting  of  about  40  mules  to  the  train — sometimes  more 
and  sometimes  less — never  less  than  -30  mules  to  each  train ;  he  was  so 
engaged  in  packing  the  stamp  mill,  supplies,  and  machinery  from 
Mazatlan,  State  of  Sinaloa,  to  the  mines  of  La  Abra  Company  at 
Tayoltita  in  the  years  1866  and  1867 ;  that  the  mules,  machinery,  sup- 
plies, etc. ,  were  the  property  of  La  Abra  Company,  and  they  were  of 
the  very  best  quality  (p.  54). 

The  machinery  and  supplies  of  the  company  of  every  description 
were  transported  over  the  mountains  from  Mazatlan  to  Durango,  a 
distance  of  about  165  to  175  miles,  on  mules'  backs  over  one  of  the 
most  dangerous  and  worst  roads  that  he  ever  saw — over  mountains 
and  precipices  and  through  wild  ravines;  that  the  machinery  and  sup- 
plies so  transported  for  the  company  during  the  years  1866  and  1867 
must  have  cost  the  company  not  less  than  $175,000;  that  the  stiunp 
mill,  including  the  tools,  implements,  sheds,  outhouses,  and  improve- 
ments of  all  kinds  on  the  said  property,  in  the  judgment  of  this  wit- 
ness, must  have  cost  not  less  than  $300,000,  and  may  have  cost  much 
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more  than  that  amount;  that  five  veins  opened  and  owned  by  the  com- 
pany were  the  richest  in  that  State  (p.  54). 

Deponent  says,  on  page  55,  that  the  last  superintendent,  Charles  H. 
Exall,  was  driven  away  from  the  mines,  together  with  his  American 
employees,  and  was  compelled  to  abandon  the  same  by  the  influence 
and  connivance  of  the  authorities  of  the  district  of  San  Dimas,  and  by 
the  conduct  of  the  troops  of  the  Liberal  Government  of  Mexico,  acting 
under  President  Juarez,  who,  to  the  knowledge  of  deponent,  seized 
upon  three  of  the  mule  trains  of  the  company  during  the  years  1866 
and  the  early  part  of  1867  and  converted  the  same,  together  with  all 
the  supplies  packed  upon  them,  to  their  own  use  or  the  use  of  the 
Government;  and  upon  one  occasion  one  of  the  officers,  an  American, 
in  charge  of  one  of  the  said  mule  trains,  was  killed  by  the  said  troops 
for  attempting  to  defend  the  property  in  his  charge.  He  was  acting 
quartermaster  of  the  train  at  the  time. 

He  states  further,  on  page  56,  that  he  is  positive  that  the  Abra  Com- 
pany could  not  have  recommenced  work  on  the  mines  after  Exall  was 
compelled  to  abandon  them  in  the  month  of  March  or  April,  1868. 
This  compulsory  abandonment  deponent  knows  to  be  the  fact,  and 
from  what  he  was  able  to  gather  from  the  authorities  and  citizens  of 
the  said  district  of  San  Dimas  it  is  his  opinion  that  neither  La  Abra 
Company  nor  any  other  American  company,  with  similar  machinery 
and  prospects,  could  have  returned  and  worked  the  mines  in  peace 
and  without  interference  from  the  said  Mexican  local  and  national 
authorities. 

That  while  Exall  was  there  in  February  and  March,  1868,  trying  to 
work  the  mines,  the  Mexicans  were  packing  off  ores  by  night  and  day, 
but  he  did  not  dare  to  go  out  and  defend  them,  as  his  life  was  threat- 
ened if  he  attempted  it.  Witness  swears  that  he  heard  those  threats 
made  by  the  official  prefect  of  San  Dimas,  Macario  Olvera,  and  depo- 
nent was  informed,  and  he  believes,  from  common  report  at  the  time, 
that  one  Camilo  Perez,  the  local  judge  of  San  Dimas,  in  October  or 
November,  1868,  stated  that  he  had  contributed  to  the  driving  away 
of  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company,  and  that  he  boasted  of  the  fact; 
and  the  prefect  of  San  Dimas,  Macario  Olvera,  told  deponent  that  the 
said  company  was  compelled  to  leave  there  in  the  spring  of  1868,  and 
if  they  came  back  he,  the  said  prefect,  would  drive  them  off  again. 

On  page  58  he  states  that  he  heard  the  statement  of  the  said 'pre- 
fect, Macario  Olvera,  of  the  district  of  San  Dimas,  who  told  deponent 
that  the  company  was  compelled  to  quit  their  said  mining  operations 
on  account  of  the  hindrances  and  annoyances  occasioned  by  the  inter- 
ference of  the  said  military  authorities.  One  expression  used  by  the 
prefect  was,  ' '  Let  them  dare  to  return,  and  I  will  fix  them  so  they  will 
not  get  away  quite  so  safely  as  before; "  and  again  he  said,  "They  can 
not  work  that  machinery  in  this  district,  and  their  safest  plan  is  to 
stay  entirely  away  from  Mexico,"  or  words  to  that  effect. 

This  deposition  was  taken  by  claimants  the  15th  of  March,  1870. 

(7)  Juan  Francisco  Gamboa  states  that  he  knew  La  Abra  Silver 
Mining  Company  was  one  of  the  richest  and  most  valuable  mines  in 
Tayoltita.  They  were  considered  as  being  very  abundant  in  silver 
ores  of  the  best  quality.  Their  machinery  was  of  the  best  kind,  and 
when  they  were  compelled  to  abandon  it  they  had  everything  ready 
to  work  the  mines  and  silver  ores  on  a  large  scale. 

He  had  a  contract  (with  Exall)  for  transporting  ore  from  the  mines 
to  the  reducing  works,  and  from  the  mill  to  the  outhouses  when 
they  were  working  at  Tayoltita,  at  a  stipulated  price  per  hundred 
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cargas;  but  the  breaking  up  and  driving  away  of  the  said  company 
rendered  it  impossible  for  him  to  carry  out  his  contract.  His  opinion 
was  that  there  existed  among  the  authorities  and  people  of  Tayoltita, 
and  in  all  the  districts  of  San  Dimas,  a  firm  intention  and  determina- 
tion to  rid  themselves  of  the  company  by  any  means.  He  was  satis- 
fied, from  what  he  saw  and  heard  from  the  authorities  and  people,  that 
it  would  have  been  impossible  for  the  company  or  their  American 
employees  to  have  continued  their  mining  operations  in  that  district 
with  the  least  hope  of  safety  or  guarantees  for  their  life  or  property. 
It  was  currently  said  that  the  richest  ores  belonging  to  the  company, 
which  had  been  collected  at  the  mill,  were  openly,  and  with  impunity, 
stolen  by  the  Mexicans,  and  that  certain  authorities  of  the  district 
protected  these  persons  in  carrying  off  the  ores,  and  that  Superintendent 
Exall  did  not  dare  to  leave  the  reducing  works  to  prevent  them. 
Knows  the  expulsion  of  the  company  occurred  shortly  after  (alluding 
to  his  conversation  with  Exall  in  February,  1868),  and  both  Ameri- 
cans and  Mexicans  with  whom  he  conversed  upon  the  subject  shortly 
after  the  occurrence  attributed  the  abandonment  of  the  ores,  stores, 
mines,  and  property  of  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company  to  the  inter- 
ference of  the  authorities  of  the  district  and  their  instigating  people  to 
the  commission  of  the  depredations  which  resulted  in  the  abandonment. 

He  has  no  interest,  direct,  indirect,  or  contingent,  in  this  claim  in 
support  of  which  his  deposition  is  made  (p.  61). 

This  deposition  was  taken  the  14th  of  May,  1870. 

(8)  William  Q.  8.  Clark  states  that  he  is  a  merchant  and  farmer  or 
planter  in  the  State  of  Sinaloa;  had  been  engaged  in  raising  cotton  and 
corn  and  carrying  on  mercantile  business ;  that  he  was  also  engaged 
a  portion  of  that  time  in  forwarding  machinery  and  supplies  to  La 
Abra  Silver  Mining  Company  at  Tayoltita,  State  of  Durango,  Mexico; 
that  the  said  company  employed  witness  and  one  John  Cole  to  receive 
and  forward  a  large  10-stamp  mill  for  crushing  silver  ores  or  metals, 
besides  a  large  amount  of  machinery  for  the  same,  dry  goods,  provi- 
sions, stores,  and  supplies  of  all  kinds  needed  by  said  La  Abra  Com- 
pany in  carrying  on  their  heavy  work  of  silver  mining  at  Tayoltita. 

That  while  he  was  employed  in  the  work  of  forwarding  said  machin- 
ery and  supplies  to  the  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company,  to  their  works 
in  Durango,  in  the  spring  or  summer  of  1866,  he  was  a  witness  to  cer- 
tain exactions  or  prestamos  from  said  company  by  the  different  com- 
manding officers  of  the  district  of  San  Ygnacio;  that  at  one  time  in 
particular,  while  De  Lagnel  was  superintending  said  company,  depo- 
nent had  a  large  amount  of  provisions  under  his  charge  for  said 
company,  and  which  was  to  have  been  forwarded  to  their  mines  in 
Tayoltita,  but  one  Col.  Donato  6ueri*a,  of  the  Republican  army  of 
Mexico,  then  commanding  that  district,  levied  upon  said  supplies  a 
tax  of  1600  before  deponent  could  forward  them  as  directed  by  said 
superintendent  of  La  Abra  Company,  and  that  said  tax  had  to  be 
settled  and  paid  by  deponent  before  Colonel  Guerra  would  permit 
said  goods  to  be  forwarded;  that  deponent  mentions  this  as  only  one 
of  many  of  the  prestamos  or  forced  loans  paid  by  said  Abra  Silver 
Mining  Company  upon  the  demand  of  the  various  military  chiefs  of 
the  Republican  army  aforesaid.  Deponent  recollects  a  number  of 
other  forced  loans  of  this  kind  imposed  upon  said  company,  but  can 
not  state  the  amounts  with  accuracy,  as  the  same  were  not  paid  bv 
him  (pp.  63  and  64).  ^ 

(9)  John  P.  Cryder  was  acting  in  the  capacity  of  assistant  super- 
intendent from  January,  1868,  or  the  last  of  December,  1867,  up  to 
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about  the  1st  of  March,  1868.  He  knows  the  mines  and  mining  works 
of  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company,  and  he  was  engaged  in  business 
there;  that  La  Abra  Company  was  broken  up  about  the  last  of  March, 
1868,  by  the  interference  and  molestations  of  the  Mexican  authorities 
in  that  district  and  the  capture  of  their  mule  trains,  provisions,  and 
supplies  by  the  military  authorities  of  the  Republic  while  said  trains 
were  coming  up  from  Mazatlan.  He  knows  of  the  arrest  and  impris- 
onment of  Exall. 

I  know  and  have  talked  with  Judge  Soto— Guadalupe  Soto— of  Tayoltita.  In 
the  winter  of  1868  I  heard  said  Soto  say  that  he  was  in  favor  of  driving  said  La 
Abra  Company  out  of  Mexico,  and  all  the  rest  of  the  "Gringo"  companies. 

That  he  heard  Judge  Nicanor  Perez,  the  local  judge,  say  he  would 
run  the  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company  out  of  Mexico.  He  said  that 
the  mines  of  Mexico  belonged  to  Mexicans,  and  that  his  Government 
had  no  right  to  admit  the  "  Gringos,"  as  he  called  Americans,  to  come 
here  and  carry  off  all  the  best  of  their  metals,  and  that  the  people 
would  take  care  that  the  ores  of  La  Abra  mines  don't  go  away  in  the 
hands  of  these  "Gringos,"  and  that  he.  Judge  Nicanor  Perez,  would 
see  that  the  people  of  Mexico  should  have  the  benefit  of  these  locos' 
(fools')  investments. 

He  said  he  heard  Maeario  Olvera,  the  prefect  or  gefe  politico  of  the 
district  of  San  Dimas  at  that  time,  February  or  March,  1868,  say  that 
La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company  could  not  stay  in  that  district;  that 
it  would  be  impossible  for  them  to  do  so;  that  Olvera  at  that  time  was 
gefe  politico;  that  the  gefe  politico  of  a  district  in  any  part  of  Mexico 
is  the  chief  authority,  civil,  military,  and  political  (pp.  72, 75). 

(10)  Jose  Maria  Loaiza. — Witness  says  he  knows  that  the  com- 
pany expended  large  sums  of  money  in  transporting  the  machinery 
and  implements  from  Mazatlan  to  their  mines  in  Durango;  thinks 
they  employed  from  100  to  150  men  in  the  works  at  their  mines  under- 
ground and  repairing  the  reducing  works  and  preparing  their  mining 
operations  on  a  grand  scale.  He  says  when  the  company  abandoned 
their  mines  and  mining  property  in  1868  they  had  extracted  a  great 
quantity  of  silver  ore — he  believes  it  to  be  1,000  to  1,500  tons;  that 
these  ores  and  also  the  reducing  works,  the  mill,  mill  houses,  laborers' 
houses,  and  appurtenances  of  the  miU,  tools,  etc.,  were  abandoned  in 
March,  1868. 

That  he  heard  Marcos  Mora,  who  was  at  that  time  gefe  politico  of 
the  district  of  San  Dimas,  say  he  would  drive  the  Abra  Silver  Mining 
Company  away  from  the  San  Dimas  mines. 

This  conversation  took  place  at  Tayoltita,  near  the  reducing  works, 
and  he  believes  that  it  was  at  the  end  of  1866  or  the  beginning  of  1867. 
He  identifies  Exhibit  X,  which  was  the  order  of  July  10,  1867,  signed 
by  M.  Mora. 

Exhibit  X.  is  as  follows: 

[Gefetura  politico  of  San  Dimas.] 

To  the  Representatives  op  the  Mines,  Tayoltita: 

The  gefetura,  being  informed  that  you  have  stopped  the  mines  in  that  mineral, 
informs  you  that  this  is  not  the  engagement  that  you  have  entered  into  with  it,  and 
that  it  hence  believes  that  you  place  no  value  upon  your  word.  Nevertheless,  if 
you  don't  choose  to  continue  your  work,  give  the  people  permission  to  collect  ores 
in  the  mines,  as  I  will  not  hold  myself  responsible  for  the  consequences  in  a  town 
where  the  people  are  without  work.    Independence  and  reform. 

San  Dimas,  July  10, 1867, 

(Pages  78,  79.) 
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(11)  Charles  Bouttier.— Witness  speaks  of  having  seen  a  fine  stamp 
mill  and  heavy  machinery  for  the  same  being  transported  to  saia 
company  on  the  backs  of  mules,  tinder  the  superintendence  ot  liarttio- 
low  saw  large  trains  of  mules  loaded  with  said  machinery  on  the 
road  between  Mazatlan  and  San  Dimas;  also  saw  large  trains  loaded 
down  with  provisions  and  supplies  for  said  company  at  various  times 
during  the  latter  part  of  1865  and  during  the  years  1866,  1867,  and 
1868,  up  to  the  winter  of  the  latter  year.  He  knows  that  the  cap- 
tures or  robberies  of  these  trains  were  notorious  at  that  time,  and  the 
murder  of  Mr.  Grove  and  another  ofBcer  in  the  employ  of  the  La  Abra 
Company,  while  attempting  to  defend  the  supplies  under  his  charge 
at  the  time,  whose  name  he  has  forgotten,  was  freely  talked  of  and  gen- 
erally understood  in  that  part  of  Mexico.  He  has  heard  Mexicans  jus- 
tify the  acts  named  and  say  that  it  was  a  military  necessity,  and  if  the 
offtcer  in  charge  of  the  provisions  and  supplies  refused  to  give  them 
up  when  the  same  were  so  much  needed  in  the  army  the  troops  did 
perfectly  right  to  kill  him  and  take  the  provisions. 

I  have  frequently  heard  Mexicans  boast  of  having  taken  a  hand  in  driving  away 
La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company  from  the  mineral  district  of  San  Dimas.  That 
company  was  very  unpopular  there,  and  they  were  much  hated  by  Mexicans.  I 
desired  to  purchase  these  mines,  and  investigated  the  titles  in  connection  with 
other  gentlemen,  who  wished  to  form  a  company  to  work  them,  with  me  as 
superintendent. 

La  Abra  property  altogether  is  one  of  the  most  valuable  properties  in  that 

district.  .  ,     i,  ^    ^    ^  ^i, 

I  became  well  satisfied,  from  the  intimations  given  me  by  the  prefect  ot  the 
"  storm  that  was  gathering  around  the  company,"  as  he  call  edit,  that  the  company 
would  soon  be  dispossessed  by  force,  and  that  they  would  have  nothing  to  sell.  I 
soon  satisfied  myself  that  they  would  be  driven  away  sooner  or  later.  I  went  to 
see  the  prefect  to  see  what  could  be  done,  and  he  told  me  that  the  authorities  there 
did  not  like  La  Abra  Company  nor  its  officers,  and  that  the  company  had  better 
leave  there  soon  or  they  would  be  driven  away.  The  prefect  said  he  had  advised 
some  of  the  officers  to  quit  and  give  up  their  mines,  for  if  he  did  not  he,  the  pre- 
fect, would  not  be  responsible  for  consequences. 
(Pages  81,  82.) 

(12)  Jesus  Ohavvarria,  an  eminent  lawyer  of  Mexico,  and  who  was 
employed  by  the  company  to  ask  of  the  authorities  protection,  in  his 
deposition  taken  July  12,  1872,  gives  an  interesting  account  of  the 
condition  of  afEairs,  which  may  be  found  on  pages  90,  92,  93,  and  94 
of  the  printed  record. 

On  page  97  of  the  record  Pedro  Barazza  testifies  that  Mr.  Chavvarria 
is  "one  of  the  first  lawyers  of  Durango,  and  by  his  dignity  and  well- 
known  integrity  his  deposition  beyond  all  doubt  is  entitled  to  full 
faith  and  credit;"  and  on  pages  98  and  102  will  be  found  the  deposi- 
tion of  Marcos  Mora,  who  was  the  gefe  politico  in  the  department  of 
San  Dimas  from  March,  1867,  to  September  of  that  year,  in  which  he 
states : 

That  he  is  well  acquainted  with  Jesus  Ohavvarria,  and  that  he  enjoys  a  high 
reputation  in  his  profession  and  is  considered  as  a  respectable  and  truthful  person. 

Mr.  Chavvarria  says  that  in  July  or  August,  1867,  he  was  at  San  Dimas  on  pri- 
vate business,  and  also  at  Tayoltita;  that  he  went  to  the  mines  for  the  purpose  of 
seeing  them;  that  he  conversed  with  the  gefe  politico  upon  their  condition;  he 
became  satisfied  that  both  that  officer  and  the  mining  people  were  strongly  bent 
upon  annoying  and  driving  the  La  Abra  Company  away,  with  which  company 
they  were  continually  provoking  quarrels;  that  that  officer  and  some  of  the  work- 
men stated  that  they  believed  the  company  to  be  annexionists:  that  it  was  therefore 
hateful  to  Mexico,  and  they  thought  it  best  to  drive  the  company  away  from  that 
mineral  anyhow;  that  for  this  purpose  the  authorities  instigated  the  laboring  peo- 
ple, on  the  pretext  of  their  wants,  not  to  work  for  the  company;  that  he  further 
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knew  that  the  company's  ores  were  frequently  stolen,  and  that  it  was  not  legally 
protected  by  the  gefetura,  where  the  superintendent  usually  made  fruitless  com- 
plaints of  the  thefts;  that  that  officer  (the  gefe)  also  gave  deponent  to  understand 
that  he  had  a  special  interest  in  the  expulsion  and  spoliation  of  the  company,  in 
which  case  he  intended  to  denounce  the  mines  at  Tayoltita,  and  he  offered  depo- 
nent a  share  in  them,  which  deponent  refused,  and  reproved  his  conduct  in  per- 
mitting the  operatives  to  steal  the  ores,  which  they  did  with  impunity,  to  the 
great  responsibility  of  the  authorities  of  that  department. 

Speaking  of  an  occurrence  in  July  or  August,  1867,  he  states  that  the  head 
miners,  by  order  of  Marcos  Mora,  mutinied  against  the  Abra  Company  and  the 
superintendent;  that  they  refused  to  work  any  longer  in  the  mines,  which  resulted 
in  the  continuance  and  increase  of  the  robbery  of  the  ores,  which  was  openly  car- 
ried on  in  daylight  and  in  the  presence  of  the  superintendent;  that  he  had  conver- 
sations with  Macario  Olvera,  in  Durango,  and  also  with  Marcos  Mora,  *  *  * 
and  was  told  that  the  company  had  finally  been  compelled  to  abandon  their  mines 
at  Tayoltita  through  the  loss  of  their  property,  owing  to  concerted  hostility  against 
it  in  March,  1868;  that  he  repeatedly  solicited  from  the  State  government  protec- 
tion for  the  Abra  Company  to  suppress  the  robberies  and  outrages  which  the  com- 
pany were  experiencing  at  Tayoltita,  but  all  to  no  purpose,  as,  after  innumerable 
steps  and  measures,  the  executive  of  the  State  never  even  so  much  as  requested  the 
authorities  at  San  Dimas  to  comply  with  their  duties;  it  was  publicly  well  known 
that  the  Abra  Company  abandoned  their  mines  at  Tayoltita  in  March,  1868;  that  he 
also  knows  that  the  executive  of  the  State  had  the  military  and  civil  power  requi- 
site to  have  prevented  and  protected  that  company  from  being  violently  expelled. 
He  is  satisfied  that  the  Government  knew  of  the  interference  by  the  authorities 
with  the  mining  company.  He  has  heard  Olvera  give  his  opinions  against  the 
Abra  Company;  that  he  would  make  it  impossible  for  them  to  work,  and  that  he 
would  injure  the  members  of  the  company  if  they  returned. 

(13)  Charles  B.  Dahlgren,  who  was  at  that  time  United  States  con- 
sul for  the  State  of  Durango,  Mexico,  states,  in  answer  to  the  question 
as  to  who  claimed  ownership  of  the  mine  which  had  been  abandoned 
by  the  company,  answers,  on  page  112,  that  "the  local  authorities  of 
San  Dimas  claimed  that  the  Mexican  Government  owns  that  property, 
and  that  they  had  sold  and  leased  some  parts  of  it." 

»  ****** 

I  know  a  number  of  thousand  dollars'  worth  of  said  machinery  and  tools  taken 
from  the  stamp  mill  and  hacienda  of  claimant  (alluding  to  the  La  Abra  mines), 
and  now  in  use  in  San  Dimas  and  in  a  number  of  the  mineral  districts  adjoining 
the  San  Dimas  district,  and  the  same  scattered  over  a  territory  of  150  miles  square, 
more  or  less,  a  part  of  which  has  been  in  use  three  years  or  more  and  probably 
much  of  said  machinery  and  tools  worn  out,  or  nearly  so.  I  also  know  of  other 
parts  of  said  machinery  belonging  to  La  Abra  Mining  Company  at  Tayoltita  hav- 
ing been  sold  to  the  company  of  which  I  am  superintendent,  and  for  which  we  are 
now  held  responsible  for  its  appraised  value  by  the  judge  of  first  instance  in 
the  district  of  San  Dimas,  vnth  the  privilege  of  using  it  all  until  called  for,  at  an 
appraised  value  for  the  use  of  the  same.  After  making  some  inquiries  in  reference 
to  the  real  ownership,  I  heard,  by  common  report  in  the  distribt,  that  no  individual 
had  a  right  to  sell  and  dispose  of  said  property  of  claimant,  but  that  its  owner- 
ship was  really  with  the  Mexican  Government;  that  a  suit  was  pending  before  the 
joint  commission  of  the  two  Governments,  for  reclamation,  at  Washington,  and 
that  the  acts  of  the  local  authorities  in  compelling  claimant  to  abandon  its  mining 
enterprise,  it  was  claimed,  had  given  the  real  ownership  of  said  property  to  the 
Mexican  Government. 

******* 

In  mentioning  the  large  number  of  mining  companies  doing  business 
in  the  district  in  1866  and  1867,  he  says: 

One  only  now  remains,  to  wit,  the  Durango  Company;  that  they  had  disturb- 
ances and  difficulties,  but  we  have  found  it  necessary  to  submit  to  all  exactions, 
whether  lawful  or  unlawful,  which  makes  it  to  the  interest  of  the  authorities  to 
keep  us  there;  we  have  found  out  how  to  manage  and  interest  them,  otherwise  I 
suppose  my  company  would  be  compelled  to  leave,  like  the  others,  without  a  doubt. 

In  speaking  about  the  threats  made  by  Mexico  to  suborn  witnesses 
at  San  Dimas  and  to  testify  for  the  defense  against  their  will  and  in 
contravention  of  what  said  witnesses  had  previously  testified  to  in 
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behalf  of  the  claimant,  he  says  that  he  has  heard  of  such  threats  being 
made  by  Judge  Milan  and  by  Judge  Quiros,  who  succeeded  him  in 
office  as  chief  magistrate  of  the  district  of  San  Dimas.  These  threats, 
he  says,  were  made  against  Matias  Avalos  and  James  Granger,  both 
of  whom  had  previously  testified  on  behalf  of  La  Abra  Company. 

He  says  he  heard  Granger  say  that  if  he  had  not  complied  with  the 
demand  of  the  judge  of  first  instance  of  San  Dimas  to  testify  against 
La  Abra  Company,  the  claimant,  that  he  knew  he  would  have  been 
compelled  to  give  up  his  mining  interests  in  that  district  and  leave 
the  country  (pp.  Ill,  112,  113,  114,  115). 

This  deposition  was  taken  18th  September,  1872. 

(14)  Don  Pedro  Echegv/ren,  a  banker  and  merchant  of  Mazatlan, 
testifies — 

In  this  part  of  the  country  private  interests  bear  the  expense  of  the  Federation 
army,  and  foreign  merchants,  miners,  and  farmers  are  frequently  lending  large 
amounts  of  money  on  what  is  called  prestamos,  not  spontaniBons,  but  forced  loans, 
and  they  are  compelled  to  do  so  for  fear  of  being  molested  or  personally  injured, 
and  it  may  be  said  that  there  was  and  is  not  protection,  neither  for  such  individ- 
uals nor  for  their  interests,  by  any  of  the  authorities  in  these  States. 

In  answer  to  the  question,  Would  you  have  considered  it  prudent, 
advisable,  or  safe  for  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company  to  have 
returned,  or  attempted  to  return,  to  their  said  mining  operations  at 
Tayoltita,  or  to  make  any  further  investments  there  at  any  time  since 
the  forced  abandonment  of  the  same  in  1868?  he  says:  "Under  the 
circumstances,  then  or  now,  I  would  not."  Says  he  has  no  interest 
in  this  matter  one  way  or  the  other  (pp.  123,  124). 

(15)  Carlos  Golan,  who  had  occupied  high  and  responsible  positions, 
both  in  civil  and  military  life,  was  examined,  and  his  evidence  filed  in 
the  cause  in  behalf  of  claimants,  and  may  be  seen  by  reference  to 
printed  record,  at  pages  247  to  255,  inclusive.  He  refers  to  the  fair- 
ness and  honorable  conduct  of  company's  agent  in  taking  testimony 
and  to  the  unfair  and  dishonorable  manner  in  which  witnesses  were 
intimidated  and  threatened  by  Mexican  officials  who  had  given  evidence 
for  claimants. 

On  page  249,  speaking  of  the  conduct  of  the  authorities  in  regard  to 
the  testimony  taken  of  witnesses  which  was  against  Mexico  in  cases 
where  claims  were  presented  against  that  Government,  and  likewise 
in  the  deposition  of  Gamboa  brothers  and  Loaiza,  which  were  taken 
before  the  consulate  of  the  United  States,  he  speaks  of  Judge  Aldrete 
having  taken  notes  therefrom,  and  kept  said  depositions  until  the 
time  had  expired  to  present  testimony  under  the  printed  rules  before 
the  joint  commission;  he  finally  obtained  the  depositions  and  sent 
them  to  the  judge's  office  to  have  the  judge's  signature  certified  to  by 
Governor  Rubi,  which  he  refused. 

I  went  to  his  office  to  inquire  about  it,  and  was  referred  by  the  governor  to 
Martinez,  the  secretary  of  state,  who  said  he  would  read  the  depositions  first  He 
did  so,  and  then,  instead  of  a  certificate,  he  wrote  a  sort  of  impeachment  of  the 
witnesses  who  had  testified  for  the  governor  to  sign;  and  on  being  remonstrated 
with  for  this  unusual  and  unlawful  conduct,  he  said  he  would  like  to  have  such 
men  led  out  and  shot  for  testifying  against  Mexico  in  support  of  the  claims  of 
these  "Gringos,"  referring  to  the  claims  of  all  Americans,  against  Mexico. 

Governor  Rubi  made  no  distinction  of  claims  or  persons,  and  he  said  as  they  had 
asked  too  much  he  would  beat  all  their  claims,  and  they  should  have  nothins  if  he 
could  prevent  it  in  any  way  or  by  any  means.  I  remember  he  said  he  would  have 
the  witnesses  who  had  testified  for  the  claimants  in  this  and  the  other  cases  I  have 
named  examined  anew,  and  he  knew  they  would  say  differently  from  what  they 
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had  stated  for  claimants,  or  he  would  know  the  reason  why.  "  Severe  military 
service  and  discipline,"  he  said  "would  make  them  change  their  ideas  somewhat 
as  to  what  good  loyal  Mexicans  should  do  in  such  cases." 

In  speaking  of  Loaiza  and  Gamboa  being  compelled  or  threatened 
by  Governor  Rubi  to  go  before  a  Mexican  judge  and  sign  depositions 
against  the  La  Abra  claim,  he  states : 

They  did  not  dare  to  go  before  a  Mexican  judge  to  give  evidence  in  favor  of  an 
American  claimant,  they  said,  and  I  do  not  blame  them  for  it,  for  they  were  aware, 
as  I  was,  of  the  prejudice  existing  against  such  witnesses  by  the  authorities. 
******* 

Says  he: 

As  editor  and  publisher  of  newspapers  during  the  war  and  revolutions  there,  it 
was  my  duty  and  business  to  inform  myself  as  to  what  was  going  on  there,  and 
sometimes  to  publish  the  facts  with  regard  to  such  depredations,  but  not  always, 
as  their  publicity  was  sometimes  forbidden  by  the  military  authorities  on  account 
of  the  eflEect  such  publicity  would  produce  abroad. 

******* 

Troops  seized  provisions  and  supplies  found  with  anyone  for  the  use  of  the 
army,  or  any  money,  goods,  chattels,  or  other  things  of  value  which  could  be  con- 
verted into  money  or  supplies  for  the  Army,  in  case  they  should  refuse  or  neglect 
to  pay  such  prestamos;  and  in  many  cases  the  said  military  authorities  of  the 
Republic  seized  and  converted  to  their  use  the  goods,  provisions,  and  other  sup- 
plies needed  by  the  army,  without  stopping  to  make  said  exactions  or  of  going 
through  the  form  of  levying  prestamos. 

Upon  this  and  other  evidence  Sir  Edward  Thornton,  the  umpire,  on 
the  27th  December,  1875,  rendered  judgment  in  favor  of  claimants, 
and  finds  the  facts  as  follows : 

******* 

That  the  enterprise  upon  which  the  claimants  entered,  of  purchasing,  denounc- 
ing, and  working  certain  mines  in  the  State  of  Durango,  in  Mexico,  was  a  serious 
and  honest  business  transaction  on  their  part,  and  that  there  was  nothing  rash, 
deceitful,  or  fraudulent  in  it,  but  that  it  was  engaged  in  with  the  sole  intention  of 
carrying  out  legitimate  mining  operations. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  the  Mexican  Government  was  very  desirous  of  attracting 
foreigners  to  the  Republic,  and  of  inducing  them  to  bring  their  capital  into  it  and 
raising  up  industrial  establishments  of  all  kinds.  With  this  view  it  issued  procla- 
mations encouraging  the  immigration  of  foreigners  and  promising  them  certain 
advantages  and  full  protection.  It  can  not  be  denied  that  the  claimants  were  jus- 
tified in  placing  confidence  in  these  promises.  They  complain,  however,  that  the 
local  authorities  of  the  district  in  which  their  mines  and  works  connected  with 
them  were  situated  did  not  fulfill  the  engagements  entered  into  by  their  Govern- 
ment, but  on  the  contrary  behaved  toward  them  in  an  unfriendly  and  hostile  man- 
ner. The  ground  of  their  claim  is  that  these  hostilities  were  carried  to  such  an 
extent  that  they  were  finally  compelled  to  abandon  their  mines  and  works  and  to 
leave  the  Republic. 

The  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  claimants  is,  in  the  umpire's  opinion,  of  great 
weight;  the  witnesses  are  for  the  most  part  highly  respectable  and  men  of  intelli- 
gence, and  their  testimony  bears  the  impress  of  truth.  Notwithstanding  what  is 
stated  to  the  contrary  by  the  witnesses  produced  by  the  defense,  the  umpire  is  con- 
strained to  believe  that  the  local  authorities  of  Tayoltita  and  San  Dimas,  far  from 
affording  to  the  claimants  that  protection  and  assistance  which  had  been  promised 
them  by  the  Mexican  Government,  and  to  which  they  were  entitled  by  treaty,  not 
only  showed  themselves  a  spirit  of  bitter  hostility  to  the  company,  but  encouraged 
their  countrymen  who  were  employed  by  the  claimants  to  similar  behavior,  and 
even  frightened  them  into  refusing  to  work  for  their  American  employers.  The 
conduct  of  these  authorities  was  such,  and  the  incessant  annoyance  of  and  inter- 
ference with  the  claimants  was  so  vexatious  and  unjustifiable  that  the  umpire  is 
not  surprised  that  they  considered  it  useless  to  attempt  to  carry  on  their  opera- 
tions, and  that  for  this  reason,  as  well  as  from  the  well-grounded  fear  that  their 
lives  were  in  danger,  they  resolved  to  abandon  the  enterprise. 

These  facts  are  not,  in  the  umpire's  opinion,  at  all  refuted  or  even  weakened  by 
the  evidence  submitted  by  the  defense;  on  the  contrary,  he  believes  that  the  local 
authorities  were  determined  to  drive  the  claimants  out  of  the  country, 
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It  appears  that  the  superintendent  of  the  mines  took  such  steps  as  he  could  to 
obtain  protection  from  these  authorities,  and,  finding  his  efforts  in  vain,  he  appealed 
through  a  lawyer  of  high  character  to  the  highest  authorities  of  the  State,  who 
declined  to  interfere  in  the  matter.  To  suppose  that  when  so  determined  a  spint 
of  hostility  on  the  part  of  the  local  authorities,  one  of  whom  was  the  gefe  politico, 
who  wielded  great  power,  and  so  much  indifference  by  the  State  government  were 
displayed  toward  the  claimants  it  would  have  been  of  any  avail  to  appeal  to  the 
court  of  justice  would  be  puerile.  In  short,  the  umpire  does  not  see  what  else,  in 
presence  of  such  opposition  to  their  efforts,  the  claimants  could  do  but  abandon 
the  enterprise. 

AS  TO  THE   NEWLY  DISCOVEEED  EVIDENCE. 

An  examination  of  the  alleged  evidence,  and  by  Mexico  claimed  to 
be  "newly  discovered,"  will  show  that  it  is  merely  cumulative,  and 
tends  simply  to  affect  the  credibility  of  Exall. 

It  is  a  well-settled  principle  of  law  that  evidence  merely  cumulative 
upon  a  matter  in  issue  on  the  trial  is  no  sufacient  ground  for  a  retrial, 
nor  is  the  fact  that  the  judgment  is  based  upon  false  testimony.  In 
Smith  V.  Lowry  (1  Johns  Ch.  R.,  322),  a  bill  was  filed  to  enjoin  the 
judgment  on  the  ground  that  on  the  question  of  the  amount  of  damages 
the  witness  in  the  law  court  had  been  suborned  and  the  verdict  ren- 
dered on  his  perjury.  Said  Chancellor  Kent,  in  dismissing  the  bill 
for  an  injunction: 

The  only  ground  of  equity  set  up  in  the  bill  is  that  since  the  application  for  the 
new  trial  in  the  court  that  rendered  the  judgment  the  plaintiff  has  discovered  that 
the  testimony  of  the  witness  who  proved  upon  the  trial  the  price  of  the  salt  was 
procured  by  subornation  and  perjury,  and  that  his  testimony  was  founded  upon 
a  fictitious  sale  contrived  for  the  occasion.  But  the  general  rule  of  law  is  that  a 
new  trial  is  not  to  be  granted  to  give  the  defeated  party  an  opportunity  to  impeach 
the  credit  and  integrity  of  a  witness.  The  cases  of  relief  in  equity  against  judg- 
ment at  law  founded  in  fraud  are  where  the  fraud  goes  to  the  whole  judgment 
and  not  to  the  mere  excessive  assessment  of  damages  in  a  case  properly  sounding 
in  damages,  and  when  the  fraud  could  not  have  been  met  and  defeated  at  the  trial. 
It  would  be  setting  a  precedent  most  inconvenient  to  the  public  for  a  court  of 
equity  to  enter  in  a  case  like  this  of  the  alleged  perjury  of  a  witness  on  the  ques- 
tion as  to  the  amount  of  damages,  and  to  provide  for  a  new  trial  when  an  applica- 
tion for  a  new  trial  has  already  been  denied  in  the  court  where  the  trial  was  had, 
and  when  the  courts  of  law  exercise  a  liberal  and  equitable  discretion  on  the  sub- 
ject of  new  trials,  and  when  the  injury  complained  of  is  in  a  great  degree  to  be 
imputed  to  the  party's  own  want  of  preparation. 

Nor  is  it  a  ground  for  a  new  trial  in  a  court  of  law  that  the  witness 
upon  whose  testimony  the  verdict  was  rendered  can  be  impeached.  In 
Duryee  v.  Dennison  (5  Johnson's  Repts.,  249),  Kent,  chief  justice, 
said,  speaking  for  the  court: 

We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  testimony  of  Aiken  as  given  at  the  trial  was  sufB- 
cient  to  support  the  verdict.  The  case  was  made  out  by  the  testimony  of  Aiken, 
and  the  motion  for  a  new  trial  is  founded  on  affidavits  which  go  to  impeach  the 
credit  of  his  testimony.  But  this  ought  not  to  be  permitted;  and  the  case  of  Huish 
V.  Sheldon  (Sawyer,  27)  is  strongly  in  point.  That  was  a  motion  for  a  new  trial 
on  an  affidavit  impeaching  the  testimony  of  a  material  witness.  The  court  denied 
the  motion,  saying  it  would  be  productive  of  the  most  dangerous  consequences  to 
award  a  new  trial  on  such  grounds.  The  same  attempt  was  made,  without  suc- 
cess, in  the  time  of  Lord  Holt,  in  Ford  v.  Tilly  (3  Salk.,  653).  In  Bunn  v.  Hoyt 
(3  Johns.  Kepts. ,  256)  the  court  said  a  verdict  is  never  set  aside  to  give  the  defeated 
party  an  opportunity  of  impeaching  the  credit  of  witnesses  sworn  at  a  former  trial, 
and  the  same  doctrine  was  held  in  Shuniway  v.  Fowler  (4  Johns.  Repts.,  435). 

Continuing,  Mr.  Justice  Kent  said : 

There  is  the  stronger  reason  for  the  application  of  the  rule  in  this  case,  as  it 
appears  that  the  witness  alluded  to  is  since  dead,  and  therefore  the  opportunity 
for  explaining  his  testimony  is  forever  lost. 
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(Exallis  dead.) 

But  the  judgment  of  the  umpire  would  be  justified  by  the  evidence 
of  other  witnesses  in  the  cause  even  if  the  testimony  both  of  Granger 
and  Exall  were  eliminated  from  the  case. 

Nor  does  it  appear  conclusively  that  the  letters  upon  which  a  new 
trial  is  asked  were  not  in  the  possession  and  custody  and  under  the 
control  of  Mexican  officials  during  the  time  of  the  trial.  On  the  con- 
trary, it  appears  from  admissions  by  representatives  of  Mexico  and 
from  the  evidence  that  these  letters,  if  genuine,  must  have  been  in  the 
possession  of  Judge  Soto  soon  after  the  abandonment  of  the  mines  and 
hacienda  by  the  company. 

On  page  40  of  the  report  of  the  arguments  before  the  House  Com- 
mittee on  Foreign  Affairs,  before  referred  to,  Mr.  Lines,  counsel  rep- 
resenting Mexico,  said : 

And  the  letterpress  book  was  left  at  the  hacienda. 

The  testimony  of  Granger  and  Avalos,  hereinbefore  referred  to, 
proves  the  fact  that  Guadalupe  Soto,  the  Mexican  judge  who  issued 
the  orders  of  July  4  and  27,  1867,  took  possession  of  the  hacienda 
and  property  when  abandoned  by  the  company.  Judge  Soto  was  sub- 
sequently examined  by  Mexico,  and  did  not  contradict  or  controvert 
that  fact. 

Dalghren  deposed  that  the  Mexican  Government  claimed  the 
property. 

It  is  a  reasonable  presumption,  therefore,  that  if  these  books  were 
left  at  the  hacienda  when  the  company  abandoned  the  property  (which 
is  admitted  by  counsel  representing  Mexico),  they  were  in  the  posses- 
sion of  a  Mexican  judge  who  had  been  instrumental  in  driving  the 
company  from  the  country.  It  is  hardly  probable  if  .the  mines  were 
voluntarily  abandoned  at  a  later  date,  as  is  claimed  by  Mexico,  for  the 
purpose  of  claimants  availing  themselves  of  the  provisions  of  the  treaty 
of  July  4, 1868,  to  file  a  claim  and  procure  a  judgment  against  Mexico 
under  the  treaty,  to  save  themselves  from  a  failing  and  nonpaying 
investment,  that  they  would  have  left  at  the  hacienda  books  and  letters 
containing  evidence  which  Mexico  alleges  disproves  their  case. 

It  is  not  reasonable,  but  on  the  contrary  the  character  of  the  book 
and  the  late  day  it  is  offered  would  suggest  that  it  did  not  originally 
contain  the  matter  ^yhich  appears  therein  now. 

Although  alleged,  it  has  not  been  shown  that  the  evidence  of  claim- 
ants, or  any  part  thereof,  was  procured  by  fraud,  but  on  the  contrary, 
it  does  appear  that  fraud,  intimidation,  and  threats  were  used  by 
Mexican  officials  against  claimants'  witnesses  during  the  pendency  of 
the  trial. 

The  evidence  shows  that  armed  mobs  were  brought  into  court  to 
intimidate  witnesses,  and  the  company's  attorney  was  driven  "away 
from  an  examination  then  in  progress  by  threats  and  imprecations." 
(See  Granger's  and  Galon's  testimony  in  printed  record.) 

In  the  face  of  this  evidence,  and  in  view  of  the  fairness  of  the  trial, 
how  can  it  be  successfully  maintained  that  "the  honor  of  the  United 
States"  is  in  any  way  involved  in  this  matter,  or  that  it  requires  any 
further  investigation  or  legislation  on  the  part  of  Congress  or  the 
courts  of  the  Government? 

It  is  believed  to  be  a  well-established  rule,  not  only  in  the  courts 

of  the  Union  but  in  the  courts  of  all  the  States,  that  the  tribunal 

whose  duty  it  is  to  hear  the  evidence  and  find  the  facts  is  not  bound 

to  give  the  greatest  weight  to  the  testimony  of  the  largest  number  of 
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witnesses;  but  it  is  the  duty  of  such  tribunal  to  weigli  the  evidence 
and  determine  upon  the  credibility  of  the  witnesses.  In  such  case  the 
finding  is  not  always  determined  by  the  number  of  witnesses  or  the 
length  of  their  testimony,  and  it  is  a  well-established  rule  that  where 
the  judge  before  whom  the  case  was  heard  refuses  to  grant  a  new  trial 
that  the  reviewing  court  will  not  set  aside  the  finding,  though  it  may 
think  the  preponderance  of  the  evidence  is  against  it,  if  there  be  evi- 
dence to  sustain  it.  The  extracts  from  the  evidence  above  quoted 
and  a  careful  perusal  of  all  the  testimony  in  the  case  show  not  only 
that  there  was  sufficient  evidence  to  sustain  the  finding  in  this  case, 
but  that  the  preponderance  of  evidence  is  in  favor  of  the  finding. 

Sir  Edward  Thornton,  a  most  intelligent  umpire,  who,  by  the  terms 
of  the  treaty,  was  the  final  court  of  last  resort,  applied  the  well-known 
rules  of  evidence  to  his  finding  on  the  motion  for  a  rehearing  and 
refused  to  grant  it,  and  there  is  legally  the  end  of  this  case. 

But  if  Congress  attempts  to  put  itself  in  the  position  of  a  reviewing 
court  to  hear  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  which  it  has  no  right  to  hear, 
it  would  seem  that  it  should  at  least  consider  itself  bound  by  the  uni- 
versally recognized  rule  that  it  will  not  set  aside  the  finding  if  there 
is  evidence  to  sustain  it,  although,  in  the  opinion  of  Congress,  there 
should  be  a  preponderance  of  weight  of  evidence  on  the  other  side. 

It  was  the  legal  duty  of  the  umpire  to  consider  the  evidence  and 
determine  upon  the  credibility  of  the  witnesses  and  the  weight  to 
which  the  statement  of  each  was  entitled.  This  duty  was  carefully 
and  impartially  performed  by  him,  and  there  is  ample  evidence  in  the 
record  to  sustain  the  finding.  If,  therefore.  Congress  or  any  other 
tribunal  shall  assume  a  jurisdiction  which  it  does  not  possess,  and 
shall  undertake  to  review  the  finding,  it  must  disregard  the  well- 
established  rul^s  of  law  applicable  in  such  cases  or  overrule  the  motion 
for  a  rehearing. 

LEGAL  AND  POLITICAL  FEATURES   OF  THE   CASE. 

The  review  of  the  evidence  presented  to  the  umpire,  now  gone  over, 
establishes  the  proposition  of  fact  that  the  award  in  this  case  was  not 
only  justified,  but  conclusively  demanded  by  the  evidence.  It  shows 
not  only  this,  but  shows,  moreover,  that  the  alleged  new  evidence, 
discovered  since  the  award,  is  not  only  not  "  newly  discovered,"  in 
the  sense  of  the  law,  not  being  such  as  reasonable  diligence  could  not 
have  discovered  and  presented  to  the  arbitrators,  and  being,  also,  in 
its  character,  merely  cumulative,  but  also  shows  that,  with  this  alleged 
"newly  discovered"  evidence  in,  and  considered,  the  award  is  fuUy 
vindicated  by  all  the  evidence,  old  and  new. 

Having  fully  shown  this,  it  would  seem  that  this  ought  to  secure 
adverse  action  upon  this  bill,  throwing  out  of  view  all  questions  of 
public  policy  and  of  constitutional,  municipal,  and  international  law 
which  seem  to  forbid  the  proposed  legislation,  and  to  some  of  which 
consideration  is  now  invited.  It  is  proper,  at  the  threshold  of  this 
examination  of  the  more  purely  legal  aspects  of  this  matter,  to  present 
a  synopsis  of  the  provisions  of  the  bill;  this  for  the  purpose  of  fixing 
in  mind  its  essential  characteristics,  and  the  relation  of  these  charac- 
teristics to  constitutional,  international,  and  municipal  law.  The 
substance  of  the  Senate  bill  No.  2208  is  as  follows : 

Its  first  section  directs  a  suit  in  equity  in  the  supreme  court  of  this 
District,  appealable  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  against 
said  company,  its  representatives,  and  assigns,  to  determine  whether 
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the  award  in  favor  of  the  company  "was  obtained,  as  to  the  whole 
sum  included  therein,  or  as  to  any  part  thereof,  by  fraud,  or  false 
swearing,  or  other  false  and  fraudulent  practices  on  the  part  of  said 
La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company,  or  its  witnesses,  agents,  attorneys, 
or  assigns ;  and  to  recover  any  part  of  said  moneys  which  have  been 
paid  by  the  United  States  on  account  of  said  award  or  claim  of  said 
La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company  or  other  person  claiming  under  it." 

By  section  2  the  supreme  court  is  given  jurisdiction  "to  hear  and 
determine  such  suit  as  a  suit  in  equity,"  and  to  make  any  order  and 
decrees  "  therein  as  the  evidence  may  warrant,  according  to  the  prin- 
ciples of  equity  and  justice,"  and  to  enforce  its  decree,  and  to  proceed 
in  the  case  according  to  law  and  the  rules  of  practice  in  chancery 
which  obtain  in  other  equity  cases. 

Section  4  provides  that  if  it  shall  be  finally  adjudged  that  the  award 
"was  based  upon  or  obtained  through  such  fraudulent  means  as  are 
stated  in  section  1,"  then  the  President  is  authorized  to  release  Mexico 
from  further  payment,  to  the  extent  that  the  award  is  declared  fraud- 
ulent, and  to  return  to  Mexico  the  moneys  recovered  in  the  suit,  and 
to  return  to  Mexico  any  moneys  held  now  by  the  United  States  to 
which  the  court  shall  decide  the  claimants  "  are  not  entitled  in  justice 
and  equity." 

Section  5  retains  in  the  possession  of  the  United  States  all  moneys 
now  held  by  it  on  accountof  the  award  until  the  final  decree,  and  if  the 
court  should  decide  claimants  entitled  to  any  part  thereof,  then  it  is  to 
be  paid  to  them.     Such  is  the  proposed  legislation. 

Now,  carefully  scrutinize  what  it  is  this  bill  proposes  to  do,  and 
how.     It  proposes: 

(1)  To  set  aside  an  award  made  by  a  mixed,  or  international,  tribu- 
nal in  obedience  to  the  mandatory  requirements  of  a  treaty. 

(2)  To  do  this  as  to  an  award  made  by  the  treaty  "  absolutely  final 
and  conclusive."     (Art.  V,  2.) 

(3)  To  do  this  in  a  case  where  the  Executive  of  the  United  States,  on 
investigation,  has  "found  and  declared  that  "neither  the  principles  of 
public  law  nor  considerations  of  justice  or  equity  require  or  permit, 
as  between  the  United  States  and  Mexico,  that  the  awards  in  the  case 
should  be  opened  and  the  case  retried  before  a  new  international  tri- 
bunal."    (Evarts,  April,  1878.) 

(4)  To  do  this  in  a  ease  where  over  five  years  were  allowed,  through 
extension  of  time,  to  Mexico  to  produce  her  evidence,  and  where  there 
is  no  particle  of  proof  that  due  diligence  would  not,  during  those  years, 
have  procured  all  the  evidence  now  alleged  to  have  been  "newly  dis- 
covered." 

(5)  To  do  this  where  Mexico  has  deliberately  made  her  election  to 
resort  to  the  diplomatic  powers  of  this  Government  for  the  redress  she 
now  seeks,  and  where  that  power  has,  after  years  of  consideration, 
solemnly  decided  that  Mexico  is  not  entitled  to  have  the  award  set 
aside  and  to  have  a  new  international  trial. 

(6)  To  do  this  through  a  suit  prosecuted  in  the  name  of  the  United 
States  for  the  use  of  Mexico,  after  the  lapse  of  over  ten  years,  during 
all  of  which  the  alleged  fraud  was  as  much  known  as  it  is  now  pre- 
tended to  be,  and  during  which  years  the  United  States  had  precisely 
the  same  "cause  of  action"  as  is  pretended  to-day,  and  during  all  of 
which  time  she  had  power  to  sue,  if  such  power  can  be  given  by  the 
proposed  act;  and  this  suit  is  to  be  so  now  prosecuted,  and  the  award, 
if  possible,  overthrown,  although  it  is  now  known  that  nearly  every 
material  witness  is  dead  upon  whom  the  claimant  relied  or  can  by 
possibility  rely  in  the  proposed  suit. 
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(7)  It  is  SO  proposed  that  Congress  shall  set  aside  this  award,  through 
that  suit,  by  requiring  that  in  that  suit  the  court  shall  base  its  decree 
upon  such  "evidence"  as  is  admissible  in  "other"  suits  in  equity, 
thus  excluding  all  the  evidence  which  was  expressly  required  to  be 
admitted  before  the  arbitrators  by  Article  II  of  the  treaty,  because 
that  article  admitted  what  the  common  rules  of  evidence  exclude. 

(8)  It  proposes  so  to  set  aside  this  award  even  for  any  overestimate 
of  damages,  however  slight,  to  the  extent  of  the  overestimate;  and  by 
carefully  avoiding  the  word  "perjury,"  and  using  instead  the  words 
"false  swearing,"  it  requires  the  award  to  be  by  the  court  overthrown, 
even  though  the  "false  swearing"  may  have  been,  for  example,  inno- 
cent overestimate  in  a  mere  matter  of  opinion  regarding  value  of 
machinery,  ores,  or  the  like. 

(9)  It  proposes  not  only  to  set  this  award  aside  under  aU  these  condi- 
tions, but  also  to  recover  back  the  moneys  paid  out,  and  which  moneys 
come  within  the  class  of  vested  property  rights  even  under  the  dis- 
tinction, as  to  money  and  property  passed  beyond  the  reach  of  the 
Government,  stated  in  Frelinghuysen  v.  Key  (110  U.  S.  R.,  73). 

(10)  It  proposes  to  do  this,  although  not  only  no  request  or  recom- 
mendation to  that  effect  is  communicated  from  the  President,  charged 
with  the  initiative  in  the  matter  of  making  treaties,  but  where  the 
President,  through  the  Secretary  of  State,  has  indicated  his  unwill- 
ingness to  disturb  this  award  after  Mexico  had  elected  her  remedy 
and  had  failed;  the  President,  through  the  Secretary,  on  this  point 
declaring : 

It  seems  proper  here  to  observe  that  by  the  voluntary  negotiation  of  this  second 
treaty  Mexico  submitted  the  question  (whether  these  claims  should  be  readjudged 
or  no)  to  the  treaty-making  power  of  the  United  States,  of  which  it  was  well  known 
that  two- thirds  of  the  Senate  was  an  essential  part  and  that  the  relief  sought  from 
the  effects  of  the  former  treaty  could  only  be  secured  by  obtaining  such  a  consti- 
tutional majority  In  its  favor. 

(11)  It  is  moreover  legislation  which  proposes  to  destroy  this  judg- 
ment of  a  court  of  supreme,  exclusive,  and  final  jurisdiction  (1  Pet. , 
212) ;  not  only  after  the  only  power  which  is  competent  to  vacate  the 
force  of  the  award  has  refused  to  do  it,  but  it  proposes  to  allow  aU 
awards  made  by  the  same  tribunal  against  the  citizens  of  the  United 
States  to  stand,  some  of  which  are  apparently  shown  to  have  been 
procured  through  the  fraud  and  perjury  of  Mexican  witnesses,  and 
one  at  least  through  a  larceny  of  claimant's  evidence.  (See  case  of 
Rosario  and  Carmen  Mining  Company;  letter  of  William  M.  Evarts  to 
Sir  Edward  Thornton,  of  November  16,  1876.) 

In  view  of  the  propositions  just  suggested,  neither  one  of  which  is 
of  doubtful  accuracy,  it  would  seem  impossible  to  resist  the  conclusion 
that  this  proposed  legislation  is  forbidden  alike  by  the  plainest  prin- 
ciples of  common  justice  and  of  constitutional  and  municipal  law. 

It  has  been  urged  that  if  the  claim  be  indeed  a  just  one,  and  the 
award  be  not  the  fruit  of  fraud,  then  the  courts  can  be  trusted  to 
determine  this  fact,  and  that  there  is  no  hardship  in  this  Congressional 
order  of  a  new  trial. 

But  if  this  were  the  ordinary  case  of  an  application  for  a  new  triai, 
made  immediately  after  the  first  trial,  or  were  for  a  bill  to  set  aside  a 
judgment  or  decree,  brought  within  a  reasonable  time  after  the  first 
trial,  even  then  the  injustice,  impolicy,  and  hardship  of  the  proposed 
law  ordering  a  new  trial  is  established  by  every  one  of  the  familiar 
considerations  and  rules  relating  to  the  granting  of  new  trials  or  to 
bills  of  review  and  bills  to  set  aside  judgments  or  decrees. 
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Why  it  is  for  the  "interest  of  the  Republic  that  there  should  be  an 
end  of  litigation,"  as  declared  by  the  familiar  law  maxim  on  this  sub- 
ject, is  so  manifest  and  so  familiar  that  it  would  be  out  of  place  to 
here  multiply  words  or  authority  upon  the  proposition  that  were  this 
an  ordinary  case,  and  if  this  legislation  were  not,  as  it  is,  an  invasion 
of  constitutional  limitations,  yet  this  Congressional  attempt  to  order 
a  new  trial  is  a  most  flagrant  violation  of  every  principle  of  justice, 
of  law,  and  public  policy  controlling  such  matters.  The  recent  case 
of  the  United  States  v.  Throckmorton  (98  U.  S.,  61),  is  one  where  the 
unanimous  opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court  has  presented,  anew  and 
with  irresistible  force,  the  injustice  and  ruinous  consequences  of  disre- 
garding the  solemn  judgments  of  the  ordinary  courts  of  the  country. 
The  ease  has  been  reaffirmed  in  the  cases  at  101  U.  S.,  478,  479;  111 
XJ.  S.,  620;  112  U.  S.,  32. 

The  doctrine  of  the  Throckmorton  case  is  accurately  stated  in  the 
head  notes  as  follows : 

The  frauds  for  which  a  bill  to  set  aside  a  judgment  or  a  decree,  between  the  same 
parties,  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  will  be  sustained,  are  those  which 
are  extrinsic  or  collateral  to  the  matter  tried,  and  not  a  fraud  which  was  in  issue 
in  the  former  suit. 

The  cases  where  such  relief  has  been  granted  are  those  in  which,  by  fraud  or 
deception  practiced  upon  the  unsuccessful  party,  he  has  been  prevented  from 
exhibiting  fully  his  case,  by  reason  of  which  there  has  never  been  a  real  contest 
before  the  court  of  the  subject-matter  of  the  suit. 

Hence,  so  far  as  the  law  governing  the  granting  by  courts  of  a 
"new  trial"  may  be  supposed  to  sanction  this  Congressional  grant  of 
such  new  trial,  this  view  is  utterly  repudiated  by  the  most  fixed  and 
salutary  rules  relating  to  such  matters. 

Mere  cumulative  evidence  alleged  to  be  newly  discovered  is  no 
ground  for  a  new  trial.  (Ames  v.  Howard,  1  Sumner,  482;  Brown  v. 
Evans,  8  Sawyer,  488-494;  1  Graham  on  New  Trials,  464;  Duryee  v. 
Dennison,  5  Johns.,  248;  Smith  v.  Lowry,  2  Johns.,  Ch.  R.,  322; 
Shumway  v.  Fowler,  4  Johns.,  425;  Bunn  v.  Hoyt,  3  Johns.,  256.) 

Nor  will  a  new  trial  be  granted  when  reasonable  diligence  could  have 
secured  the  alleged  evidence  at  the  first  trial.  (Washburn  v.  Gould, 
3  Story,  122;  Palmer  v.  Fisk,  2  Curtis,  14;  Codman  v.  R.  R.  Co.,  17 
Blatch.,  1.) 

'  Such  would  be  the  rule  of  law  which  would  refuse  this  new  trial 
were  this  the  ease  of  an  ordinary  suitor  in  the  courts,  and  were  the 
application  one  there  made  immediately  after  the  first  trial,  and  were 
the  tribunal  appealed  to  one  having  the  power  to  grant  the  new  trial, 
as  Congress  is  not. 

But  this  is  not  an  ordinary  case,  and  the  objections  to  this  legisla- 
tion which  are  the  ones  of  the  greatest  moment,  are  not  the  ones  just 
stated,  though  these  are  most  ample  for  the  utter  condemnation  of 

the  bill. 

The  award  here  proposed  to  be  trampled  down  by  an  act  which,  in 
a  judicial,  constitutional,  and  international  point  of  view,  is  an  act 
of  mere  "violence,"  is  a  solemn  judgment,  deliberately  and  honestly 
rendered  by  an  international  court  of  "exclusive  and  final  jurisdic- 
tion." (1  Pete.,  212.)  It  is  one  where  the  tribunal  heard,  considered, 
and  decided  against  a  motion  for  a  new  trial;  such  motion  being  based 
on  the  same  charges  of  fraud  now  urged.  It  is  one  where  the  only 
power  competent  to  vacate  the  award — so  far  as  the  award  is  not 
executed  by  the  payment  out  of  the  moneys  (110  U.  S.  73) — has  deliber- 
ately considered  and  decided  against  the  overthrow  of  such  award  by 
a  new  treaty. 
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The  overtlirow  of  this  judgment,  under  these  conditions  now  stated, 
through  this  act  of  Congress,  would  be  an  act,  not  only  of  mere  "vio- 
lence," within  the  judicial  and  nonoffensive  sense  of  that  word,  but 
would  be  an  act  violati  fe  of  the  most  important  limitations  of  the 
Constitution. 

The  bill  is  an  attempt  by  an  act  of  Congress  to  establish,  as  against 
the  citizens  to  be  sued,  a  rule  for  determining  his  private  property 
right  in  and  to  the  money  sued  for,  which  violates  the  general  law  of 
the  land,  to  wit,  the  law  which  defines  and  fixes  the  rules  by  which 
alone  judgments  of  courts  rendered,  executed,  and  paid  can  be  over- 
thrown. These  rules  are  defined  in  such  "general  law  of  the  land," 
and  are  expounded  in  such  cases  as  United  States  v.  Throckmorton, 
already  cited.  It  is  proposed  to  do  this  by  ordering  the  court  to  over- 
throw this  judgment,  provided  any  "false,"  though  innocent,  "swear- 
ing," even,  for  example,  as  to  opinions  of  value,  has  produced  the 
award ;  and  this,  though  the  alleged  new  evidence  was  neither  ' '  newly 
discovered"  nor  other  than  merely  "cumulative." 

Even  if  it  were  competent  for  Congress  to  order  a  new  trial  at  all, 
yet  to  so  order  it,  as  this  bill  proposes,  is  pronounced  by  all  right 
authorities  an  act  of  sheer  despotism. 

Mr.  Cooley  states  the  prohibition  against  extending  to  particular 
individuals  the  privileges  here  invoked  by  Mexico  as  against  these 
proposed  defendants  in  these  forcible  words : 

But  every  one  has  a  right  to  demand  that  he  be  governed  by  general  rules;  and 
a  special  statute  which,  without  his  consent,  singles  his  case  out  as  one  to  be  regu- 
lated by  a  different  law  from  that  which  is  applied  to  all  similar  cases  would  not 
be  legitimate  legislation,  but  would  be  such  an  arbitrary  mandate  as  is  not  within 
the  province  of  free  governments.  Those  who  make  the  laws  ' '  are  to  be  governed 
by  promulgated,  established  laws,  not  to  be  varied  in  particular  cases,  but  to  have 
one  rule  for  rich  and  poor,  for  the  favorite  at  court  and  the  countryman  at  the 
plow."  (Locke  on  Civil  Government,  sec.  143;  State  v.  Duffy,  7  Nev.,  349.)  This 
is  a  maxim  in  constitutional  law,  and  by  it  we  may  test  the  authority  and  binding 
force  of  legislative  enactments.     (Const. Lim.,  391,  393.) 

In  note  2  to  this  paragraph  he  cites  the  following  language  from 
Lewis  V.  Webb  (3  Me.,  326): 

On  principle  it  can  never  be  within  the  bounds  of  legitimate  legislation  to  enact 
a  special  law  or  to  pass  a  resolve  dispensing  with  the  general  law  in  a  particular  case 
and  granting  a  privilege  and  indulgence  to  one  man  by  way  of  exemption  from 
the  operation  and  effect  of  such  general  law  and  leaving  all  other  persons  under 
its  operation. 

Such  a  law  is  neither  just  nor  reasonable  in  its  consequences.  It  is  our  boast 
that  we  live  under  a  government  of  laws  and  not  of  men;  but  this  can  hardly  be 
deemed  a  blessing,  iinless  those  laws  have  for  their  immovable  basis  the  great 
principles  of  constitutional  equality.  Can  it  be  supposed  for  a  moment  that  if 
the  legislature  should  pass  a  general  law  and  add  a  section  by  way  of  proviso 
that  it  should  never  be  construed  to  have  any  operation  or  effect  upon  the  persons, 
rights,  or  property  of  Archelaus  Lewis  or  John  Gordon  (in  this  case  La  Abra 
Company) ,  such  a  proviso  would  not  receive  the  sanction  or  even  the  countenance 
of  a  court  of  law? 

In  support  of  this  the  author  then  cites  in  the  note  Durham  v. 
Lewiston,  4  Greenl.,  140;  Holden  v.  James,  11  Mass.,  396;  Piquet, 
appellant,  5  Pick.,  64;  Budd  i;.  State,  3  Huinph.,  483;  Van  Zant  i'. 
Waddell,  2  Yerg.,  260;  People  v.  Frisbie,  26  Cal.,  135;  Davis  v.  Men- 
asha,  21  Wis.,  497;  Lancaster  v.  Barr.,  25  Wis.,  560;  Brown  v.  Hay- 
wood, 4  Heisk.,  357;  Wally's  Heirs  v.  Kennedy,  2  Yerg.,  555. 

The  author  quotes  from  this  last  case  the  following  language : 

The  rights  of  every  individual  must  stand  or  fall  by  the  same  rule  or  law  that 
governs  every  other  member  of  the  body  politic  or  land  under  similar  circum- 
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stances;  and  every  partial  or  private  law  which  directly  proposes  to  destroy  or 
afEect  individual  rights,  or  does  the  same  thing  by  affording  remedies  leading  to 
similar  consequences,  is  unconstitutional  and  void. 

The  author  further  cites  to  the  same  effect  the  cases  reported  in  5 
Yerg.,  320;  20  Grat.,  31;  37  Md.,  64;  10  Fla.,  238;  47  Miss.,  686; 
5  W.  Va.,  446. 

Again,  it  is  a  violation  of  the  provision  which  forbids  the  taking  of 
property  except  by  due  process  of  law,  because  a  grant  of  a  new  trial 
by  the  legislature  is  not  due  process  of  law. 

Two  vital  constitutional  principles  are  in  this  view  here  proposed 
to  be  violated.  One  is  that  it  makes  the  legislature,  by  retroactive 
law,  perform  the  purely  judicial  functions  of  "granting  a  new  trial; " 
and  the  other  is  that  it  grants  to  a  particular  person  and  as  against 
an  individual  defendant  a  substantial  and  vital  right  in  a  special 
case  which  is  not  allowed  as  to  the  citizens  generally  in  the  general 
laws  of  the  land  in  precisely  the  same  class  of  cases  cognizable  under 
such  general  laws.  ^ 

As  to  the  invalidity  of  such  laws  so  attempting  to  "grant  new 
trials,"  Judge  Cooley  states  as  follows: 

These  cases  in  which  legislative  acts  granting  new  trials  or  other  special  relief 
in  judicial  proceedings,  while  they  have  been  regarded  as  usurpations  of  judicial 
authority,  have  also  been  considered  obnoxious  to  the  objection  that  they  under- 
take to  suspend  general  laws  in  special  cases.     (Const.  Lim. ,  p.  393. ) 

At  page  95  of  the  same  authority  it  is  stated : 

If  the  legislature  can  not  thus  indirectly  control  the  action  of  the  courts  by 
requiring  of  them  a  construction  of  the  law  according  to  its  own  views,  it  is  very 
plain  that  it  can  not  do  so  directly  by  setting  aside  their  judgments,  compelling 
them  to  grant  new  trials,  ordering  the  discharge  of  offenders,  or  directing  what 
particular  steps  shall  be  taken  in  the  progress  of  a  judicial  inquiry. 

To  support  the  proposition  that  the  legislature  can  not  "grant  new 
trials"  the  author  cites  the  following  authorities:  3  Me.,  326;  4  Me., 
140;  50  Me.,  Ill;  2  Chip.,  77;  1  Aik.,  314;  1  K  H.,  199;  3  R.  I.,  299; 
4  R.  I.,  324;  15  Past.,  18;  4  Ind.,  301;  6  Ind.,  515;  13  La.  Ann.,  175; 
26  Md.,  194;  43  Ala.,  224;  lb.,  173;  29  Mich.,  59;  32  Wis.,  409;  26 
Cal.,  135;  47  Miss.,  686. 

It  certainly  can  not  be  too  much  to  say  that  this  proposed  attempt 
to  overthrow  this  high,  solemn,  conclusive,  and  final  (1  Pet.,  213) 
judgment  made  by  the  supreme  law  of  the  land  to  be  "exclusive 
and  final,"  through  resort  to  a  mere  arbitrary  act  of  the  legislature; 
to  do  this,  too,  on  mere  "cumulative"  evidence,  not  "newly  discov- 
ered ; "  to  do  it,  too,  where  the  evidence  sustaining  the  award  is  con- 
fessedly ample,  if  not  conclusive;  to  do  it  where  five  or  more  years 
were  allowed  to  gather  the  evidence;  to  do  so  where  the  trial  by  the 
umpire  is  admitted  to  have  been  honest,  impartial,  and  most  exhaust- 
ive; to  do  so  after  nearly  all  the  witnesses  for  claimant  are  known  to 
be  dead  and  where  the  new  trial  must  be  a  mere  travesty  upon  jus- 
tice will  be  little  less  than  such  acts  of  mere  violence  as  are  denounced 
in  the  law  as  not  entitled  to  be  respected  either  under  the  law  of 
nations  or  of  municipalities. 

In  taking  this  position,  alleging  that  the  proposed  suit  can  not  be 
classed  otherwise  than  as  an  act  of  extreme  and  indefensible  wrong, 
it  is  meant  to  be  assumed  at  aU  times  that  said  award  is,  indeed,  a 
"judgment"  within  the  true  sense  of  that  word  in  the  public  and 
municipal  law. 

But  since  it  is  disputed  that  this  is  the  character  of  this  award,  it 
is  now  proper  to  include  in  these  views  some  suggestions  regarding 
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the  character  of  this  award  viewed  in  the  light  of  our  Constitution 
and  of  the  public  law. 

It  will  be  most  convenient,  in  looking  at  the  qualities  which  the 
Constitution  and  the  public  law  attribute  to  international  awards,  to 
first  make  this  inquiry  independently  of  the  decision  in  Frelinghuysen 
V.  Keys,  110  U.  S.  R. ,  63;  and  then  to  inquire  how  far  that  decision 
has,  if  at  all,  modified  the  state  of  former  decisions. 

It  is  material,  at  the  outset  of  this  inquiry  regarding  the  legal  attri- 
butes of  this  award,  to  note,  in  the  first  place,  that  the  award  is  one 
by  a  strictly  international  court,  and  not  one  of  the  commissions 
appointed  exclusively  by  the  United  States,  created  by  an  act  of  Con- 
gress, for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  what  is  the  extent  of  the  obliga-' 
tions  of  the  United  States  to  her  own  citizens  growing  out  of  some 
treaty.  On  the  contrary,  the  tribunal  is  one  which  the  mutual  obli- 
gations of  the  two  nations  require,  which  could  be  and  was  created 
only  by  the  appointment  of  the  two  Governments.  The  awards  were 
awards  which  directly  affected  both  Governments  and  the  citizens  of 
both,  and  the  awards  can  be  vacated,  if  at  all,  only  by  the  concurrent 
action  of  the  two  Governments,  these  acting  in  the  only  way  known 
to  the  Constitution  through  which  the  two  Governments  can  perform 
an  act  requiring  the  joint  consent  and  act  of  the  two,  to  wit,  through 
the  treaty  power.- 

(2)  This  treaty  is  not  in  any  sense  a  political  treaty  covering  matter 
of  public  concern  as  distinguished  from  private  claims.  It  is  one  for 
the  collection,  through  the  "good  offices"  of  the  Government,  of  "all 
claims  on  the  part  of  corporations,  companies,  or  private  individuals, 
citizens  of  the  United  States,  upon  the  Government  of  the  Mexican 
Republic  for  injuries  to  their  persons  or  property  by  the  authorities 
of  the  Mexican  Republic,"  and  vice  versa  in  favor  of  citizens  of 
Mexico. 

The  result  of  these  two  features  of  the  treaty  is  that  if  a  case  be 
possible,  under  the  Constitution,  where  an  award  and  its  payment 
ever  bestows  a  private  right  of  property  in  the  awardee  which  is 
protected  by  the  constitutional  law,  then  the  present  is  one  of  these 
cases. 

This  being  kept  in  mind,  look  now  at  the  state  of  the  law  regarding 
the  legal  efEect  of  these  international  judgments  awarding  personal  as 
distinguished  from'  national  rights. 

Notice  first  the  holdings  and  practice  of  our  own  Executive  on  this 
point.  Reference  will  be  made  to  but  a  few  of  the  very  numerous 
holdings  and  utterances  of  our  State  Department  upon  this  very 
momentous  affair  of  the  public  law.  But  these  will  aU  be  of  the  very 
highest  and  most  commanding  authority. 

It  is  proper  to  remark  here  that  the  authorities  cited  all  deal  with 
cases  where  it  is  assumed  that  the  tribunal  making  the  judgment  was 
upright  and  the  award  honest. 

In  regard  to  these,  Mr.  Seward,  in  his  letter  to  Castro  of  March  3, 
1869,  says: 

The  reasons  wMch  forbid  either  Government  from  interposing  its  influence  to 
aflEeot  the  deliberations  of  such  a  commission  are  equally,  if  not  more  imperative, 
in  denying  the  right  of  both  to  bring  under  review  awards  definitively  made  and 
promulgated. 

He  then  proceeds  to  cite  the  authorities  from  1  Pet.,  212,  2  C.  Cls. 
R.,  276,  and  enforces  this  view  of  finality  with  his  usual  strength. 
Again,  in  the  same  letter  he  says : 

International  tribunals  for  the  adjudication  of  private  claims  are  created  by 
Governments  in  no  expectation  that  they  are  to  escape  that  possible  admixture  of 
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error  which  is  inseparable  from  all  hnman  institutions.  They  are  resorted  to 
because  the  Governments  concerned  have  either  actually  experienced  or  have  been 
forced  to  anticipate  the  impracticability  of  their  coming  to  an  agreement  upon 
the  merits  of  such  claims  and  upon  the  methods  of  investigating  them.  However 
imperfect  the  expedient  may  prove,  it  is  adopted  in  view  of  the  dread  alternative 
in  comparison  with  which  a  partial  failure  to  accomplish  exact  justice  falls  into 
insignificance. 

The  deliberations  and  judgments  of  a  commission  would  be  fruitless  if  they  only 
started  questions  for  renewed  discussion.  They  must  be  final  or  they  must  be  noth- 
ing. We  are  compelled,  therefore,  to  decline  any  examination  of  the  correctness 
of  the  decisions  upon  the  merits  of  the  several  cases  decided  by  the  Caracas  com- 
mission, whether  arrived  at  by  the  concurrence  of  the  commissioners  or  by  the 
award  of  the  umpire,  himself  a  citizen  of  Venezuela,  to  whom  the  convention,  in 
case  of  their  disagreement,  committed  the  final  adjudication  of  the  case. 

A  still  more  recent  example  of  the  loyalty  of  our  Executive  to  the 
finality  of  international  awards  is  furnished  by  correspondence 
between  our  own  and  the  British  Grovernment  regarding  the  finality 
of  the  Halifax  award  made  under  the  treaty  of  Washington. 

The  award  of  the  commission  in  that  case  was  not  unanimous.  Two 
of  the  arbitrators  composing  the  mixed  commission  awarded  against 
the  United  States  $5,500,000  for  the  privileges  of  fishing  enjoyed  by 
American  citizens  within  the  Gulf  of  St.  Lawrence.  The  American 
commissioner  dissented  wholly  and  widely. 

Mr.  Evarts,  in  his  letter  of  September  27,  1878,  to  our  minister, 
protested  against  this  award  upon  two  grounds,  namely,  that  it  was 
reached  only  by  going  outside  of  the  matter  submitted  by  the  treaty 
to  the  commission,  and  that  the  treaty  in  the  clause  providing  for  this 
commission  required  the  concurrence  of  the  three  commissioners  in 
order  to  make  the  award.  But  in  that  communication  Mr.  Evarts 
distinctly  and  repeatedly  asserted  the  purpose  to  adhere  to  the  finality 
of  an  award  lawfully  made  according  to  and  within  the  terms  of  the 
commission.     He  said: 

In  proceeding  to  apply  the  proposed  test  [as  to  whether  the  commission  exceeded 
the  submission]  of  conformity  or  nonconformity  between  the  award  and  the  submis- 
sion, I  disclaim  all  right  to  trench  upon  the  range  of  discretion,  or  to  dispute  the  entire 
freedom  in  comparing,  weighing,  and  extracting  the  true  results  of  the  evidence, 
which  belongs  to  such  special  tribunals  as  the  Halifax  commission.  *  *  *  The 
error  [of  the  commission]  is  not  of  mistaking  the  evidence  adduced  upon  the  sub- 
ject-matter submitted  to  them,  but  of  mistaking  the  subject-matter  submitted  to 
them  and  thus  liberating  their  judgment  from  obedience  to  the  evidence  as  thus 
adduced. 

Thus  it  is  perceived  that  this  presents  another  most  important  and 
conclusive  indication  of  the  loyalty  of  the  Executive  of  this  Govern- 
ment to  its  treaty  obligations  as  embodied  in  the  final  judgments  of 
international  commissions  reached  under  the  forms  of  law  and  require- 
ments of  treaty. 

To  this  position  of  our  Government  Lord  Salisbury  made  reply  upon 
November  7,  1878.  After  acknowledging  the  ability  of  Mr.  Evarts's 
argument  he  proceeds  to  show  that  the  argument  involved  an  attempt 
to  reach  the  conclusion  that  the  commission  exceeded  the  matter  sub- 
mitted by  means  of  showing  that  the  evidence  could  not  by  any  rational 
possibility  have  justified  an  award  approximating  in  magnitude  the 
amount  awarded.     He  says: 

The  argument  of  Mr.  Evarts  amounts  to  a  review  of  the  award,  the  questions  of 
fact,  and  the  pecuniary  computation  referred  to  therein. 

Then,  after  stating  that  if  the  Government  of  Her  Majesty  were  in- 
clined to  go  into  a  retrial  upon  the  evidence  submitted  to  the  commis- 
sion, there  would  not  be  time  to  do  so  between  the  date  of  the  receipt 
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of  Mr.  Evarts's  dispatch  and  the  23d  of  November,  the  day  fixed  for 
the  payment  of  the  award,  Lord  Salisbury  proceeds  in  these  words: 

But  they  [the  Governments]  are  precluded  in  passingin  review  the  judgment  of 
the  commission  by  a  far  more  serious  disqualification.  They  can  not  become 
judges  of  appeal  in  this  case,  because  they  have  been  litigants.  As  litigants  they 
have  expressed  their  views  upon  the  facts  which  they  felt  bound  in  their  capacity 
to  maintain.  *  *  *  Having  formally  engaged  to  submit  the  matter  to  this 
arbitration,  they  do  not  think  it  is  open  to  them  to  inquire  how  it  was  the  com- 
mission came  to  form  an  opinion  upon  the  claims  so  different  from  their  own. 
Still  less  can  they  admit  that  either  side  is  entitled  to  treat  this  diflEerence  as  a 
ground  for  assuming  that  the  arbitrators  had  imported  into  their  judgment  con- 
siderations which  the  treaty  did  not  authorize  them  to  entertain.  Her  Majesty's 
Government  can  only  accept  now,  as  on  similar  occasions  they  have  accepted 
before,  the  decision  of  the  tribunal  to  which  they  have  solemnly  and  voluntarily 
submitted. 

In  obedience  to  the  devotion  of  our  Government  to  the  solemn  obli- 
gations, in  the  way  of  finality,  imposed  by  this  international  judg- 
ment, our  Government  promptly  bowed  to  this  position  of  Lord  Salis- 
bury, used  the  cable  in  order  to  communicate  the  purpose  to  make 
prompt  payment,  and  made  payment  of  the  entire  $6,500,000  by  a 
draft  receipted  for  by  Lord  Salisbury  on  the  21st  of  November,  1878. 
It  will  be  seen  from  the  analysis  of  the  testimony  already  given  that 
if  we  confine  ourselves  to  the  testimony  on  behalf  of  this  claim  deliv- 
ered by  Mexican  witnesses  alone,  such  as  ex-Governor  Galan,  the 
eminent  Mexican  lawyer  Chavvarrio,  and  Juan  Castillo  de  Valle, 
whose  intelligence  and  integrity  are  not  questioned  even  by  Mexico, 
it  can  not  be  denied  that  there  was  before  the  umpire  sufllcient  evi- 
dence to  justify  the  award.  Hence  this  attempt  to  nullify  an  inter- 
national judgment  by  an  order  of  Congress  after  the  only  competent 
power,  the  treaty-making  power,  has  refused  to  do  so,  is  an  act  flying 
in  the  face  of  this  last  and  most  solemn  precedent  derived  from  our 
diplomatic  history. 

In  the  Gibbs  case  (13  Opinions,  19),  Gibbs  recovered  a  judgment 
under  our  treaty  with  New  Grenada  of  September,  1857,  but  no  cer- 
tificate of  award  was  delivered  to  him;  By  a  new  convention  the  time 
for  receiving  claims  was  extended,  and  parties  representing  the  two 
Governments  undertook  to  submit  Gibbs'a  ease  anew  to  Jbhis  new  com- 
mission. Gibbs  protested,  and  never  consented  to  the  submission,  but 
the  commission  assumed  to  take  jurisdiction,  tried  his  case,  and  de- 
cided against  him.  Attorney- General  Hoar  was  called  upon  to  advise 
the  Government  whether  the  judgment  in  Gibbs's  favor  was  a  judg- 
ment in  such  sense  that  the  Government  of  the  United  States  could 
not  resubmit  it  for  trial.  This  opinion  is  a  very  able  one,  and  is 
referred  to  by  name  in  the  case  of  Frelinghuysen  v.  Key  (110  U.  S., 
73),  with  approval. 
In  that  opinion  the  Attorney-General  says  (13  Ops.,  p.  23): 

I  cannot  assent  to  the  view  that  this  Government  could  affect  his  rights  against 
New  Granada  under  the  convention,  by  submitting  his  case  to  the  second  board, 
or  that  the  board  was  able  to  divest  those  rights  by  any  action  upon  the  claim, 
under  the  submission  of  our  Government,  against  his  will  and  without  his  consent. 
The  treaty  provided  *  *  *  that  the  proceedings  of  this  board  should  be  final 
and  conclusive  with  respect  to  all  claims  before  it. 

The  case  of  Richart  v.  Felps  (6  Wall.,  160)  is  one  where  Congress 
attempted  to  set  aside  a  decision  made  by  Governor  St.  Clair,  he  act- 
ing as  a  tribunal  under  a  treaty.  This  action  of  Congress  was  in  legal 
principle  precisely  like  the  action  which  this  bill  proposes.  It  created 
a  commission  to  retry  the  title  which  had  been  passed  upon  and 
created  by  the  decision  of  Governor  St.  Clair.     The  commission  so 
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created  by  Congress  proceeded  to  retry  the  title  of  the  French  settler 
which  had  been  decided  to  be  in  him  under  the  treaty  by  St.  Clair, 
and  the  new  commission  decided  against  the  French  settler's  title. 
Thereupon  the  land  department  proceeded  to  sell  the  land  so  awarded 
by  St.  Clair,  and  issued  a  patent  to  the  purchaser.  Suit  was  brought 
by  the  party  holding  under  St.  Clair's  award,  and  the  Supreme  Court 
declared  the  patent  void,  the  court  on  this  point  using  these  words: 

Congress  is  bound  to  regard  public  treaties,  and  it  had  no  power  to  organize  a 
board  of  revision  to  nullify  titles  confirmed  manv  years  before  by  the  authorized 
agent  of  the  Government  (Governor  St.  Clair). 

In  Judson  v.  Corcoran  (17  How.,  612)  the  Supreme  Court  held  that 
the  judgment  of  a  commission  created  in  pursuance  of  the  require- 
ments of  a  treaty  was  a  judgment  of  a  court  in  such  high  and  techni- 
cal sense  that  the  judgment  created  a  valid  and  strictly  legal  title  as 
distinguished  from  a  mere  equitable  right,  which  is  impossible  except 
as  the  result  of  a  judgment  of  a  court  technically  so  called. 

The  head-note  in  that  case  indicates  precisely  what  the  case  decides, 
and  is  in  the  following  words : 

Though  the  award  of  commissioners  under  the  act  of  March  3, 1849  (9  Stats., 
393),  passed  to  carry  into  effect  the  convention  between  the  United  States  and 
Mexico,  does  not  finally  settle  the  equitable  rights  of  third  persons  to  the  money 
awarded,  yet  it  makes  a  legal  title  to  the  person  recognized  by  the  award  as  the 
owner  of  the  claim;  and  if  he  also  has  equal  equity  his  legal  title  can  not  be  assailed. 

This  case  is  cited  for  the  single  purpose  of  establishing  by  it  the  vital  point  of 
this  case,  namely ,  that  a  judgment  of  an  international  commission  is,  in  the  strict 
legal  sense  of  the  word,  a  "judgment,"  and  carries  the  legal  title  of  what  it  awards 
to  the  awardee. 

In  the  case  of  Meade  v.  The  United  States  (2  C.  Cls.  R.,  p.  276)  the 
Chief  Justice  collects  some  of  the  English  and  American  authorities 
upon  this  point,  including  the  English  ease  of  De  Bode  v.  Regina  (3 
Clark,  House  of  Lords  Rep.),  and  also  the  case  of  Comegys  v.  Vasse 
(1  Pet.,  212),  and  the  Court  of  Claims  lays  down  the  doctrine  which 
is  expressed  in  the  following  words,  quoted  from  said  case  of  Comegys 
-y.  Vasse  (1  Pet.,  212): 

Their  decision,  within  the  scope  of  their  authority,  is  conclusive  and  final.  If 
they  pronounce  the  claim  valid  or  invalid,  if  they  ascertain  the  amount,  their 
award  in  the  premises  is  not  reexaminable.  The  parties  must  abide  by  it  as  the 
decree  of  a  competent  tribunal  of  exclusive  jurisdiction.  A  rejected  claim  can 
not  be  again  brought  under  review  in  any  judicial  tribunal.  An  amount  once 
fixed  is  a  final  ascertainment  of  the  damages  or  injury.  This  is  the  obvious  pur- 
port of  the  language  of  the  treaty. 

The  case  of  Parsons  v.  Bedford  (3  Pet.,  433),  although  a  ease  not 
involving  dii-ectly  the  finality  of  these  awards,  is  one  the  pertinency 
of  which,  as  applied  to  the  proposed  legislation  ordering  a  new  trial  as 
against  a  judgment  of  a  court  of  exclusive  and  final  jurisdiction,  can 
not  be  properly  overlooked.  What  the  court  there  decided  is  expressed 
in  these  words,  in  a  digest  of  the  pith  of  the  decision  on  this  point: 

Congress  can  not  confer  on  the  United  States  Supreme  Court  power  to  grant  a 
new  trial  by  reexamination  of  facts  tried  by  a  jury. 

These  citations  fi-om  the  courts  might  be  multiplied  indefinitely. 

The  following  from  Vattel,  upon  the  subject  of  the  finality  of  inter- 
national awards,  is  accepted  as  the  established  doctrine  of  the  inter- 
national law  by  all  publicists  and  courts  in  the  civilized  world.  He 
says,  page  277 : 

If,  then,  their  sentence  is  confined  within  these  precise  bounds,  the  disputants 
must  acquiesce  in  it.     They  can  not  say  tljat  it  is  manifestly  unjust,  since  it  is 
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pronounced  on  a  question  which  they  have  themselves  rendered  doubtful  by  the 
disordance  of  their  claims,  and  which  have  been  referred  as  such  to  the  aecision 
of  the  arbitrators.  Before  they  can  pretend  to  evade  such  a  sentence  they  shouia 
prove  by  incontestable  facts  that  it  was  the  offspring  of  corruption  or  flagrant 
partiality. 

As  bearing  both  upon  the  matter  of  the  finality  of  these  judgments 
and  upon  the  position  taken  by  our  Government  regarding  the  policy  of 
resort  to  arbitration  in  the  interest  of  the  peace  of  the  world,  the  fol- 
lowing citations  are  added,  and  that  from  Professor  Robertson  is  espe- 
cially significant: 

Prof.  E.  Robertson,  of  the  University  of  London  (End.  Brit.,  Tit. 

"International  Law"),  says: 

There  is  no  English  or  American  statesman  who  would  not  at  least  do  lip  service 
to  the  principle  that  an  avoidable  war  is  a  public  crime.  Some  of  them  have  done 
more.  The  great  experiment  in  international  arbitration  between  England  and 
America  in  1871  was  more  glorious  to  its  promoters  and  wiU  be  more  fruitful  of 
benefit  than  fifty  victorious  campaigns.  It  is  through  the  establishment  of  the 
principle  of  arbitration  that  he  may  yet  ultimately  hope  to  see  the  question  of  just 
or  unjust  war  take  its  place  among  the  topics  of  international  law. 

Phillimore  on  International  Law  says  (Vol.  Ill,  side  pages  5  and  6) : 

The  sentence  once  given  is  binding  upon  the  parties  whose  own  act  has  created 
the  jurisdiction  over  them.  The  extreme  case  may  indeed  be  supposed  of  a  sen- 
tence bearing  upon  its  face  glaring  partiality  and  attended  with  circumstances  of 
such  evident  injustice  as  to  be  null.  Nee  tamen  (Volt  observes)  exeoutioni  crit, 
si  per  sordes,  aut  per  manifestam  gratiam  vel  inimicitiam  probetur  lata.  But  for 
such  exceptions  no  rules  can  be  safely  laid  down.  *  *  *  Lastly,  it  must  be  remem- 
bered that,  as  in  the  litigation  of  individuals,  if  one  of  the  parties  refuse  to  submit 
to  the  award  of  the  arbitrator,  a  compulsory  process  is  put  in  motion  against  him. 
So,  in  the  litigation  of  States,  if  the  decision  of  the  umpire  State  be  resisted  by  the 
plaintiff  or  defendant  State,  war  must  be  resorted  to  in  order  to  compel  the  obedi- 
ence of  the  recusant  to  the  decree.     (Vol.  Ill  [*5  and  *6].) 

It  is  proper  now  to  direct  attention  to  the  case  of  Frelinghuysen  v. 
Key  (110  U.  S.,  63). 

It  is  claimed  by  those  who  advocate  this  bill  that  all  the  authorities 
cited  in  the  foregoing  are  overthrown  and  repudiated  by  this  case. 
This,  it  is  submitted,  is  an  utter  mistake. 

If  it  be  proper  to  look  outside  of  what  the  court  itself  says  "is  all 
we  decide,"  then  an  inspection  of  the  opinion  of  the  Chief  Justice  will 
show  the  following  in  regard  to  the  recognition  by  the  court  of  the 
soundness  of  the  authorities  above  cited,  and  which  were  cited  in  that 
case.  On  page  73  the  court  alludes  to  the  above-cited  authorities  and 
expressly  recognizes  and  approves  their  force.  The  court  asserts  the 
nonapplicability  of  the  said  authorities  to  the  case  at  bar  upon  the 
grounds  stated  at  said  page  73.  The  case  before  the  court  was  one 
where  the  pleadings  showed  that  a  treaty  was  pending  before  the  Sen- 
ate proposing  to  set  aside  the  award  by  the  consent  of  the  two  Govern- 
ments, so  far  as  related  to  the  money  then  in  the  possession  of  our 
Government,  and  which  money  was  sought  to  be  controlled  by  the 
.writ  of  mandamus. 

The  court  said  that  whilst  a  treaty  was  so  pending,  the  Executive 
was  authorized  to  retain  the  moneys  yet  in  the  hands  of  the  Govern- 
ment; and  that  although  the  award  was  final  as  between  the  two 
Governments,  yet  as  to  the  money  not  paid  out  it  was  within  the 
power  of  the  two  Governments,  through  the  pending  treaty,  to  con- 
sent, as  against  even  awardees,  to  the  restoration  of  such  money  to 
Mexico.  The  court  expressly  indicated  that  the  said  authorities 
cited,  holding  that  property  recovered  upon  an  award  and  passed  over 
the  awardee  could  not  be  taken  back  or  restored  by  even  the  treaty- 
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making  power,  were  confined  in  their  application  to  cases  where  the 
proceeds  of  the  award  "had  passed  beyond  the  reach  of  the  Govern- 
ment and  into  the  hands  of  private  parties." 
The  words  of  the  court  are: 

None  of  the  cases  cited  by  counsel  are  in  opposition  to  this.  They  all  relate  to 
the  disposition  to  be  made  of  the  proceeds  of  international  awards  after  they  have 
passed  beyond  the  reach  of  the  Government  and  into  the  hands  of  private  parties. 

It  is  thus  perceived  that  this  case  expressly  recognizes  the  sound- 
ness of  all  the  above-cited  authorities  (for  briefs  on  file  show  what 
authorities  are  meant)  and  says  their  application  to  the  case  at  bar 
did  not  obtain  because  of  what  is  stated  in  the  sentence  just  quoted. 

Hence  this  case  is  an  authority  directly  against  the  present  bill, 
because  the  present  bill  is  one  proposing  to  destroy  the  property  rights 
of  the  awardee  as  to  the  money  "which  has  passed  beyond  the  reach 
of  the  Grovernment  and  into  hands  of  private  parties,"  and  to  recover 
that  money  back. 

An  analysis  of  that  opinion  will  show  the  following  propositions: 

(1)  It  holds  that,  "as  between  the  United  States  and  Mexico,  the 
awards  are  final  and  conclusive  until  set  aside  by  agreement  between 
the  two  Governments  or  otherwise"  (p.  72). 

(2)  It  declares  how  alone,  under  the  Constitution,  an  "agree- 
ment"— a  treaty — can  be  made,  to  wit,  by  the  President  and  Senate, 
and  that  the  act  of  1878  (20  Stats.,  145)  shows  "no  disposition  on  the 
part  of  Congress  to  encroach  on  the  power  of  the  President  and  the 
Senate  to  conclude  another  treaty  with  Mexico  in  respect  to  any  or 
even  all  the  claims  allowed  by  the  commission"  (p.  74). 

(3)  It  holds  that,  as  to  the  making  of  a  new  treaty,  or  investiga- 
tion with  regard  thereto,  the  treaty  power  was  not  invaded  or  affected 
by  the  legislation  of  1878,  and  could  not  be.  That  as  to  said  matter 
of  investigation  regarding  a  new  treaty  or  paying  out  money,  the  act 
of  Congress  was  a  mere  "request,"  and  was  not  a  law  binding  the 
treaty-making  power  (p.  74). 

(4)  It  carefully  states  that  the  President's  discretionary  power  to 
withhold  the  payments  can  be  exercised  only  for  the  purpose  of  deter- 
mining as  to  a  new  treaty,  and  that  this  right  to  withhold  is  one 
which  waits  upon  and  is  controlled  by  the  action  and  decision  of  the 
treaty-making  power;  and  that  the  withholding  can  only  continue 
"until  the  diplomatic  negotiations  between  the  two  Governments  on 
the  subject  are  finally  concluded." 

The  court  says,  carefully,  in  summing  up  at  the  end  of  the  opinion : 

All  we  decide  is,  that  it  was  within  the  discretion  of  the  President  to  negotiate 
again  with  Mexico  in  respect  to  tbe  claims,  and  that  as  long  as  the  two  Govern- 
ments are  treating  on  the  questions  involved  he  may  properly  withhold  from  the 
relators  their  distributive  shares  of  the  money,  now  in  the  hands  of  the  Secretary 
of  State. 

(5)  It  impliedly,  as  already  stated,  recognizes  as  good  law  aU  the 
authorities  cited  by  counsel  in  the  case,  by  asserting  their  inapplica- 
bility to  the  ease  at  bar,  because  of  the  alleged  distinction  stated  on 
page  73,  where  the  court  says: 

They  (the  oases  cited)  all  relate  to  the  disposition  to  be  made  of  the  proceeds  of 
international  awards  after  they  have  passed  out  of  the  hands  of  governments  and 
into  the  hands  of  private  parties  (p.  73). 

(6)  The  court,  in  effect,  declares  that  "  after  the  moneys  received 
by  the  Government  on  awards  has  passed  "  into  the  hands  of  private 
parties  it  is  "beyond  the  reach  of  the  Government"  by  suit,  treaty, 
or  otherwise. 
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These  extracts  from  the  opinion  fully  and  fairly  represent  all  that 
is  "decided "  in  this  case. 
The  result  of  it  all  is,  as  applied  in  this  case — 

1.  That  it  recognizes  and  reaffirms  all  the  cases  cited  by  counsel  for 
relators,  which  included  (as  the  briefs  on  file  in  the  court  will  show) 
all  the  cases  above  cited. 

2.  It  holds  that  the  making  of  new  treaties  rests  exclusively  with 
the  treaty  power,  and  that  for  Congress  to  attempt  to  make  a  new  one 
or  to  vacate  awards  would  be  to  "  encroach  on  the  power  of  the  Pres- 
ident and  Senate"  (p.  74). 

3.  It  holds  that  when  the  "diplomatic  negotiations  between  the  two 
Governments  on  the  subject  are  fully  concluded "  (p.  75)  the  Pres- 
ident and  Congress  have  ceased  to  have  any  discretion  over  even  that 
part  of  the  award  remaining  with  the  Government,  and  although  not 
yet  in  "the  hands  of  private  parties." 

4.  The  most  it  does  decide  is  that  whilst  the  awarded  monej's  remain 
in  the  Government  hands,  the  treaty  power  may,  by  a  new  treaty,  pro- 
vide for  restoring,  to  an  injured  government,  what  was  recovered  by 
fraud. 

In  the  presentation  now  gone  over  the  aim  has  rather  been  to  state 
the  material  which  makes  the  argument  against  this  bill  than  to 
arrange  the  argument  itself  in  due  and  logical  form. 

But  it  is  now  desired  to  present,  more  carefully  and  distinctly,  the 
two  features  of  the  proposed  legislation  which  give  to  it  an  impor- 
tance, as  a  precedent,  far  beyond  the  private  interests  involved  in  the 
present  case — an  importance,  indeed,  which  it  would  be  difftcult  to 
overstate.  They  are  the  considerations  which,  in  the  main,  have  led 
to  the  extended  presentation  which  has  been  given  in  this  paper. 

This  is,  as  is  believed,  the  first  case  in  the  history  of  this  Govern- 
ment where  it  has  been  seriously  proposed,  regarding  a  matter  coming 
within  the  diplomatic  functions  of  the  Executive,  to  reverse,  by  the 
action  of  the  legislature,  a  deliberate  and  solemn  decision  of  the  treaty- 
making  power  reached  through  a  rejection  of  a  treaty  relating  to  a 
special  affair  so  within  the  exclusive  control  of  that  power. 

Congress  has  made  laws  operating,  in  the  future,  as  an  abrogation 
of  executory  provisions  of  treaties,  and  this  has  been  sanctioned  by 
the  courts.  But  the  present  is  not  that  case,  nor  is  it  like  it.  This  is 
a  matter  not  relating  to  the  future  and  continued  operation  of  the 
executory  provisions  of  a  treaty.  It  is,  on  the  contrary,  an  affair 
which  is  the  result  of  the  full,  complete,  and  final  execution  of  a  treaty 
provision  providing  for  a  final  judgment.  As  to  the  finality  of  that 
judgment  the  Supreme  Court  has  declared,  as  the  treaty  declares,  the 
judgment  final  as  between  the  two  Governments  (110  U.  S.  R.,  72). 

That  court  has,  in  effect,  said  that  for  Congress  to  attempt  to  decide 
whether  the  "asseut"  of  the  United  States  should  be  given  to  the 
vacation  of  this  award  would  be  to  "encroach"  upon  the  President's 
and  the  Senate's  power,  and  that  legislation  as  to  this  is  mere 
"advice."  Thus,  even  in  a  case  so  much  relied  on  by  Mexico,  it  is 
made  express  and  plain  that  that  court  does  not  regard  the  settino- 
aside  of  this  award,  through  the  "assent"  of  the  parties  thereto,  as 
a  matter  coming  within  the  legislative  power. 

In  the  Forty-seventh  Congress  Senate  bills  Nos.  799  and  893,  pro- 
posing to  refer  to  the  Court  of  Claims  what  the  present  bill  proposes 
to  send  to  the  supreme  court  of  this  District,  to  wit,  the  question  of 
vacating  an  award,  were  reported  adversely  (23  March,  1882,  Senate 
Report  311,  Forty-seventh  Congress,  first  session).     That  report  of 
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the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  unanimously  declared  the  same 
thing  as  is  indicated  by  the  Key  ease  in  the  Supreme  Court.  The 
committee  say:  "In  their  opinion  the  Court  of  Claims  can  not  be 
clothed  with  jurisdictioh  to  modify  or  annul  the  action  of  the  com- 
mission organized  under  the  treaty  act  (Treaty,  see  volume  of  treaty, 
806)  between  the  United  States  and  Venezuela."  They  recommend 
the  postponement  of  the  bills,  and  this  the  Senate  ordered. 

Then,  again,  the  House  of  Representatives,  in  Report  No.  — ,  Forty- 
fifth  Congress,  reported  against  a  similar  application,  by  the  Rosario 
and  Carmen  Mining  Company,  to  Congress  for  the  order  of  a  new 
trial  in  a  case  where  the  award  was  against  the  American  claimant, 
and  was  procured  (as  was  shown  by  proofs  presented  to  the  umpire, 
and  afterwards  to  Congress,  through  Mr.  Evarts,  as  attorney)  through 
fraud,  perjury,  and  the  alleged  larceny,  by  Mexico,  of  the  evidence 
of  the  claim.  There  the  committee  reported  against  the  bill.  No.  2117, 
proposing  to  open  up  this  judgment  and  to  grant  a  new  trial,  on  the 
ground  that  this  was  a  matter  over  which  Congress  had  no  jurisdiction. 

On  the  lOtli  of  June,  1880,  the  Judiciary  Committee  of  the  Senate, 
in  Senate  Report  No.  712,  Forty-sixth  Congress,  second  session, 
reported  unanimously  against  Senate  bill  No  1682,  proposing  to  refer 
to  the  Court  of  Claims  this  very  award  in  favor  of  La  Abra  Company. 
This  report  declared  of  the  proposed  trial  in  the  court : 

This  would  involve  an  investigation  by  Congress  of  facts  of  an  international 
character  which,  in  the  opinion  of  the  committee,  properly  belongs  to  the  execu- 
tive department,  and  which  it  was  the  intention  of  the  fifth  section  of  the  act  of 
June  18,  1878,  to  leave  with  the  department. 

The  bill  under  consideration  proposes  to  withdraw  these  two  claims  from  the 
dominion  of  international  jurisdiction  and  place  them  before  a  tribunal  organized 
and  existing  solely  by  virtue  of  the  laws  of  this  country,  and  in  this  way  it  would 
seem  designed  to  avoid  the  opening  up  of  other  questions  of  complaint  that  are 
known  to  exist  on  behalf  of  citizens  of  the  United  States  whose  claims,  for  various 
causes,  fail  to  receive  favorable  consideration  by  said  commission  under  the  treaty 
creating  the  commission. 

The  second  article  of  that  treaty  bound  the  two  Governments  absolutely  and 
conclusively  by  the  final  awards  of  the  commission  and  umpire  in  all  cases  com- 
ing within  its  provisions:  and  it  would  seem  right  that  if  it  is  to  be  set  aside  as  to 
any  of  the  claims  it  ought  to  jbe  by  a  new  convention,  in  which  provision  should 
be  made  for  doing  justice  to  all  claimants. 

The  Senate  adopted  this  unanimous  report  of  the  committee  to  indefi- 
nitely postpone  the  bill,  because  there  was  no  jurisdiction  in  Congress 
to  exercise  the  treaty  power  in  or  through  the  courts. 

In  the  light  of  all  that  has  been  now  gone  over  it  seems  impossible 
to  resist  the  conclusion  that  awards  of  international  commissions, 
honestly  reached,  as  to  a  subject-matter  within  the  submission  are, 
indeed,  "judgments"  of  a  constitutional  court  of  "exclusive  and 
final  jurisdiction;"  that  as  such  they  confer  strict  legal  title  to  the 
awardee;  that  whilst  the  property  awarded  remains  in  the  hands  of 
the  Government,  and  has  "not  passed  into  that  of  the  private  party" 
for  whom  it  was  awarded  (110  IJ.  S.  R.,  73),  it  may  be,  by  the  "  eon- 
sent"  of  the  two  Governments,  retained  or  returned;  that  no  other 
power  or  authority  exists  whereby  the  "finality"  of  this  international 
award  can  be  set  aside  except  an  international  power;  that  such  inter- 
national power  resides  in  no  other  department  of  the  Government 
than  in  the  treaty-making  power;  that  Congress,  through  any 
invited  action  of  the  courts,  or  otherwise,  can  not  exercise  this  inter- 
national power  of  giving  this  "assent"  to  the  vacation  of  the  award, 
and  for  Congress  to  attempt  thus  to  make  a  new  treaty  setting  aside 
the  award  would  be,  to  here  adopt  the  words  of  the  Supreme  Court,  to 
"encroach  upon  the  power  of  the  President  and  the  Senate." 
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This  being  so,  it  is  plain,  to  a  demonstration,  that  Congress  has  no 
more  power  to  organize  a  court  or  a  commission  endowed  with  the 
power  to  give  the  "consent"  of  this  Government  to  a  new  treaty  (for 
that  is  what  the  act  must  be,  call  it  ' '  decree  "  or  what  you  may)  vacat- 
ing the  international  judgment  than  it  has  to  organize  a  court  or  com- 
mission to  grant  a  new  trial  in  a  case  adjudged  by  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States. 

The  other  feature  of  the  proposed  legislation  which  has  the  gravest 
public  significance  is  that  which  makes  this  a  precedent  utterly 
destructive  of  all  international  awards. 

The  award  here  to  be  destroyed  is  one  reached  by  a  most  laborious, 
patient,  and  enlightened  investigation,  by  a  tribunal  of  unquestioned 
integrity  and  impartiality.  It  is  an  award  made  in  a  trial  where  every 
issue  proposed  to  be  considered  in  the  new  trial  was  fully  and  care- 
fully presented,  urged,  considered,  and  decided  upon.  It  was  a  trial 
where,  during  five  years,  the  fullest  opportunities  were  had  for  pro- 
ducing all  possible  evidence,  and  where  such  evidence,  on  all  said 
issues,  was,  in  fact,  produced  by  both  parties,  and  was  fully  consid- 
ered. It  was  a  trial  where  the  issues  (such  as,  Was  there  a  mine? 
Were  there  valuable  works,  ores,  and  the  like?  Were  they  lost 
through  overt  aggressions  of  Mexican  authorities?)  were,  by  their 
nature,  of  the  physical,  visible,  overt  kind  that  make  the  proof  or  dis- 
proof thereof,  while  the  witnesses  are  still  living,  as  easy  and  certain 
as  human  proofs  can  ever  be.  It  was  a  trial  wherein  it  is  not  pre- 
tended that  the  tribunal  was,  by  any  "extrinsic"  artifice  or  fraud, 
prevented  from  making  a  full  and  fair  trial.  It  was  a  case  where  the 
evidence  for  claimant,  delivered  by  citizens  of  Mexico  whose  integrity 
as  witnesses  even  Mexico  does  not  question  and  can  not,  is  ample  to 
justify,  if  not  to  commend,  the  award.  It  is  a  case  where  the  alleged 
newly  discovered  evidence  is  merely",  at  best,  cumulative,  and  is  not 
shown  to  have  been  either  impossible  or  difficult  of  production  during 
the  five  years  allowed  therefor;  and  where  it  is  evident  that,  even  if 
entitled  to  be  used  at  all,  the  new  evidence  would  not  change  the 
weight  of  the  entire  evidence  as  determined  by  the  umpire.  It  is  a 
case  where  it  is  proposed  to  destroy  the  award  through  a  court  trial, 
to  be  commenced  after  a  delay  of  ten  years,  during  all  of  which  time 
this  suit  might  have  been  brought,  provided  the  proposed  law  can 
authorize  its  bringing,  and  during  which  time  the  witnesses  for  the 
claimant  have  nearly  all  died.  And  it  is  a  biU  which  proposes  to 
exclude  from  the  new  trial  even  that  kind  of  proofs  which  the  second 
article  of  the  treaty  authorized  the  arbitrators  to  receive.  And, 
besides  all  this,  the  award  to  be  thus  overthrown  is  one  where  the 
treaty  solemnly  engaged  that  it  should  be  not  only  "absolutely  final 
and  conclusive,"  but  also  that  both  parties  would  "give  full  effect  to 
such  decision  without  any  objection,  evasion,  or  delay  whatsoever." 
It  is  a  case  where  the  attempt  to  escape  from  and  "evade"  the  award 
was  instantly  resorted  to  by  Mexico  by  a  motion  before  the  umpire 
to  set  it  aside.  Then  the  evasion  was  again  attempted  by  appeals  to 
the  Secretary  of  State,  and  was  there  defeated.  Then  successive 
appeals  were  again  made  to  Congress  for  "evasion"  of  the  award  and 
for  a  new  trial  in  the  court,  and  this  appeal  the  Senate  unanimously 
repudiated.  Then  appeal  was  again  made  to  the  treaty  power,  and, 
after  years  of  deliberation,  the  treaty  power  rejected  the  proposed 
"evasion." 

In  view  of  these  features  of  this  case  it  is  venturing  nothing  to  say 
that  if  this  award  may  now  be  destroyed,  through  an  "evasion"  of 
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the  only  power  competent  to  reconsider  it,  and  by  organizing  an 
unconstitutional  eoiirt  or  commission  for  its  destruction,  then  no 
international  award  will  ever  be  possible  in  the  coming  history  of  the 
Republic  which  will  not  be  a  mere  delusion  and  worse  than  worthless. 

The  recent  history  of  the  devotion  of  the  United  States  to  arbitra- 
tion, instead  of  to  war,  as  a  mode  of  settling  our  differences  with  other 
States  has  become  not  only  conspicuous  in  the  past,  some  examples 
of  which  have  been  alluded  to,  but  these  are  now  pointed  to  by  our 
own  people  and  by  the  publicists  of  the  world  as  the  most  beneficent 
contribution  to  the  international  law  made  during  the  century,  and 
as  the  supreme  achievement  of  our  diplomacy. 

It  is  with  unfeigned  respect  submitted  that  if  this  international 
judgment  is,  under  all  the  conditions  now  surrounding  it,  to  be 
trampled  down,  as  now  proposed,  it  would  be  difficult  to  describe,  in 
adequate  terms,  the  magnitude  of  the  disaster  which  the  act  will  have 
inflicted  upon  the  country  and  the  peace  of  the  world. 


[See  Claims  against  Great  Britain,  Gen.  Index.] 

FORTY-NINTH  CONGRESS,  SECOND  SESSION. 

January  26,  1887. 

[Senate  Eeport  No.  1736.] 

Mr.  Morgan,  from  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  submitted 
the  following  report: 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  to  whom  was  referred  the 
petition  of  William  Webster,  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  relating 
to  his  claim  against  the  Government  of  Great  Britain,  respectfully 
report : 

The  petition  discloses  and  the  evidence  found  in  public  records 
heretofore  submitted  to  Congress  and  to  the  Department  of  State  sup- 
ports the  claim  of  William  Webster  to  indemnity  for  the  seizure  and 
sale,  under  the  authority  and  direction  of  the  British  Government,  of 
certain  large  bodies  of  land  in  New  Zealand,  the  rightful  property  of 
said  Webster. 

The  several  tracts  of  land  claimed  by  the  petitioner  are  designated 
by  red  lines  drawn  on  the  chart  found  in  Appendix  No.  1,  which 
accompanies  this  report,  and  are  estimated  as  containing  500,000 
acres. 

William  Webster  claims  these  several  tracts  of  land  under  regular 
deeds  of  conveyance  to  him,  made  by  several  New  Zealand  chiefs  ex- 
ercising full  sovereign  powers  over  their  respective  tribes  at  the  time 
and  long  prior  to  the  dates  of  the  conveyances. 

The  execution  of  these  deeds  has  been  proven  before  a  commission, 
appointed  by  the  British  Crown,  which  sat  at  Auckland.  The  bound- 
aries of  Webster's  lands  are  marked  upon  the  chart  found  in  Appen- 
dix No.  1  to  this  report,  and  each  tract  is  numbered  and  lettered. 

Mr.  Webster  produced  his  deeds  before  said  commission,  and  the 
chiefs  who  executed  the  same,  and  they  established,  as  did  other  wit- 
nesses, the  execution  of  the  deeds  to  the  lands  claimed  by  him,  and 
that  he  paid  the  chiefs  and  tribes  a  consideration  for  the  purchase 
amounting,  in  the  aggregate,  to  more  than  $70,000, 
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Some  of  these  deeds  have  been  lost,  without  the  fault  of  Mr.  Webster, 
and  others,  possibly  all  of  them,  are  of  record  in  some  form  among  the 
archives  of  the  commission.  Neither  the  Government  of  Great  Britain 
nor  New  Zealand  has  ever  disputed  the  execution  of  these  deeds,  or 
their  consideration,  or  that  they  were  made  by  tribal  chiefs  who  had 
full  sovereignty  at  the  time,  within  the  limits  of  their  respective  ter- 
ritorial dominions. 

So  the  committee  assume,  with  coniidence  that  there  was  no  flaw  in 
the  title  of  Mr.  Webster  to  the  lands  describe  1  in  these  conveyances, 
and  that  these  chiefs  could  make  valid  conveyances  of  them,  whether 
by  deed  to  private  owners,  or  by  treaty  to  the  British  Government  or 
to  any  other  power. 

All  the  conveyances  to  Webster  are  of  older  date  by  several  years 
than  any  claim  of  Great  Britain  to  the  ownership  of  any  lands  in  New 
Zealand,  or  to  sovereignty  and  dominion  over  that  country.  They 
were  made  before  Great  Britain  attempted  to  colonize  that  country 
with  her  subjects,  or  assert  any  ownership  of  land  in  those  islands, 
either  by  treaty  or  by  force.  The  islands  of  New  Zealand  at  the  time 
these  deeds  were  made  to  Webster,  and  at  the  time  that  Great  Britain 
by  treaty  acquired  the  sovereignty  of  the  country  (on  the  6th  of  Feb- 
ruary, 1840),  were  under  the  sovereignty,  dominion,  and  government  of 
a  number  of  the  tribes  of  New  Zealand,  each  of  them  having  territorial 
boundaries  distinctly  ascertained  and  guarded  carefully  against  intru- 
sion by  other  tribes.  .  They  were  a  warlike  people,  and  were  frequently 
embroiled  in  conflicts  about  their  respective  tribal  boundaries,  in 
respect  of  which  they  were  very  jealous  of  each  other. 

When  Great  Britain  determined  to  acquire  dominion  over  New  Zea- 
land by  treaty,  and  to  acquire  that  possession  by  agreement,  and  not  by 
force,  she  could  find  no  sovereign  there  with  whom  to  treat  respecting 
the  entire  country,  but  made  her  treaty  with  the  chiefs  of  each  tribe. 

Great  Britain,  in  gaining  the  sovereignty  of  the  country  and  a  quali- 
fied ownership  in  the  lands,  did  precisely  what  Webster  had  donelong 
before  in  getting  a  title  to  Ms  lands,  and  that  was  to  go  to  each  chief  of 
each  tribe  and  negotiate  with  him  as  a  sovereign  ruler  within  the  limits 
of  his  own  territory.  The  same  chiefs  that  had  conveyed  these  lands 
to  Webster  for  a  valuable  consideration  afterwards  conveyed  to  Great 
Britain  a  partial  interest  in  their  public  lands  and  political  dominion 
over  them,  as  sovereign,  in  consideration  of  the  blessings  that  they 
would  receive  in  becoming  British  subjects,  as  is  stated  in  the  third 
article  of  the  treaty  of  February  6, 1840. 

That  treaty  is  copied  on  pages  6  and  7  of  Appendix  No.  1.  It  is  the 
sole  basis  of  any  right  of  dominion  or  property  that  the  British  Gov- 
ernment has  ever  acquired  in  those  islands.  Whatever  may  have  been 
the  previous  designs  of  that  Government  as  to  the  acquisition  of  New 
Zealand  by  conquest,  the  treaty  of  February  6,  1840,  placed  the  chiefs 
of  the  tribes,  respectively,  on  the  footing  of  sovereign  rulers  and  recog- 
nized their  full  right  to  treat  as  such  with  Great  Britain  or  any  other 
power.  Proceeding  in  this  way  to  gain  dominion  over  New  Zealand, 
Great  Britain  avoided  all  questions  of  prior  occupancy  by  citizens  of 
other  countries  and  committed  itself  to  the  duty  of  treating  them  with 
justice. 

In  1839  Great  Britain  empowered  Captain  Hobson  "to  invite  the  con- 
federated and  independent  chiefs  of  New  Zealand  to  concur  in  the  fol- 
lowing articles  and  conditions. "  The  New  Zealanders  were  reconciled 
to  British  sovereignty  only  when  that  Government,  in  the  treaty,  con- 
firmed and  guaranteed  "to  the  chiefs  and  tribes  of  New  Zealand,  and 
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to  the  respective  families  and  individuals  thereof,  the  full,  exclusive, 
and  undisturbed  possession  of  their  lands  and  estates,  forests,  fisheries, 
and  other  properties  which  they  may  collectively  or  individually  pos- 
sess, so  long  as  it  is  their  wish  and  desire  to  retain  the  same  in  their 
possession."  The  only  qualification  of  this  otherwise  unlimited  right 
of  ownership  in  chiefs,  tribes,  and  private  owners  is  that  when  any  of 
them  shall  desire  to  dispose  of  or  alienate  their  possessions,  the  chiefs 
yield  "  to  Her  Majesty  the  exclusive  right  of  preemption  over  such 
lands  "  at  prices  to  be  fixed  by  agreement. 

It  would  be  difficult  to  select  language  that  would  more  clearly 
import  a  perfect  ownership  in  all  the  soil  of  New  Zealand  in  the  chiefs, 
the  people  as  tribes,  and  as  private  owners  than  that  which  is  guaran- 
teed in  the  treaty  itself. 

Such  a  title,  afterwards  acqiiired  by  any  person  in  Great  Britain,  in 
lands  to  which  he  had  no  title  at  the  time  he  had  previously  attempted 
to  convey  the  land  to  another  would,  by  relation  and  estoppel,  accrue 
to  such  grantee  the  moment  that  he  got  such  a  deed  or  a  treaty  had 
granted  the  title  to  him.  These  chiefs  had  conveyed  these  lands  to 
Mr.  Webster  before  the  date  of  the  treaty.  As  no  exception  is  made 
in  the  treaty  of  the  rights  of  the  persons  to  whom  these  prior  convey- 
ances had  been  made,  their  titles  are  necessarily  confirmed  by  its 
terms  unless  they  were  obtained  by  fraud.  So  that  Mr.  Webster,  if 
he  had  no  other  claim  to  the  land,  would  be  entitled,  under  the  laws 
of  England,  to  the  benefit  of  the  express  grant  in  this  treaty,  made  to 
the  chiefs  from  whom  he  had  purchased  and  who  had  previously  con- 
veyed the  land  to  him. 

But  his  titles  were  of  equal  dignity  with  that  afterwards  acquired 
by  Great  Britain,  as  it  relates  to  the  sovereign  power  from  which  they 
are  derived.  They  are  of  equal  validity  and  force  with  the  title  of 
Great  Britain,  as  it  relates  to  the  fact  of  the  prior  ownership  of  the 
lands  by  the  chiefs  and  tribes.  They  are  of  equal  integrity,  as  it 
relates  to  the  consideration  paid  for  these  lands,  and  of  as  much 
greater  moral  value  as  a  voluntary  contract  stands  above  one  made 
under  coercion  in  the  estimation  of  all  civilized  people. 

Mr.  Webster's  title  came  first,  in  point  of  time,  from  the  same  sov- 
ereign power  that  Great  Britain  expressly  recognizes  in  this  treaty, 
and  it  was  purchased,  for  value,  from  people  whom  he  had  been  at 
great  expense  and  labor  to  benefit,  and  who,  in  their  savage  state, 
appreciated  and  were  grateful  for  his  kindness. 

This  treaty  was  preceded  by  British  royal  proclamations,  prepared 
and  issued  just  before  the  treaty  was  signed.  It  was  under  these 
proclamations  that  the  rights  of  William  Webster  and  other  Ameri- 
can citizens  in  New  Zealand  were  afterwards  stricken  down. 

These  proclamations  are  copied  in  Appendix  No.  1. 

The  jurisdiction  asserted  in  the  first  of  these  proclamations  is  con- 
fined to  "the  establishment  of  a  settled  form  of  civil  government  over 
those  of  Her  Majesty's  suljjects  who  are  already  settled  in  New  Zea- 
land, or  who  may  hereafter  resort  thereto,"  and  the  boundaries  of 
this  colony  are  fixed,  in  the  other  proclamation,  "to  comprehend  any 
part  of  New  Zealand  that  is  or  may  be  acquired  in  sovereignty  by  Her 
Majesty."  If  it  is  conceded  that  this  is  an  act  of  sovereignty  over  all 
the  islands,  its  date  is  July  13, 1839,  which  is  long  subsequent  to  the 
dates  of  the  deeds  to  Webster. 

The  treaty  which  followed  in  February,  1840,  ceded  "to  Her  Maj- 
esty the  Queen  of  England,  absolutely  and  without  reservation,  all 
the  rights  and  powers  of  sovereignty  which  the  said  confederation  of 
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independent  chiefs  respectively  exercise  or  possess  over  their  respec- 
tive territories  as  the  sole  sovereigns  thereof."  This  admission  of  the 
sovereignty  of  the  chiefs  on  the  6th  of  February,  1840,  ill  accords 
with  the  right  of  Great  Britain,  before  that  date,  to  dispose  of  all  the 
lauds  in  New  Zealand  as  if  they  belonged  to  the  Crown,  as  is  done  in 
the  second  proclamation  issued  by  Captain  Hobson,  of  date  the  30th 
of  Jantiary,  1840. 

The  disposition  of  Webster's  lands  by  the  British  Government  was 
made  under  the  powers  given  to  the  commission  appointed  by  the 
Crown  in  the  proclamations  recited. 

The  Government  of  Great  Britain  assumed  the  ownership  of  all 
lands  in  New  Zealand,  and  made  rules  for  their  disposal  on  January 
30,  1840,  and  declared  then  that  "no  titles  would  be  recognized  that 
were  not  derived  from  or  confirmed  by  Her  Majesty."  Afterwards, 
on  the  6th  of  February,  1840,  they  confirmed  by  treaty  to  the  chiefs, 
tribes,  and  individuals  all  the  lands  possessed  by  them,  with  all  their 
forests  and  fisheries. 

This  reservation,  or  confirmation,  practically  covered  the  whole  of 
New  Zealand,  for  the  tribes  then  claimed  to  possess  as  owners  all  the 
lands  that  they  had  not  previously  conveyed  to  other  persons,  includ- 
ing Webster,  and  as  sovereigns  their  possession  was  distinctly  afBrmed. 

Notwithstanding  this  treaty  abrogation  of  the  pretension  of  uni- 
versal title  in  the  British  Crown  to  all  the  lands  in  New  Zealand, 
which  was  declared  in  said  proclamations,  that  pretension  has  been 
constantly  adhered  to  and  enforced,  as  against  American  citizens, 
through  the  decree  of  said  commission  and  according  to  the  require- 
ments of  said  proclamations.  At  this  point  the  question  arises, 
whether  the  lands  acquired  before  June  15,  1839,  by  American  citi- 
zens in  New  Zealand,  from  powers  admitted  by  Great  Britain  to  be 
sovereign,  inured  to  the  Crown  of  Great  Britain,  either  in  virtue  of 
the  proclamations  of  January  30,  1840,  or  the  treaty  of  February  6, 
1840.  The  statement  of  the  question  precludes  the  possibility  of  an 
afiirmative  answer,  either  as  a  matter  of  law  or  as  a  question  of 
conscience. 

But  on  this,  the  turning  point  in  Webster's  land  claims,  the  Gov- 
ernment of  Great  Britain  has  given  its  answer  promptly  and  candidly 
in  the  negative.  In  an  oflicial  letter  of  Lord  Aberdeen,  the  British 
foreign  secretary,  to  Mr.  Everett,  minister  to  England,  dated  February 
10, 1844,  he  says: 

[Lord  Aberdeen  to  Mr.  Everett.    Extract.] 

The  undersigned,  Her  Majesty's  principal  secretary  of  state  for  foreign  affairs, 
had  the  honor  in  his  note  of  the  3d  ultimo  to  inform  Mr.  Everett,  envoy  extraordi- 
nary and  minister  plenipotentiary  of  the  United  States  of  America,  that  he  had 
referred  to  Her  Majesty's  principal  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies  Mr.  Everett's 
note  of  the  26th  of  December  last  relative  to  the  complaints  brought  forward  by 
several  American  citizens  concerning  the  position  in  which  they  are  placed  in 
Her  Majesty's  colony  of  New  Zealand,  with  respect  to  the  recognition  of  certain 
of  their  titles  to  lands  In  that  colony  *  *  *  (got)  before  the  assertion  of  Her 
Majesty's  sovereignty  of  those  islands. 

Having  now  received  an  answer  from  the  colonial  department,  the  undersigned 
has  the  honor  to  inform  Mr.  Everett,  with  reference  to  the  first  head  of  complaint, 
that  in  consequence  of  certain  questions  raised  by  the  American  consul  at  Sydney 
as  to  the  rights  and  obligations  of  aliens  in  New  Zealand,  instructions  were  for- 
warded to  the  governor  of  that  island  in  the  month  of  March,  1841,  upon  which 
occasion  that  officer  was  directed  to  bear  in  mind  the  principle  that  where  aliens 
had  acquired  land  from  the  chiefs  prior  to  the  proclamation  of  the  Queen's  sover- 
eignty there,  and  that  fact  was  undisputed,  the  claims  should  be  acknowledged; 
but  that  where  a  doubt  arose  whether  the  alien  made  a  bona  fide  purchase  of  the 
land,  the  settler  should  be  treated  as  any  British  subject  and  his  claim  disposed 
of  accordingly. 
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To  this  arrangement  Her  Majesty's  G-overnment  have  since  announced  their 
determination  to  adhere,  on  the  occasion  of  a  reference  being  made  by  the  gov- 
ernor of  New  Zealand  on  an  application  from  a  Belgian  settler  relative  to  the 
claims  of  the  subjects  of  foreign  povyers  to  land.  *  *  *  Trusting  that  these 
explanations  will  be  satisfactory,  the  undersigned  requests  Mr.  Everett  to  accept 
the  assurances  of  his  distinguished  consideration. 

Abeedebn. 

If  the  British.  Government  maintain  ' '  their  determination  to  adhere  " 
to  this  arrangement,  the  only  open  question  in  Webster's  claims  is 
whether  his  purchases  were  made  in  good  faith.  The  fact  of  his  pur- 
chase, the  execution  of  the  deeds,  the  subsequent  affirmations  of  the 
chiefs  made  before  the  commission  that  they  conveyed  the  lands  in 
good  faith  and  for  a  valuable  consideration  are  matters  that  have 
either  been  undisputed  or  are  settled  in  his  favor,  as  will  be  presently 
shown.  But  it  is  worth  while  to  consider,  before  proceeding  further, 
whether  the  British  Crown  has  any  title,  under  the  terms  of  the  treaty 
of  February  6, 1840,  to  any  lands  previously  conveyed  by  the  chiefs 
to  Webster,  even  if  such  conveyances  were  void,  or  may  be  avoided, 
for  fraud.  That  Government,  without  having  passed  upon  the  ques- 
tion mentioned  in  the  instructions  of  the  foreign  office  to  the  governor 
of  New  Zealand  in  February,  1844,  and  without  having  settled  any 
question  connected  with  Webster's  legal  or  equitable  rights,  has  sold 
or  disposed  of  all  his  lands  as  Crown  lands.  He  has  had  no  day  in 
court,  and  his  lands  have  been  confiscated  without  a  hearing  and 
without  notice. 

If  the  conveyances  to  Webster  were  not  bona  fide,  his  possession  of 
the  land  was  the  continuing  possession  of  the  defrauded  chiefs,  and 
their  possession  under  the  terms  of  the  treaty  reduced  the  interest  of 
the  Crown  in  these  lands  to  a  mere  right  of  preemption  at  a  price  to 
be  agreed  upon.  Such  a  privilege  of  preemption  gave  the  Crown  no 
title  to  these  lands  until  it  had  purchased  them,  and  its  seizure  and 
sale  of  them  was  a  wrong  to  the  chiefs  if  Webster  had  defrauded  them, 
or  to  Webster  if  he  had  honestly  acquired  the  lands. 

But  the  sale  of  these  lands  by  the  Government  was,  virtually,  a  final 
denial  of  all  title  in  Webster,  and  closed  all  courts  and  tribunals  to  his 
legal  or  equitable  demands.  Here  is  a  wrong  done  to  an  American 
citizen  by  the  Government  of  Great  Britain,  by  means  of  which  its 
treasury  has  been  replenished,  and  its  courts  are  effectually  closed 
against  all  redress.  The  question  has,  therefore,  ceased  to  be  one 
between  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  and  any  citizen  of  New  Zealand 
found  in  possession  of  the  lands,  which  could  be  settled  either  in  the 
colonial  or  the  British  courts.  It  is  a  question  to  which  the  Govern- 
ment of  Great  Britain  has  made  itself  a  party,  by  claiming  the  lands 
of  an  American  citizen,  and  by  seizing  them  and  selling  them  contrary 
to  its  own  treaty  and  laws.  This  was  also  done  contrary  to  its  solemn 
pledge,  given  to  the  United  States  by  Lord  Aberdeen,  that  "  where 
aliens  had  acquired  lands  from  the  chiefs  prior  to  the  proclamation  of 
the  Queen's  sovereignty  there,  and  that  fact  was  undisputed,  the  claims 
should  be  acknowledged,"  unless  they  were  not  obtained  in  good  faith. 

This  situation  is  one  that  seems  to  demand  the  intervention  of  the 
Government  of  the  United  States.  That  Webster's  claims  have  been 
refused  consideration  upon  the  state  of  facts  that  attended  their  origin, 
and  should  hare  controlled  their  decision,  is  entirely  apparent  accord- 
ing to  the  record  evidence  in  this  case.  Webster's  claims  seem  to  have 
received  no  other  consideration  than  that  indicated  in  a  letter  to  him 
from  the  governor  of  New  Zealand,  which  is  as  follows: 


582  WILLIAM    WEBSTER. 

[Hamilton  to  Webster.] 

Government  House,  March  10,  ISIfi. 
Sir:  I  am  desired  by  the  governor  to  acquaint  yon  that  his  excellency  has  ex- 
amined and  taken  advice  respecting  your  land  claims,  marked  305  H  and  305  I, 
and  is  sorry  to  find  himself  precluded  from  authoiizing  any  further  grant  made  to 
you  at  present  on  account  of  the  largeness  of  the  grants  already  made  in  your 

name.  ,    ,,  .         ,.       ^  , 

The  governor  directs  me  to  say  that  the  land  which  you  now  hold  m  undisputed 
possession  will  probably  be  granted  to  you  eventually. 
I  have  the  honor  to  be,  sir,  your  obedient  servant, 

J.  W.  Hamilton,  - 
Private  Secretary. 

It  is  very  clear  that,  while  this  enunciation  of  the  governor  of  New 
Zealand  was  intended  as  an  indefinite  postponement  of  all  further 
consideration  of  Webster's  claims,  it  held  out  to  him  the  hope  that 
some  future  indulgence  might  be  accorded  to  him,  as  an  act  of  grace, 
in  respect  of  "the  lands  which  you  now  hold  in  undisputed  posses- 
sion. "  Neither  the  New  Zealand  natives  nor  any  other  person  claimed 
to  hold  possession  of  these  lands  when  the  treaty  of  February  6, 1840, 
was  made,  or  before  that  time,  under  any  claim  or  color  of  title,  or  of 
occupancy,  that  was  adverse  to  the  possession  of  William  Webster. 

The  governor  of  New  Zealand,  in  the  communication  above  copied, 
stated  his  decision  that  "claims  marked  '305  H'  and  '305  I'"  were 
disallowed  for  the  present,  and  also  all  other  grants  made  to  Mr.  Web- 
ster, "on  account  of  the  largeness  of  the  grants  already  made  in  your 
(Webster's)  name."  This  refusal  to  confirm  "grants  made  to"  Web- 
ster was  not  attempted  to  be  justified  on  the  ground  that  "land 
claims  marked  '  305  H '  and  '  305  I ' "  were  not  in  the  ' '  undisputed  pos- 
session "  of  Webster,  but  solely  on  the  ground  of  "the  largeness  of  the 
grants  already  made  in  your  (Webster's)  name." 

Then  follows  the  promise,  that  has  not  been  kept  in  any  sense,  that 
"the  land  which  you  now  hold  in  undisputed  possession  will  probably 
be  granted  to  you  eventually." 

This  was  the  manner  in  which  the  governor  of  New  Zealand  com- 
plied with  the  instructions  of  the  British  Government,  as  they  are 
stated  in  the  letter  above  quoted  of  Lord  Aberdeen  to  Mr.  Everett. 
The  disposal  thus  made  of  the  rights  of  an  American  citizen  was  a 
mockery  of  justice  and  a  contemptuous  disobedience  of  the  instruc- 
tions of  the  Government  of  Great  Britain.  That  Government,  how- 
ever, at  a  later  date,  made  itself  responsible  for  this  summary  and 
unjust  disposition  of  the  rights  of  Mr.  Webster,  as  will  appear  from  a 
copy  of  correspondence  annexed  to  this  report,  marked  "Appendix 
No.  2." 

On  the  17th  November,  1874,  Earl  Carnarvon,  Her  Majesty's  princi- 
pal secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies,  cut  down  all  hope  of  Mr.  Web- 
ster's success  in  getting  his  rights  growing  out  of  the  assurance  made 
to  him  by  the  governor  of  New  Zealand  on  the  18th  March,  1845,  that 
the  lands  of  which  he  held  undisputed  possession  would  be  granted  to 
him  eventually. 

Earl  Carnarvon,  replying  to  a  letter  of  Mr.  C.  L.  Duncan,  through 
his  secretary,  said: 

Lord  Carnarvon  desires  me  to  inform  you  that  this  matter  having  been  most 
carefully  inquired  into,  the  only  conclusion  which  his  lordship  can  come  to  is  that 
not  only  has  Mr.  Webster  no  claim  to  compensation,  but  that  he  has  been  treated 
throughout  with  exceptional  liberality. 

As  Mr.  Webster  never  got  an  acre  of  land  in  New  Zealand  from  all 
t,he  extensive  purchases  he  made  from  the  chiefs,  and  as  the  Kvitjsh 
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Government  seized  and  sold -all  tlie  lands  conveyed  to  him  by  the 
chiefs  for  his  own  use  and  benefit,  in  which  British  subjects  were  not 
interested,  it  becomes  impossible  to  find  any  ground  for  the  statement 
of  Lord  Carnarvon.that  he  "not  only  had  no  claim  to  compensation, 
but  that  he  had  been  treated  with  exceptional  liberality."  There  is 
no  other  possible  ground  for  this  statement  except  the  statement  made 
by  the  governor  of  New  Zealand  in  his  letter  to  Mr.  Webster,  dated 
March  10,  1845,  as  to  "the  largeness  of  the  grants  already  made  in 
your  (Webster's)  name." 

The  facts  which  explain  this  statement  are  as  follows:  While  Mr. 
Webster  was  engaged  in  purchasing  lands  from  the  chiefs  some  of  his 
friends  in  Australia,  who  were  British  subjects,  employed  him  to  pur- 
chase several  tracts  of  land,  in  all  about  15,000  acres,  for  them.  They 
furnished  the  means,  and  he  took  the  titles  in  his  own  name,  being  on 
terms  of  peculiar  friendship  with  the  chiefs,  and  afterwards  admitted 
the  rights  of  those  British  subjects  in  the  presence  of  the  commission, 
who  proceeded  to  confirm  the  titles  to  them. 

These  facts  were  all  made  known  to  the  commission  by  Webster 
when  he  appeared  before  them  and  proved  his  deeds  by  the  chiefs 
and  others.  All  tlie  titles  made  by  the  chiefs  to  Webster,  and  by 
Webster  admitted  to  be  for  the  benefit  of  British  subjects,  were  con- 
firmed by  the  commission.  The  conveyances  made  by  the  chiefs  to 
Webster,  in  the  same  deeds  and  for  his  own  use,  have  been  refused 
confirmation  "on  account  of  the  largeness  of  the  grants  already  made 
in  your  name." 

Thus,  his  faithful  dealing  with  British  subjects  was  made  the  pre- 
text for  the  final  denial  of  his  rights;  and  titles  that  came  through 
him  from  the  chiefs  for  the  benefit  of  British  subjects  were  confirmed, 
while  titles  that  came  to  him  from  the  same  chiefs,  included  in  the 
same  bodies  of  land  and  under  the  same  conveyances,  have  been 
ignored;  and  his  part  of  said  lands  has  been  seized  and  sold  by  the 
British  Government.  This  is  the  present  situation  of  the  claim  of 
William  Webster  to  compensation  from  the  British  Government  for 
his  lands  in  New  Zealand,  taken  and  sold  by  its  authority. 

Aside  from  the  influence  of  the  principles  of  international  law, 
which  would  secure  rights  of  property  to  private  ijersons  inany  coun- 
try, the  sovereignty  of  which  passed  to  a  new  ruler  by  cession  and 
treaty — by  purchase  and  not  by  conquest — the  terms  of  the  treaty 
with  the  tribal  chiefs  compel  the  conclusion  that  no  title  to  the  soil 
of  New  Zealand  passed  to  Great  Britain  where  the  same  sovereign 
power  had  formerly  granted  the  same  land  to  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States. 

But  the  principles  recognized  recently  in  the  Berlin  conference  as  to 
the  Free  State  of  the  Congo  and  in  other  instances  are  only  consistent 
with  the  right  of  the  chiefs  of  any  tribe,  however  savage,  to  cede  lands 
to  private  persons  and  societies.  The  sovereignty  of  a  tribe  being 
admitted,  all  questions  as  to  their  right  to  convey  their  lands  disap- 
pears. This  is  conspicuously  true  as  to  the  New  Zealand  chiefs, 
whose  rights  are  expressly  admitted  in  the  treaty  of  cession  and 
merge  into  the  British  colonial  system,  and  upon  which  treaty  every 
land  title  in  the  colony  is  distinctly  based,  whether  accruing  to  the 
Crown  or  to  British  subjects. 

No  complaint  has  been  made  by  the  British  Government  that  Mr. 
Webster  has  omitted  anything  required  to  properly  secure  his  titles 
to  these  lands,  or  that  he  has  ever  done  anything  to  forfeit  thejn.  He 
insists  that  his  rights  have  been  overslaughed  because  of  his  repeated 
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refusals  to  renounce  his  allegiance  to  the  United  States  and  to  become 
a  British  subject.  However  true  this  may  be,  it  is  true  that  lands 
conveyed  to  him  by  the  New  Zealand  chiefs  have  been  confirmed  by 
the  authorities  to  British  subjects,  for  whom  he  purchased  them, 
and  thus  it  is  a  reasonable  conclusion  that  his  foreign  citizenship 
has  caused  discrimination  against  his  rights  that  is  neither  just  nor 
defensible. 

Mr.  Webster  deserved  at  the  hands  of  Great  Britain  and  all  other 
civilized  people  better  treatment.  When  he  was  quite  a  young  man 
he  went  to  New  Zealand  with  a  capital  of  $6,000,  invested  in  goods 
suited  to  trade  with  that  people.  He  purchased  the  right  to  set  up  a 
trading  station  at  Coromandel  from  the  native  chiefs.  He  was  the 
first  white  man  who  settled  there,  or  at  any  point  nearer  to  that  place 
than  the  Bay  of  Islands,  150  miles  from  Coromandel.  Pursuing  his 
policy  of  friendly  intercourse  with  the  natives,  and  learning  to  speak 
their  language  fluently,  he  soon  largely  increased  his  capital  by 
exchanging  pork,  which  he  bought  from  the  natives,  and  ship  timber 
and  other  native  productions  for  such  articles  as  they  needed,  which 
he  imported  to  that  country. 

He  bought  a  cape  of  land  from  the  native  chiefs  on  or  near  the  pres- 
ent site  of  Auckland  and  built  houses  and  established  a  trading  station 
there.  He  was  the  first  white  man  who  settled  there,  or  within  a  great 
distance  from  that  point.  As  his  business  increased  he  purchased 
other  locations  and  established  other  trading  stations.  He  established 
a  shipyard,  at  which  he  built  small  coasting  vessels,  in  which  he 
entered  the  shallow  bays  along  the  coasts  and  ascended  the  rivers  to 
open  trade  with  the  natives.  In  this  way  he  was  largely  instrumental 
in  bringing  the  natives  into  friendly  relations  with  each  other  and  in 
diverting  their  attention  from  savage  warfare  to  peaceful  pursuits. 
He  was  the  real  pioneer  of  civilization  in  that  section  of  the  country, 
and  was  followed  by  colonies  of  English  people,  to  whom  he  had 
opened  the  way  to  the  interior  of  the  islands.  At  Great  Barren  Island 
there  was  then  a  whaling  station  much  resorted  to  by  fishermen,  and 
Mr.  Webster  sought  to  convey  it  to  the  United  States  as  a  valuable 
acquisition.  His  letter  containing  this  offer  is  set  forth  in  Appendix 
No.  1.  His  lands  and  other  property  in  New  Zealand  were  worth  a 
sum  which  he  estimates  at  a  million  dollars  at  the  date  of  the  treaty 
with  Great  Britain.  When,  later,  he  had  been  deprived  of  his  prop- 
erty and  returned  to  the  United  States  to  assert  his  rights,  he  was 
reduced  to  poverty. 

In  a  letter,  dated  November  4,  1840,  by  Mr.  Webster  to  I.  H.  Wil- 
liams, United  States  consul  at  Sydney,  New  South  Wales,  and  set 
forth  in  Appendix  1,  he  called  attention  to  the  proceedings  of  the 
British  Government  in  reference  to  the  lands  purchased  by  American 
citizens,  and  asked  the  consul  "to  make  it  known  to  the  American 
Government  as  early  as  possible."  In  the  conclusion  of  his  letter  he 
says: 

They  have  not  taken  any  of  my  lands  as  yet,  but  I  expect  they  will  take  all  from 
me  and  every  other  American  unless  our  Government  will  take  it  in  hand  to  stop  it. 

This  was  the  only  sugsestion  Mr.  Webster  made  that  he  desired  any 
intervention  by  the  United  States  until  September,  1858. 

His  letter  had  no  relation  to  any  indemnity  for  loss  and  damage  for 
lands  that  had  been  or  were  expected  to  be  sequestered  by  the  Brit- 
ish Government.  It  only  had  reference  to  getting  titles  to  his  lands 
and  those  of  other  American  citizens,  which  he  feared  that  the  Brit- 
ish authorities  might  refuse  to  recognize  and  confirm. 
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On  the  30th  of  January,  1841,  Mr.  Webster  wrote  to  the  colonial 
secretary  of  New  Zealand  and  sent  him  copies  of  his  land  titles  to 
seven  tracts  and  seven  statements  of  his  purchases,  which  he  asked 
should  be  laid  "before  the  commissioners  for  examination  only."  He 
offered  in  this  letter  to  come  before  the  commissioners  and  prove  all 
his  purchases.  He  concludes  this  letter,  which  is  copied  in  Appendix 
1,  as  follows: 

All  of  it  was  bought  before  Her  Majesty's  Government  was  formed  here,  and  I 
further  consider  that  all  I  have  has  been  dearly  earned;  and  I  trust  that  before  I 
am  dispossessed  of  any  of  it  it  will  be  proved  who  has  the  best  right  to  it. 

The  letter  of  Mr.  Webster  to  Mr.  Williams  was  sent  by  the  latter  to 
our  Department  of  State.  On  June  14,  1858,  the  Senate,  by  resolu- 
tion, called  on  the  President  for  information  as  to  the  claim  of  Wil- 
liam Webster,  relating  to  his  lands  in  New  Zealand.  Replying  to 
that  resolution,  the  President  sent  to  the  Senate  the  statement,  called 
"a  report"  from  the  Secretary  of  State,  in  the  following  form: 

[Message  of  the  President  of  the  United  States,  communicating,  in  answer  to  a  resolution  of 
the  Senate  requesting  a  list  of  claims  of  citizens  of  the  United  States  against  foreign  govern- 
ments, a  report  of  the  Secretary  of  State.] 

To  the  Senate  of  the  United  States: 

In  compliance  with  the  resolution  of  the  Senate  of  the  14th  June  last,  request- 
ing a  list  of  claims  of  citizens  of  the  United  States  on  foreign  governments,  I 
transmit  a  report  from  the  Secretary  of  State,  with  the  documents  which  accom- 
panied it. 

James  Buchanan, 
Washington,  January  19, 1859. 

******* 

Claim  of  William  Webster. 

[Claims  on  Great  Britain.] 


Names  of  such 
complainants, 
citizens  of 
United  States, 
as  have  pre- 
ferred com- 
plaints or 
claims  against 
foreign  govern- 
ments to  the 
Executive  De- 
partments of 
the  Govern- 
ment for  ag- 
gressions or 
spoliations,  or 
other  demands 
against  such 
governments. 


Amount 
claimed. 


A  brief  abstract  of  the  nature 
of  the  claim  and  the  action 
of  the  Executive  in  relation 
thereto. 


The  result  of  such  action  and  the 
amount  of  satisfaction  obtained, 
if  any. 


WUliam  Webster 


$78, lis 


For  loss  and  damage  (January, 
1840)  for  so  much  paid,  laid 
out,  and  expended,  in  cash 
and  merchandise,  between 
the  years  1835  and  1840,  in 
purchases  of  lands  and  fran- 
chises from  certain  chiefs  of 
Kew  Zealand,  and  in  the  im- 
provement thereof,  prior  to 
January,  1840.  when  the  sov- 
ereignty of  Great  Britain 
over  the  islands  was  de- 
clared; and,  so  the  claimant 
alleges,  his  rights  and  privi- 
leges were  sequestered  by 
the  British  authorities.  This 
statement  of  claim  was  re- 
ceived October,  1841,  and,  by 
instructions,  was  pressed 
upon  the  British    Govern- 


The  Government  of  Great  Brit- 
ain, in  reply  to  the  represen- 
tations of  the  envoy  of  the 
United  States,  stated  that  the 
colonial  government  of  New 
Zealand  was  ordered  in  March, 
1841,  to  recognize  and  confirm 
all  bona  fide  purchases  made 
from  the  New  Zealanders  by 

•  aliens  prior  to  January,  1840, 
and,  in  case  of  want  of  proof  of 
the  good  faith  of  the  transaq- 
tions,  such  aliens  should  be 
dealt  with  in  like  manner  as 
British  subjects  making  like 
claim;  which  orders  and  pro- 
ceedings were  recognized  and 
adhered  to  by  the  British  Gov- 
ernment in  1844  in  the  case  of 
a  Belgian  claimant. 
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NiniiPS  of  sucli 
complainants, 
ci  ti  zen  s  of 
United  States, 
as  have  pre- 
ferred com- 
plaints  or 
claims  against 
foreigrn  govern- 
ments to  tlie 
'  Executive  De- 
partments of 
tlie  Govern- 
ment  for  ag- 
gressions or 
spoliations,  or 
other  demands 
against  such 
governments. 


Amount 
claimed. 


A  brief  abstract  of  the  nature 
of  the  claim  and  the  action 
of  the  Executive  in  relation 

thereto. 


The  result  of  sutfh  action  and  the 
amount  of  satisfaction  obtained, 
it  any. 


William  Web- 
ster— Cont'd. 


William  Webster, 
by  his  counsel, 
Messrs.  Ander- 
son. Re verdv 
Johnson,  and  J. 
W.  Denver. 


$6,573,750 


ment  by  the  envoy  of  the 
United  States,  1843  and  1843. 
It  was  not  presented  by  the 
claimant  to  the  London  com- 
mission acting  under  the 
convention  of  February  8, 
1853. 


For  loss  and  damage  and  in- 
demnity for  lands  purchased 
from  chiefs  of  New  Zealand 
from  1835  to  1840,  and  fran- 
chises pertaining  thereto, 
and  improvements  alleged 
to  have  been  made  thereon, 
which  claimant  alleges  were 
sequestered  and  taken  from 
him  by  the  British  authori- 
ties after  the  assertion  of  the 
sovereignty  of  Great  Britain 
over  New  Zealand  in  Janu- 
ary, 1840.  The  intervention 
of  the  Executive  of  the 
United  States  was  applied 
for  September,  1858.  The 
archives  of  the  Government 
record  this  claim  to  have 
been  presented  in  different 
guise  in  1841,  and  to  have 
then  received  the  prompt  ac- 
tion of  the  United  States, 
and  to  have  been  met  by  the 
measures  of  relief  on  the 
part  of  the  British  Govern- 
ment noted  in  the  state- 
ment here  above  next  pre- 
ceding. But  the  claimant 
now  maintains  that  the  or- 
der of  the  metropolitan  Gov- 
ernment of  1841  was  only 
partially  obeyed  by  the  colo- 
nial authority,  and  that  the 
relief,  apparently  conceded 
by  such  partial  obedience, 
has  been  made  a  nullity  by 
the  judgment  of  the  colonial 
court;  that  no  order  of  the 
British  ministry  can  be  of 
avail  to  contravene  the  fun- 
damental law  of  Great  Brit- 
ain; that  an  alien  qvlh  not 
take  in  fee  and  convey  real 
estate  in  land  by  title  good 
in  law.  Held  under  consider- 
ation. 


The  before-mentioned  order  of 
i841  confirmed  to  aliens  bona 
fide  purchases  made  by  them 
prior  to  1840,  although  made  at 
prices  less  than  5  shillings  ster- 
ling per  acre,  whilst  British 
subjects  were  required  to  show 
payments  at  that  rate  in  order 
to  be  entitled  to  confirmation 
of  grants  of  land  obtained  by 
them  from  the  natives  prior  to 
the  proclamation  of  British 
sovereignty. 
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In  a  letter  of  Mr.  Blaine,  Secretary  of  State,  to  Mr.  Webster,  dated 
"Department  of  State,  Washington,  Jnne  21,  1881,"  he  says: 

I  may  state  generally,  however,  that  upon  a  very  thorough  examination  of  the 
case  recently  made  by  an  officer  of  the  Department,  charged  with  such  duties,  it 
IS  found  that  no  claim  was  directly  presented  by  you,  or  on  your  behalf,  for  indem- 
nity, until  September,  1858. 

The  entire  letter  is,  copied  in  Appendix  3  to  this  report. 

These  two  statements  are  directly  in  opposition  to  each  other. 
Without  attempting  to  account  for  the  apparent  discrepancy,  it  is 
clear  that  the  statement  last  made  is  true,  because,  in  the  nature  of 
things,  the  statement  made  in  1859  could  not  be  true.  Mr.  Everett 
did  not  present  or  urge  any  claim  of  Mr.  Webster  for  indemnity  for 
lands  taken  from  him,  nor  did  Lord  Aberdeen  make  allusion  to  any 
claim  for  compensation.  The  question  whether  the  lands  would  be 
taken  from  Webster  was  still  open  in  December,  1843,  and  under  the 
orders  as  announced  to  Mr.  Everett  by  Lord  Aberdeen,  in  February, 
1843,  the  obstruction  to  a  confirmation  of  Webster's  title,  of  which 
Mr.  Everett  complained,  had  been  removed,  as  to  the  price  of  five 
shillings  per  acre,  as  far  back  as  March,  1841. 

It  is  not  true,  as  matter  of  fact,  that  Webster,  in  1841,  had  pre- 
sented any  claim  for  indemnity  against  the  British  Government,  nor 
is  it  true  that  "the  arcliives  of  this  (the  United  States  Government) 
record  this  claim  to  have  been  presented  in  different  guise  in  1841,  and 
to  have  then  received  the  prompt  action  of  the  United  States."  This 
statement  is  not  supported,  but  is  refuted,  by  "the  archives  of  the 
Government." 

The  injustice  done  Mr.  Webster  by  this  untrue  representation  of 
his  conduct,  whoever  may  have  inflicted  it,  should  be  now  removed. 
He  should  have  a  fair  opportunity  to  have  his  claim  against  Great 
Britain  considered  on  its  merits,  without  the  embarrassment  of  a  false 
assertion  that  he  had  abandoned  his  right  to  these  lands,  and  had 
claimed  compensation  for  them  in  money,  before  the  British  authorities 
had  proceeded  to  finally  deny  or  to  ignore  his  rights.  By  that  report 
the  Senate  was  misled  as  to  the  conduct  and  the  rights  of  Mr.  Web- 
ster, and  it  is  due  to  him  that  this  should  appear  on  its  records,  and 
that  this  embarrassment  should  be  removed. 

Your  committee  are  of  opinion  that  Mr.  Webster's  right  to  claim 
indemnity  for  the  lands,  purchased  in  good  faith  from  the  native 
chiefs,  is  clearly  established  as  being  .just  and  complete,  and  their 
final  sequestration  and  sale  by  the  British  Government,  which  occurred 
in  1845  or  later,  gives  him  the  right  to  ask  the  intervention  of  his  Gov- 
ernment. The  British  Government  has  not  presented  in  its  corre- 
spondence on  this  subject,  or  in  any  order  concerning  it,  that  has  been 
communicated  to  William  Webster  or  his  counsel  or  to  the  United 
States,  any  finding  of  the  commission  or  other  of&cial  authority  of  any 
fact  tending  to  show  that  the  conveyances  made  to  him  by  the  native 
chiefs  were  not  made  in  good  faith  and  for  a  valuable  consideration 
before  the  treaty  of  February  6,  1840. 

That  Government,  so  far  as  your  committee  are  informed,  has  never 
impeached  the  claim  of  Mr.  Webster  on  any  ground  that  takes  it  out 
of  the  infiuence  of  the  express  declaration  of  Lord  Aberdeen  to  Mr. 
Everett,  "that  where  aliens  had  acquired  land  from  the  chiefs  prior 
to  the  proclamation  of  the  Queen's  sovereignty  there,  and  that  fact 
was  undisputed,  the  claims  should  be  acknowledged."  Nor  has  any 
fact  been  stated  by  that  Government  which  tends  to  include  the  claim 
of  Mr.  Webster  in  the  category  "that  where  a  doubt  arose  whether  the 
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alien  made  a  bona  fide  purchase  of  the  land  the  settler  should  be 
treated  as  any  British  subject  and  his  claim  disposed  of  accordingly." 

British  subjects  now  hold  lands  under  the  same  conveyances  made 
to  him,  confirmed  by  the  commission,  as  to  such  subjects,  which  have 
been  treated  as  if  they  had  no  existence  when  invoked  in  support  of 
Mr.  Webster's  rights. 

For  the  further  information  of  the  Senate  on  this  subject,  your  com- 
mittee submit  the  papers  found  in  appendices  to  this  report,  numbered 
1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

These  papers  give  the  reports  of  committees  of  Congress,  the  corre- 
spondence with  and  arguments  of  counsel  submitted  to  the  Home  Gov- 
ernment in  Great  Britain,  the  opinion  of  the  law  of&eer  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  State,  and  the  affidavit  of  Mr.  Ranulph  Dacre,  all  of  which 
give  strong  support  to  the  rights  claimed  by  Mr.  Webster. 

Your  committee  recommend  the  adoption  of  the  following  resolu- 
tions : 

Resolved  by  the  Senate,  That  after  due  examination  of  the  matters 
presented  in  the  petition  of  William  Webster,  and  the  evidence  brought 
to  their  attention  in  support  of  his  claim  for  indemnity  from  the  British 
Government  for  lands  in  New  Zealand,  purchased  by  him  in  good 
faith  from  native  chiefs,  and  duly  conveyed  to  him  before  the  Gov- 
ernment of  Great  Britain  acquired  the  sovereignty  over  that  country 
by  a  treaty  made  with  said  chiefs,  the  Senate  of  the  United  States 
consider  that  said  claim  for  indemnity  is  founded  in  justice  and 
deserves  the  cognizance  and  support  of  the  Government  of  the  United 
States.  And  that  said  claim,  as  a  claim  for  money  indemnity,  was 
not  presented  by  the  United  States  to  Great  Britain  prior  to  September, 
1858. 

Resolved,  That  the  President  is  requested  to  take  such  measures  as, 
in  his  opinion,  may  be  proper  to  secure  to  William  Webster  a  just 
settlement  and  final  adjustment  of  his  claim  against  Great  Britain, 
growing  out  of  the  loss  of  the  lands  and  other  property  in  New  Zealand 
of  which  he  has  been  deprived  by  the  act  or  consent  of  the  British 
Government;  and  to  which  he  had  acquired  a  title  under  purchases 
and  deeds  of  conveyance  from  the  native  chiefs,  prior  to  February  6, 
1840,  and  prior  to  any  right  of  Great  Britain  to  said  islands. 


Appendix  No.  1, 
[House  Eeport  No.  1513,  Forty-eighth  Congress,  first  session.l 

The  Committee  ob  Foreign  Affairs,  to  whom  was  referred  the  petition  of  William 
Webster,  a  native-born  citizen  of  the  United  States,  who  prays  the  action  of  this 
House  to  aid  him  In  furtherance  of  his  claim  against  the  British  Government, 
having  had  the  claim  under  consideration,  submit  the  following  report : 

The  petition  of  Mr.  Webster  avers  in  substance  the  following  facts: 

1,  That  he  is  a  native-born  citizen  of  the  United  States. 

3.  That  between  1835  and  1840  he  resided  in  the  island  of  New  Zealand,  and 
acquired  there,  by  grants  from  native  chiefs,  several  tracts  of  land,  described  by 
metes  and  bounds,  for  which  he  paid  large  sums  of  money  in  cash  and  merchan- 
dise, the  agg:regate  acreage  of  the  purchase  being  about  500,000  acres. 

3.  That  after  the  British  acquisition  of  the  sovereignty  over  New  Zealand,  in 
1840,  he  was  deprived  of  a  large  part  of  this  land  and  of  valuable  cut  and  market- 
able timber  on  some  of  the  tracts,  and  that  these  acts  were  done  by  British  officers 
by  authority  of  the  Crown. 

4.  That  negotiations  for  redress  of  his  rights  and  restoration  of  his  property, 
carried  on  through  a  series  of  years,  have  resulted  in  nothing. 
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5.  That  he  desires  the  aid  of  this  House  in  the  prosecntion  and  adjustment  of 
his  claims  against  Great  Britain. 

Your  committee  append  to  this  report  the  petition  of  Mr.  Webster  and  the 
accompanying  documents,  which  appear  to  substantiate  his  allegations,  and  leave 
for  the  consideration  of  the  committee  only  two  questions: 

First.  Whether  the  claim  is  a  legitimate  subject  for  diplomatic  presentation,  so 
as  to  warrant  the  House  in  requesting  the  President  to  present  it. 

Second.  Whether  it  has  been  barred  by  the  provisions  of  either  of  the  claims 
conventions  with  Great  Britain. 

As  to  the  first  point,  it  appears  thus  far  uncontradicted  that  Mr.  Webster,  at 
the  time  of  the  happening  of  the  events  complained  of,  was,  and  still  is,  a  citizen 
of  the  United  States.  He  is  therefore  a  person  entitled  to  the  diplomatic  protec- 
tion of  his  Government.  It  also  appears,  in  like  manner,  that  he  has  been  deprived 
of  his  property  in  a  foreign  country  by  the  authorized  acts  of  the  agents  of  the 
Government  of  that  country,  and  has  received  no  compensation  for  it  and  no 
redress.  The  subject  of  the"  reclamation  is  therefore  one  entitled  to  diplomatic 
protection. 

As  to  the  second  point,  both  the  person  injured  and  the  wrong  done  being  proper 
subjects  for  diplomatic  representation,  two  claims  conventions  with  barring  pro- 
visions have  been  concluded  with  Great  Britain  since  1840. 

The  treaty  of  1853  provided  that  all  claims  on  the  part  of  citizens  of  the  United 
States  which  might  have  been  presented  to  the  Government  of  the  United  States 
for  its  interposition  with  the  Government  of  Great  Britain  since  the  signature  of 
the  treaty  of  December  14, 1814,  and  which  then  remained  unsettled,  as  well  as  any 
other  such  claims  which  might  be  presented  within  a  fixed  time,  should  be  referred 
to  a  claims  commission,  and  that  every  such  claim,  whether  presented  to  the  com- 
mission or  not,  should,  after  the  conclusion  of  the  commission,  be  barred. 

When  this  commission  met  and  when  it  adjourned  Mr.  Webster's  claims  had  not 
reached  a  stage  to  bring  them  within  the  operation  of  the  barring  clause  of  the 
agreement  of  1853.  His  claim  for  the  taking  of  his  personal  property  had  never 
been  presented  to  his  own  Government,  but  had  been  referred  by  the  local  gov- 
ernment of  New  Zealand  to  its  superior  in  London,  and  was  under  advisement 
there,  and  it  would  be  ine:iuitable  to  hold  that  Great  Britain  could  by  negotiating 
in  London  for  its  settlement  keep  it  out  of  the  commission,  and  then  set  up  the  bar 
of  the  claims  convention  as  an  answer  to  the  negotiations. 

His  claim  for  the  taking  of  his  real  estate  did  not  arise  until  it  was  definitely 
settled  that  the  tracts  would  not  be  restored  to  him.  As  late  as  1858  the  validity 
of  one  of  the  grants  was  recognized,  and  from  the  facts  as  they  are  presented  to 
the  committee  it  can  not  be  presumed  that  the  determination  not  to  restore  them 
was  reached  until  after  that  time.  Until  that  decision  was  reached  Mr.  Webster 
was  still  hoping  for  the  return  of  his  lands,  and  had  no  claim  for  compensation  in 
money  for  their  value.  Certainly  up  to  that  time  no  such  claim  had  been  advanced 
BO  far  as  shown  by  the  accompanying  papers. 

The  other  claims  convention  with  Great  Bi'itain  existed  under  the  treaty  of  May, 
1871,  and  had  jurisdiction  only  of  claims  against  Great  Britain  on  the  part  of  citi- 
zens of  the  United  States  arising  out  of  acts  committed  between  Aprill3,  1861, 
and  April  9,  1865.    This  clearly  did  not  include  Mr.  Webster's  wrongs. 

Your  committee,  for  these  reasons,  are  of  opinion  that  Mr.  Webster's  petition 
and  the  accompanying  documentary  proof  show  a  clear  case  in  which  a  citizen  of 
the  United  States  has  suffered  serious  injuries  from  a  foreign  government  which 
are  proper  subjects  for  diplomatic  application  for  redress.  In  view  of  the  magni- 
tude of  the  injury  and  the  great  delay  in  redressing  it,  they  also  think  it  a  proper 
occasion  for  action  of  this  House  upon  the  subject,  in  order  to  strengthen  the 
hands  of  the  Executive  in  asking  for  an  examination  into  the  case  and  for  such 
measure  of  compensation  as  may  be  found  proper.  They  therefore  recommend 
the  adoption  of  the  following  resolution: 

Resolved,  That  the  petition  of  William  Webster  and  the  accompanying  documents 
be  transmitted  to  the  President,  with  the  request  on  the  part  of  this  House  that 
he  will  take  such  steps  as  he  may  deem  proper  to  secure  a  speedy  inquiry  into  the 
injuries  which  Mr.  Webster  claims  to  have  suffered  by  reason  of  acts  of  officers  of 
the  Government  of  Her  Britannic  Majesty,  and  the  payment  of  a  just  compensa- 
tion therefor. 

rPetition  of  William  Webster,  a  native-born  citizen  of  the  United  States,  who  seeks  the  aid  of 
the  Government  of  the  United  States  In  furtherance  of  his  claims  against  the  Government  of 
Great  Britain.] 

To  the  honorable  the  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States: 
The  petition  of  William  Webster,  a  native  and  citizen  of  the  United  States,  bom 

in  the  State  of  Maine,  respectfully  shows: 
That  as  such  native-born  citizen,  in  the  year  1835,  he  went  to  the  island  of  New 
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Zealand  to  engage  in  shipbuilding  and  mercantile  business.  He  engaged  there 
in  trade  with  the  natives,  acquiring  their  confidence,  and  realized  from  his  ven- 
tures large  sums  of  money,  and  up  to  the  year  1840  he  had  invested  in  cash  and 
merchandise  gained  in  this  vfay  to  the  amount  of  $78,145  in  several  tracts  of  land 
in  New  Zealand,  purchased  at  diCferent  times,  and  ac:iuired  through  different 
deeds,  from  different  chiefs  of  native  tribes,  to  an  aggregate  amount  of  about 
500,000  acres,  his  title  papers  to  which  will  be  hereinafter  more  specifically 
referred  to. 

At  that  time  (1840)  Great  Britain  acquired  the  sovereignty  over  New  Zealand. 
A  proclamation,  dated  January  30.  1840,  was  issued  extending  the  boundaries  of 
the  government  of  New  South  Wales  so  as  to  embrace  New  Zealand.  On  the 
same  day  another  proclamation  was  issued,  announcing  that  it  was  not  deemed 
expedient  to  recognize  titles  to  land  not  derived  from  or  confirmed  by  Her  Majesty; 
but  that  in  order  to  dispel  any  apprehension  that  it  was  intended  to  dispossess 
owners  of  land  acquired  on  e  juitable  conditions,  it  was  announced  that  a  commis- 
sion would  be  appointed  to  inquire  into  and  report  on  all  claims  to  such  lands,  and 
that  all  persons  having  such  claims  would  be  required  to  prove  them  before  the 
commission.  (Copies  of  these  two  proclamations  are  annexed  as  Inclosure  No.  1 
and  Inclosure  No.  3.) 

On  February  6,  1840,  the  treaty  of  Waitangi  was  executed.  (A  copy  is  here 
annexed  as  Inclosure  No.  3J.) 

A  few  months  after  these  proclamations  and  the  so-called  treaty  your  petitioner 
wrote  to  the  consul  of  the  United  States  at  Sydney,  in  New  South  Wales,  acquaint- 
ing him  with  the  change  of  sovereignty,  stating  that  he  and  other  American  own- 
ers of  land  feared  that  their  rights  would  be  disturbed,  and  asking  advise  as  to  the 
best  mode  of  protection.     (A  copy  of  this  letter  is  annexed  as  Inclosure  No.  3. ) 

On  the  20th  of  July,  1841,  your  petitioner  addressed  a  letter  to  the  colonial  sec- 
retary at  Auckland,  of  which  a  copy  is  annexed  as  Inclosure  No.  4.  In  this  letter, 
as  will  appear,  he  transmitted  copies  of  some  of  his  title  deeds  and  purchases  for 
examination.   ■ 

In  October,  1841,  a  proclamation  was  issued  declaring  that  all  lands  purchased 
from  the  natives  in  the  islands  of  New  Zealand  had  become  vested  in  the  British 
Crown.     (A  copy  of  this  proclamation  is  annexed  as  Inclosure  No.  5.) 

This  proclamation  forbade  anyone  from  cutting  the  kouri  pine,  which  it  was 
announced  had  been  reserved  for  the  British  navy.  The  principal  value  of  much 
of  your  petitioner's  land  was  in  this  pine.  On  some  of  the  lands  he  had  at  that 
time  many  trees  of  great  value,  and  was  preparing  them  for  market  in  the  shape  of 
spars  and  masts.  The  British  authorities  afterwards,  and  as  late  as  1845,  took  of 
this  property  a  large  portion,  which  had  been  prepared  for  market,  and  converted 
it  to  their  use.  Your  petitioner  demanded  compensation,  but  has  never  received 
any. 

On  August  14, 1839,  and  five  months  before  the  proclamation  of  Captain  Hobson, 
the  Marquis  of  Normanby  addressed  a  letter  to  Captain  Hobson,  by  which  it  will 
appear  that,  notwithstanding  New  Zealand  was  acknowledged  "  as  a  sovereign, 
independent  State,"  it  was  the  purpose  of  the  Crown  to  sieze  and  hold  it  without 
regard  to  the  rights  of  Americans  or  others  to  lands  acquired  by  them  anterior 
thereto.     (Copy  of  this  letter  herewith  filed  as  Inclosure  No.  51.) 

On  the  33d  of  February,  1841,  the  consul  at  New  South  Wales  forwarded  your 
petitioner's  letter  and  map  to  Washington  in  a  dispatch,  a  copy  of  which  is 
annexed  as  Inclosure  No.  6.  The  Secretary  of  State  looked  into  the  subject,  and 
on  the  36th  of  December,  1848,  and  after  a  lapse  of  two  years,  Mr.  Everett,  then 
minister  of  the  United  States  in  London,  officially  called  Lord  Aberdeen's  atten- 
tion to  the  violation  of  the  rights  of  property  of  American  citizens  in  New  Zealand, 
and  asked  that  the  interference  might  cease.     (Copy  annexed  as  Inclosure  No.  ?. ) 

On  the  10th  of  February,  1844,  Lord  Aberdeen  replied  that  the  governor  of  New 
Zealand  had  been  directed  to  bear  in  mind  the  principle  that  "  where  aliens  had 
acquired  land  from  the  chiefs  prior  to  the  proclamation  of  the  Queen's  sovereignty 
there,  and  that  fact  was  undisputed,  the  claims  should  be  acknowledged;  but  that 
where  a  doubt  arose  whether  the  alien  made  a  bona  fide  purchase  of  the  land,  the 
settler  should  be  treated  as  any  British  subject,  and  his  claim  disposed  of  accord- 
ingly."    (An  extract  of  which  is  annexed  as  Inclosure  No.  8.) 

After  this  correspondence  the  local  government  in  New  Zealand  took  up  your 
petitioner's  grants  and  his  claim  for  compensation  for  the  spars  and  masts  and 
other  personal  property  converted  to  the  use  of  the  British  Government.  The  lat- 
ter was  referred  to  the  home  Government  for  its  decision,  as  shown  by  a  letter 
dated  March  18,  1845,  of  which  a  copy  is  annexed  as  Inclosure  No.  9. 

The  former, was  met  by  a  quasi  recognition  of  a  portion  of  the  grants,  and 
declmmg  "  at  present "  to  authorize  a  recognition  of  the  remainder.  There  was  no 
definite  refusal;   nor  was  it  alleged  that  your  petitioner  came  within  that  class 
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referred  to  by  Lord  Aberdeen  as  those  whose  good  faith  was  in  doubt.  The  delay 
was  placed  only  on  the  ground  of  the  magnitude  of  the  concessions  which  your 
petitioner  had  acquired.     (A  copy  of  this  letter  is  annexed  as  Inclosure  No.  10.) 

From  that  time  forward  the  rights  of  your  petitioner  and  the  conflicting  claims 
of  the  British  Government  remained  undetermined  until  about  the  year  1858.  At 
that  time  a  conveyance  made  in  1844  by  your  petitioner  to  one  Ranulph  Dacre 
of  a  tract  of  5,000  acres  was  recognized  as  valid;  but  with  that  exception  and  the 
other  small  exceptions,  amounting  in  the  aggregate  to  about  15,000  acres,  already 
noted,  the  large  and  valuable  tracts  of  lands  belonging  to  your  petitioner  have 
never  been  restored  to  him. 

Your  petitioner  then  resorted  to  his  own  Government  for  redress.  He  petitioned 
the  Senate,  and  that  body  sought  information  from  the  Executive.  A  report,  evi- 
dently prepared  by  a  clerk  in  the  Department  of  State  who  had  not  examined  the 
original  papers,  was  returned  in  answer  to  the  Senate's  inquiry.  Your  petitioner 
transmits  herewith  a  copy  of  that  report  as  Inclosure  No.  11,  and  invites  attention 
to  it.    Its  inaccuracies  caused  grievous  wrong  to  your  petitioner. 

It  alleged  that  your  petitioner  had  presented  to  the  Department  in  1 841 ,  and  that 
the  Department  had  pressed  upon  the  British  Government  in  London,  a  money 
claim  for  damages  for  sequestration  of  your  petitioner's  land.  Nothing  could  be 
farther  from  the  truth.  Your  petitioner  invoked  the  aid  of  his  Government,  so 
far  as  he  did  invoke  it  at  that  time,  to  secure  him  in  the  possession  of  his  propertj'. 
Nothing  was  farther  from  his  wishes  or  his  expestation  at  that  time  than  the 
abandonment  of  his  property  and  accepting  a  return  of  his  money  in  satisfaction 
for  it.  He  was  then  young,  with  life  before  him,  and  had  carefully,  and  as  he 
thinks,  with  good  judgment,  planted  his  fortune  there.  There  he  wished  to  stay 
until  the  object  of  his  enterprise  should  have  been  accomplished.  He  asked  his 
Government  to  protect  him  in  the  possession  and  enjoyment  of  his  rights.  His 
Government  responded  to  his  request.  The  British  Government  met  the  interven- 
tion by  an  admission  of  his  right  to  all  tracts  of  land  acquired  in  good  faith.  It 
held  him  in  suspense  for  years.  To  this  day  it  has  never  denied  that  he  acquired 
his  lands  in  good  faith.  Infaceof  all  thesefacts  your  petitioner  respectfully  main- 
tains that  the  clerk  in  the  Department  of  State  who  made  up  that  report  had  no 
authority  for  statements  which  interpose,  in  effect,  a  defense  against  his  just 
claims  for  indemnity,  which  has  not  been  set  up  by  Great  Britian  and  which  has 
no  foundation  in  fact. 

Your  petitioner  did  not  rest  under  this  imputation.  He  placed  his  demand  in 
the  hands  of  his  counsel,  the  late  Mr.  Reverdy  Johnson,  and  others,  who  pointed 
out  that  the  demand  for  indemnity  grew  out  of  ultimate  failure  of  the  colonial 
government  to  give  the  measure  of  relief  promised  by  Lord  Aberdeen  in  his  note 
of  February  10,  1844. 

The  outbreak  of  the  civil  war  put  a  peremptory  stop  upon  the  consideration  of 
all  such  matters.  The  original  title  deeds  and  other  valuable  papers  of  your  peti- 
tioner, except  those  left  with  the  land  commission  in  New  Zealand,  were  in  the 
possession  of  A.  Anderson,  esq.,  one  of  his  counsel,  who  was,  during  the  war, 
within  the  lines  of  the  military  occupation  of  the  Confederacy,  and  when  peace 
was  restored  your  petitioner  learned  that  said  Anderson  had  died,  and  that  his 
deeds  and  papers  had  disappeared  and  could  nowhere  be  found. 

While  the  convention  known  as  the  Johnson-Clarendon  convention  was  being 
negotiated  your  petitioner  requested  the  Secretary  of  State  to  secure  language 
broad  enough  to  take  in  his  claim.  Mr.  Seward  answered  that  this  would  require 
a  modification  of  the  instrument  agreed  upon,  and  that  he  thought  it  would  be 
better  to  make  separate  and  independent  negotiations.  (A  copy  of  this  letter  is 
annexed  as  Inclosure  13. ) 

In  1876  your  petitioner  again  applied  to  Congress.  In  response  to  a  resolution 
of  your  honorable  body  President  Grant  transmitted  a  report  to  the  Secretary  of 
State,  a  copy  of  which  is  annexed,  marked  Inclosure  18,  by  which  it  will  appear 
that  at  that  time  no  correspondence  had  taken  place  between  the  State  Depart- 
ment and  the  Government  of  Great  Britain  in  relation  to  the  sequestration  of 
your  petitioner's  lands,  as  was  erroneously  stated  in  report  from  State  Depart- 
ment, as  per  Inclosure  No.  11. 

In  1880  your  petitioner  again  applied  to  Congress.  The  Committee  on  Foreign 
Affairs  applied  to  the  Secretary  of  State  for  information.  The  Secretary  referred 
the  application  to  the  law  oflficer  of  the  Department,  who  made  a  report,  which 
was  sent  to  the  committee  as  the  Secretary's  answer  to  its  inquiry.  (A  copy  of 
this  report  is  annexed  as  Inclosure  14.)  The  committee  thereupon  reported,  with 
a  recommendation  of  the  passage  of  a  joint  resolution  requesting  the  President  to 
take  steps  to  secure  an  adjustment  of  your  petitioner's  claim.  (A  copy  of  this 
report  is  annexed  as  Inclosure  15.) 
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Your  petitioner  here  files  an  extract  from  the  Official  Gazette  of  the  New  Zea- 
land government  of  May,  1848,  which  is  also  on  file  in  the  colonial  office  in  Lon- 
don, by  which  the  land  commission  of  that  government  conceded  that  he  had 
proved  title  to  about  240,000  acres  of  land,  but  for  causes  unknown  to  him  failed 
to  confirm  the  same. 

This  extract  is  marked  as  Inclosure  No.  16. 

He  also  files  herewith  a  duplicate  plat  of  his  land,  the  original  of  which  was 
forwarded  to  the  State  Department  by  Consul  Williams,  as  hereinbefore  stated,  a 
copy  of  which  was  also  filed  in  the  colonial  office,  and  was  before  the  land  com- 
mission . 

The  same  is  here  annexed  as  Inclosure  No.  17. 

And  he  herewith  also  files  the  affidavit  of  Ranulph  Dacre,  containing  important 
facts  touching  his  title. 

Annexed  inclosure  is  No.  18. 

Your  petitioner  has  been  thus  particular  in  stating  his  case  in  order  that  your 
honorable  body  may  have  before  it  all  facts  bearing  upon  it,  laoth  those  favorable 
to  it  and  those  which  maybe  argued  to  bear  against  it,  and  he  confidently  appeals 
to  your  sense  of  justice  that  he  has  established — 

First.  That  his  lands  were  held  by  him  under  fee-simple  title,  and  his  property 
wrongfully  taken  from  him  by  the  action  of  persons  sanctioned  by  Her  Britannic 
Majesty's  Government. 

Second.  That  he  has  never  received  any  compensation  for  the  wrongs  thus 
inflicted. 

Third.  That  his  right  to  demand  such  compensation  is  not  lost  by  negligence,  or 
lapse  of  time,  or  the  barring  clause,  or  operation  of  any  treaty,  or  in  any  other  way. 

Having  established  these  facts,  he  respectfully  prays  the  action  of  your  honor- 
able body  to  assist  him  in  the  recovery  of  his  just  rights  in  such  way  as  to  your 
honorable  body  shall  seem  best. 

And,  as  in  honor  bound,  will  ever  pray. 

William  Webster. 
B.  Wilson, 

Attorney  for  Petitioner, 

Washington  City,  D.  C,  February  S3, 1884. 


[Proclamation.] 

By  His  Excellency  William  Hobson,  esq.,  lieutenant-governor  of  the  British  settle- 
ment in  progress  in  New  Zealand. 

Whereas  Her  Majesty  Victoria,  Queen  of  the  United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain 
and  Ireland,  has  been  graciously  pleased  to  direct  that  measures  shall  be  taken  for 
the  establishment  of  a  settled  form  of  civil  government  over  those  of  Her  Majesty's 
subjects  who  are  already  settled  in  New  Zealand,  or  who  may  hereafter  resort 
thereto;  and  whereas  Her  Majesty  has  been  also  graciously  pleased  to  direct  letters 
patent  to  be  issued  under  the  great  seal  of  the  said  United  Kingdom,  bearing  date 
the  loth  of  June,  in  the  year  1839,  by  which  the  former  boundaries  of  the  colony  of 
New  South  Wales  are  so  extended  as  to  comprehend  any  part  of  New  Zealand  that 
IS  or  may  be  acquired  in  sovereignty  by  Her  Majesty,  her  heirs,  or  successors;  and 
whereas  Her  Majesty  has  been  further  pleased,  by  a  commission  under  the  royal 
signet  and  sign  manual,  and  bearing  date  the  13th  day  of  July,  1839,  to  appoint  me, 
William  Hobson,  esq. ,  captain  in  Her  Majesty's  royal  navy,  tobelieutenant-governor 
in  and  over  any  territory  which  is  or  may  be  acquired  in  sovereignty  by  Her  Majesty 

n  A  It  °''  s^°°6ssors,  within  that  group  of  islands  in  the  Pacific  Ocean  commonly 
called  New  Zealand,  and  lying  between  the  latitude  of  34  degrees  30  minutes  and 
47  degrees  10  mmutes  south  latitude,  and  166.5  degrees  and  179  degrees  east  longi- 
tude from  the  meridian  of  Greenwich:  Now,  therefore,  I,  the  said  William  Hobson, 
do  hereby  declare  and  proclaim  that  I  did,  on  the  14th  dav  of  January  instant, 
^wtn  a^l^^''  !S''l^"'P^°''S.\9^PP«'  ^'"^g"^*'  captain-general,  and  governor  in 
P^pn^Hv^^l.  M  t*,^"  *"/i*ry.2^  ^^^  ^""^'^  Wales  and  its  dependencies,  and  the 
^  af  orZ?rf  A  J.i'?''^^°^,;  *^^^  ^^^  accustomed  oaths  of  office  as  lieutenant-governor, 
^ened  and  n^tniL  th  ^^^'^  ^"'^*''^^'  P'^oc'^i'"  and  declare  that  1  have  this  day 
^^it=f„^  "i  P?''''^^^'!  tbe  two  commissions  as  aforesaid;  that  is  to  say,  the  com- 
?^,fA  w  1     '^^  ¥tt^  '^^^  extending  the  boundaries  of  the  government  of  N^ 

fi:SlLrnSoVt?nt*at  a7o=r  A^n^/d*?^ 

that  I  have  this  day  entered  on  theXL'  o?  ^rsKCLTemranT^owno? 
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aforesaid.    And  I  do  call  upon  all  Her  Majesty's  subjects  to  be  aiding  and  assisting 
nie  in  the  execution  thereof. 

Given  under  my  hand  and  seal  at  Kororarika  this  30th  day  of  January,  1840,  in 
the  third  year  of  Her  Majesty's  reign, 

William  Hobson. 

By  his  excellency's  command: 

^  George  Cooper. 

Uod  save  the  Queenl 


[Proclamation.] 

By  His  Excellency  William  Hobson,  esq. ,  lieutenant-governor  of  the  British  settle- 
ments in  progress  in  New  Zealand. 

Whereas  Her  Majesty  Queen  Victoria,  Queen  of  the  United  Kingdom  of  Great 
Britain  and  Ireland,  has  been  graciously  pleased  by  indentures  under  the  hand  of 
the  most  noble  the  Marquis  of  Normanby ,  one  of  Her  Majesty's  principal  secretaries 
of  state,  bearing  date  the  14th  day  of  August,  1839,  to  command  that  it  shall  be 
notified  to  all  Her  Majesty's  subjects  settled  in  or  resorting  to  the  islands  of  New 
Zealand  that  Her  Majesty,  taking  into  consideration  the  present  as  well  as  future 
interests  of  the  said  subjects,  and  also  the  interests  and  rights  of  the  chiefs  and 
native  tribes  of  the  said  islands,  does  not  deem  it  expedient  to  recognize  as  valid 
any  titles  to  land  in  New  Zealand  which  are  not  derived  from  or  confirmed  by  ' 
Her  Majesty:  Now,  therefore,  1,  William  Hobson,  esq.,  captain  in  Her  Majesty's 
navy,  and  lieutenant-governor  in  and  over  such  parts  of  New  Zealand  as  have  been 
or  may  be  acquired  in  sovereignty  by  her  said  Majesty,  do  hereby  accordingly  pro- 
claim and  declare  to  all  Her  Majesty's  subjects  that  Her  Majesty  does  not  deem  it 
expedient  to  recognize  any  titles  to  land  in  New  Zealand  which  are  not  derived 
from  or  confirmed  by  Her  Majesty  as  aforesaid.  But  in  order  to  dispel  any  appre- 
hension that  it  is  intended  to  dispossess  the  owners  of  land  aciiuired  on  equitable 
conditions  and  not  in  extent  or  otherwise  prejudicial  to  the  present  or  prospective 
interests  of  the  community,  I  do  hereby  further  proclaim  and  declare  that  Her 
Majesty  has  been  pleased  to  direct  that  a  commission  shall  be  appointed,  with  cer- 
tain powers,  to  be  derived  from  the  governor  and  legislative  council  of  New  South 
Wales,  to  inquire  into  and  report  on  all  claims  to  such  lands,  and  that  all  persons 
having  such  claims  will  be  required  to  prove  the  same  before  the  said  commission 
when  appointed.  And  I  do  further  proclaim  and  declare  that  all  purchases  of  land 
in  any  part  of  New  Zealand  which  may  be  made  from  any  of  the  chiefs  or  native 
tribes  thereof  after  the  date  of  these  presents  will  be  considered  as  absolutely  null 
and  void,  and  will  not  be  confirmed  or  in  any  way  recognized  by  Her  Majesty. 

Given  under  my  hand  and  seal  at  Kororarika  this  30th  day  of  January,  1840, 
in  the  third  year  of  Her  Majesty's  reign. 

William  Hobson. 

By  his  excellency's  command: 

George  Cooper. 

God  save  the  Queen! 


[Treaty  of  Waitangi.] 

Her  Majesty  Victoria,  etc.,  has  been  graciously  pleased  to  empower  me,  William 
Hobson,  a  captain  in  the  royal  navy,  consul  and  lieutenant-governor  over  such 
parts  of  New  Zealand  as  may  be  or  hereafter  shall  be  ceded  to  Her  Majesty,  to 
invite  the  confederated  and  independent  chiefs  of  New  Zealand  to  concur  in  the 
following  articles  and  conditions:  „.,„.,         „  ^^       „    ,      , 

Art.  1.  The  chiefs  of  the  Confederation  of  the  United  Tribes  of  New  Zealand, 
and  the  separate  and  independent  chiefs  who  have  not  become  members  of  the 
confederation,  cede  to  Her  Majesty  the  Queen  of  England,  absolutely  and  without 
reservation,  all  the  rights  and  powers  of  sovereignty  which  the  said  confederation 
of  independent  chiefs  respectively  exercise  or  possess  over  their  respective  terri- 
tories as  the  sole  sovereigns  thereof.  „  „     ,     ^         ^  ^  ^        .     ^, 

Art  2.  Her  Majesty  the  Queen  of  England  confirms  and  guarantees  to  the 
chiefs  and  tribes  of  New  Zealand,  and  to  the  respective  families  and  individuals 
thereof  the  full,  exclusive,  and  undisturbed  possession  of  their  lands  and  estates, 
forests  'fisheries,  and  other  properties  which  they  may  collectively  or  individu- 
allv  possess  so  long  as  it  is  their  wish  and  desire  to  retain  the  same  in  their  pos- 
session.   But  the  chiefs  of  the  United  Tribes,  and  the  individual  chiefs,  yield  to 
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Her  Majesty  the  exclusive  right  of  preemption  over  snch  lands  as  the  proprietors 
thereof  may  be  disposed  to  alienate,  at  such  prices  as  may  be  agreed  upon  between 
the  respective  proprietors  and  persons  appointed  by  Her  Majesty  to  treat  with 
them  in  that  behalf.  „  „     ,      ■,      j.     a    i. 

Art.  3.  In  consideration  thereof  Her  Majesty  the  Queen  of  England  extends  to 
the  natives  of  New  Zealand  her  royal  protection,  and  imparts  to  them  all  the 
rights  and  privileges  of  British  subjects.  ^^  „ 

^  W.  HOBSON. 

Now,  therefore,  we,  the  chiefs  of  the  Confederation  of  the  United  Tribes  of  New 
Zealand,  being  assembled  in  congress  at  "  Waitangi,"  and  we,  the  separate  and 
independent  chiefs  of  New  Zealand,  claiming  authority  over  the  tribes  and  terri- 
tories which  are  specified  after  our  respective  names,  having  been  made  fully  to 
understand  the  provisions  of  the  foregoing  treaty,  accept  and  enter  into  the  same 
in  the  full  spirit  and  meaning  thereof. 

In  witness  whereof  we  have  attached  our  signatures  or  marks  at  the  places  and 
dates  respectively  specified. 

Done  at  Waitangi  this  6th  day  of  February,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1840. 


[Letter  from  'WiUiam  Webster  to  J.  H.  Williams,  esq.,  consul  for  the  United  States  at  Sydney, 

New  South  Wales.] 

COBOMANDEL  HaBBOE,  RivBR  THAMES, 

New  Zealand,  November  4.,  ISJfi, 
Sir:  On  my  arrival  in  the  Bay  of  Islands,  in  March,  1835,  I  was  informed  that 
these  islands  had  been  acknowledged  by  all  European  and  American  powers  to  be 
a  free  and  independent  country.  Finding  it  a  fine  country  and  healthy  climate, 
it  induced  me  to  proceed  to  the  river  Thames,  where  I  have  been  busily  employed 
in  purchasing  and  improving  the  lands,  as  well  as  civilizing  the  natives.  No  doubt 
you  are  aware  that  the  British  Government  have  taken  possession  of  some  parts 
of  these  islands,  and  have  issued  proclamations  and  other  notifications  that  all 
titles  to  land  acquired  from  the  native  chiefs  are  to  be  sent  to  the  colonial  secre- 
tary's office  at  Sydney  to  be  examined.  I  suppose  they  intend  to  allow  whatever 
portion  of  land  they  may  think  proper.  I  beg  to  call  your  attention  to  know  what 
all  Americans  in  this  island  are  to  do  with  the  large  quantity  of  land  they  have 
purchased. 

No  doubt  you  are  aware  that  a  great  part  of  the  oil  taken  by  American  ships  is 
caught  on  this  coast,  and  I  can  safely  say  that  there  are  ten  American  ships  come 
into  these  ports  to  recruit  to  one  ship  of  any  other  nation.  I  beg  to  acquaint  you 
of  the  valuable  lands  I  have  purchased  from  independent  chiefs  of  this  place,  and 
beg  you  will  make  it  known  to  the  American  Government  as  early  as  possible. 
The  land  purchased  by  me  and  the  amount  paid  for  it  is  as  follows: 

Schedule  of  various  lands  purchased. 

Paid  for  Barrier  Island,  in  March,  1837,  and  the  title  deeds,  signed  by  36 
independent  chiefs,  giving  up  all  right  and  title  to  the  same;  cash  and 

merchandise.- - - _  £1,200 

Paid  for  part  of  the  island  of  Waiheke,  in  1836 558 

Paid  for  land  at  Coromandel  Harbor,  in  1836 1,000 

Paid  for  Mercury  Island,  in  1838 ,_  944. 

Paid  for  land  at  Point  Rodney,  inl838 490 

Paid  for  land  on  banks  of  river  Thames,  1886 250 

Paid  for  land  on  banks  of  river  Watemata,  in  1837 .  "   "  280 

Paid  for  Bay  of  Plenty,  1839 "■"  450 

Paid  for  river  Piako,  1839. 1,375 

Amount  expended  in  building  and  other  improvements  from  1835  to  18461  o'  060 

15, 673 
Equal  to  about  $78,145. 

Inclosed  is  a  sketch  of  the  Frith  of  Thames,  and  you  will  see  the  land  marked 
out  that  I  have  purchased.  I  wish  to  inform  you  that  the  Barrier  Island  is  a  most 
excellent  port  for  whaling  ships  to  put  in  to  recruit;  there  is  plenty  of  good  wood 
and  water  and  provisions,  and  it  is  an  excellent  harbor,  as  you  may  see  by  the 
inclosed  map.    If  the  American  Government  should  think  of  having  a  port  in  this 
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country  for  their  ships,  there  can  not  be  a  better  adapted  place.  The  island  is 
about  ao  miles  long  and  about  5  miles  broad;  it  was  purchased  by  me  in  Mfirc'i, 
1837,  and  the  title  deed  signed  by  36  of  the  principal  chiefs  of  this  place.  I  h  i  ve 
another,  called  the  Mercury  Island,  which  contains  about  16,000  acres,  which  ycu 
will  see  marked  on  the  map,  with  the  many  other  places  I  have  purchased.  I  heg 
you  will  point  out  to  the  American  Government  what  an  advantage  it  would  be 
to  them  to  take  possession  of  the  Barrier  Island,  where  they  could  have  a  fine,  safe 
port  for  their  ships  in  case  of  war,  and  a  very  small  expense  would  build  a  battery 
that  would  protect  their  ships  in  harbor.  1  will  willingly  give  it  up  to  the  Ameri- 
can Government  for  a  very  small  sum  rather  than  the  English  Government  should 
have  anything  to  do  with  it.  You  will  see  by  the  copy  of  the  title  deeds  that  I 
have  expended  equal  to  §78,145,  for  which  I  have  bought  about  500,000  acres  of 
land,  and  to  the  best  of  my  knowledge  there  has  been  about  1,000,000  of  acres  pur- 
chased in  these  islands  by  citizens  of  the  United  States,  and  for  which  they  have 
expended  about  £50,000  sterling,  besides  several  years'  labor  and  running  great 
risks  where  the  natives  were  not  civilized.  They  (the  British  Government)  have 
already  put  me  to  a  loss  of  £6,000  sterling  by  their  acts.  They  have  not  taken  any 
of  my  lands  as  yet,  but  I  expect  they  will  take  all  from  me  and  every  other  Ameri- 
can, unless  our  Government  will  take  it  in  hand  and  stop  it.  I  trust  you  will 
make  this  known  to  the  United  States  Government  as  early  as  possible,  so  that  all 
Americans  may  know  how  to  act  in  this  case. 

I  am,  sir,  your  humble  servant,  William  Webster, 

Citizen  of  the  United  States, 
J.  H.  Williams,  Esq., 

United  States  Consul,  Sydney,  New  South  Wales, 


tinclosure  No.  4— William  Webster  to  Colonial  Secretary.] 

COBOMANDEL  Harbok,  July  so,  ISJfl. 

SiB:  I  have  sent  seven  copies  of  titles  to  land  and  seven  statements  of  pur- 
chases, which  1  beg  you  will  lay  before  the  commissioners  for  examination  only. 
I  have  sent  all  my  claims  to  land  in  this  country  before  the  United  States  Govern- 
ment, bj'  the  advice  of  the  American  consul  of  Sydney,  and  I  trust  his  excellency. 
Governor  Hobson,  will  not  suffer  any  of  my  lands  to  be  interfered  with  until  the 
question  is  settled.  I  have  been  a  resident  in  New  Zealand  for  seven  years,  and 
have  expended  a  large  sum  of  money  and  undergone  a  great  deal  of  trouble  and 
hardships.  I  am  willing  to  come  forward  and  prove  all  my  purchases,  but  I  trust 
I  shall  be  allowed  time  to  do  it,  for  I  am  very  busy  now  with  shipping,  and  am 
under  heavy  penalties  for  the  fulfiUmentof  my  agreements,  and  I  find  it  will  take 
a  long  time  to  get  all  the  natives  and  witnesses  to  my  purchases  of  land  together, 
and  the  expense  will  be  very  great. 

I  find  myself  already  at  a  great  loss,  and  it  appears  to  me  I  am  to  be  put  to 
much  more,  and  I  don't  know  who  to  look  to  for  it.  I  trust  when  my  claims,  or  pur- 
chases, to  lands  (in  this  country)  are  examined  that  they  will  prove  to  be  well 
understood  by  those  that  I  bought  it  from.  All  of  it  was  bought  before  Her 
Majesty's  Government  was  formed  here;  and  I  further  consider  that  all  I  have 
has  been  dearly  earned,  and  I  trust  that  before  I  am  dispossessed  of  any  of  it  it 
will  be  proved  who  has  the  best  right  to  it.  Hoping  that  I  have  not  made  any 
unjust  remarks, 

I  have  the  honor  to  be,  your  most  obedient  servant, 

William  Webstee, 

To  Colonial  Seceetary. 


[Proclamation  vesting  lands  in  British  Crown.] 

Colonial  Seoeetaey's  Office, 

Auckland,  October  30,  ISltl. 

Whereas  all  lands  purchased  from  the  natives  in  the  islands  of  New  Zealand 
have  become  vested  in  and  are  now  the  property  of  the  Crown; 

And  whereas  by  an  act  of  the  Imperial  Parliament,  passed  in  the  reign  of  His 
(late)  Majesty  King  George  the  Fourth,  it  is  enacted  "  that  if  any  person  shall  steal, 
or  shall  cut,  breaif,  root  up,  or  otherwise  destroy  and  damage,  with  intent  to 
steal,  the  whole  or  any  part  of  any  tree,  sapling,  or  underwood  of  a  certain  value, 
shall'be  guilty  of  felony,  and  shall  be  liable,  on  conviction,  to  the  punishment  of 
transportation;" 
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And  whereas  serious  depredations  have  been  committed  in  the  kouri  forests  of 
New  Zealaii>  ; 

And  whereas  Her  Majesty  has  been  pleased  to  direct  that  effectual  means  should 
be  taken  for  the  preservation  of  Ifouri  pine  for  the  use  of  the  British  navy: 

Now,  his  excellency  the  governor  directs  it  to  be  notified  that  all  persons  found 
stealing,  cutting,  or  destroying  kouri  pine,  with  intent  to  steal  the  same,  within 
the  colony  of  New  Zealand,  will  be  prosecuted  with  the  utmost  rigor  of  the  law. 

Now,  it  is  hereby  also  notified  that  a  reward  of  £5  (five  pounds)  will  be  given  to 
any  person  who  will  give  such  information  as  shall  lead  to  the  conviction  of  any 
person  so  ofEending. 

By  his  excellency's  command: 

WlLLOUOHBY  SHORTLAND, 


[Extract  of  letter  from  the  Marquis  of  Normanby  to  Captain  Hobaon,  E.  N.] 

Downing  Street,  August  If,  1839, 

Sir:  Your  appointment  to  the  office  of  Her  Majesty's  consul  at  New  Zealand 
having  been  signified  to  you  by  Viscount  Palmerston,  and  his  lordship  having 
conveyed  to  you  the  usual  instructions  for  your  guidance  in  that  character,  it 
remains  for  me  to  address  you  upon  the  subject  of  the  duties  which  you  will  be 
called  to  discharge  in  a  separate  capacity  and  under  my  own  official  super- 
intendence. *  *  *  I  have  already  stated  that  we  acknowledge  New  Zealand  as 
a  sovereign  and  independent  state. 

*  -X-  -X-  *  *  *  * 

It  is  almost  superfluous  to  say  that  in  selecting  you  for  the  discharge  of  this 
duty  I  have  been  guided  by  a  firm  reliance  in  your  uprightness  and  plain  dealing. 
You  will  therefore  frankly  and  unreservedly  explain  to  the  natives  or  their  chiefs 
the  reasons  which  should  urge  them  to  acquiesce  in  the  proposals  you  will  make 
to  them;  especially  you  will  point  out  to  thfc.n  the  dangers  to  which  they  may  be 
exposed  by  the  residence  amongst  them  of  settlers  amenable  to  no  laws  or  tri- 
bunals of  their  own,  and  the  impossibility  of  Her  Majesty  extending  to  them  any 
effectual  protection  unless  the  Queen  be  acknowledged  as  the  sovereign  of  their 
country. 

*  *  ***** 

It  is  not,  however,  to  the  mere  recognition  of  the  sovereign  authority  of  the 
Queen  that  your  endeavors  are  to  be  confined  or  your  negotiations  directed.  It  is 
further  necessary  that  the  chiefs  should  be  induced,  if  possible,  to  contract  with 
you  as  representing  Her  Majesty.  Henceforward  no  lands  shall  be  ceded,  either 
gratuitously  or  otherwise,  except  to  the  Crown  of  Great  Britain.  *  *  *  You 
will  therefore  immediately  on  your  arrival  announce,  by  a  proclamation  addressed 
to  all  the  Queen's  subjects  in  New  Zealand,  that  Her  Maiesty  will  not  acknowledge 
as  valid  any  titles  to  land  which  either  has  been  or  shall  hereafter  be  acquired  in 
that  country  which  is  not  either  derived  from  or  confirmed  by,  a  grant  to  be  made 
in  Her  Majesty's  name  and  on  her  behalf. 

*  ***#*» 
Extensive  acquisitions  of  such  lands  have  undoubtedly  already  been  obtained, 

and  it  is  probable  that  before  your  arrival  a  great  addition  will  have  been  made 
to  them.  The  embarrassments  occasioned  by  such  claims  will  demand  your 
earliest  and  most  careful  attention.  The  proxiriety  of  immediately  subjecting  to 
a  small  annual  tax  on  all  uncleared  lands  within  the  British  settlements  of  New 
Zealand  will  also  engage  the  immediate  attention  of  the  governor  and  council  of 
New  South  Wales.  The  forfeiture  of  all  lands  in  respect  of  which  the  tax  shall 
remain  for  a  certain  period  in  arrear  would  probably  before  long  restore  to  the 
demesne  of  the  Crown  so  much  of  the  waste  lands  as  may  be  held  unprofitably  to 
themselves  and  to  the  public  by  the  actual  claimants.  Having  by  these  methods 
obviated  the  dangers  of  the  acquisition  of  large  tracts  of  country  by  mere  land- 
jobbers. 

**««*** 
I  have  thus  attempted  to  touch  upon  all  the  topics  on  which  it  seems  necessary 
to  address  you  on  your  departure  from  this  country.  *  *  *  Reposing  the 
utmost  confidence  in  your  judgment,  experience,  and  zeal  for  Her  Majesty's  serv- 
ice, and  aware  how  powerful  a  coadjutor  and  how  able  a  guide  you  will  have  in 
Sir  G.  Gipps,  I  willingly  leave  for  consultation  between  you  many  subjects  on 
which  I  feel  my  own  incompetency,  at  this  distance  from  the  scene  of  action,  to 
foiyn  an  opinion. 

I  have,  etc.,  Normanbt. 

Captain  Hobson,  R.  N. 
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[Consul  Williams  to  Secretary  of  State.] 


Consulate  op  the  United  States, 
Sydney,  New  South  Wales,  February  S3,  I84I. 
SiK:  I  have  the  honor  to  inclose  for  your  perusal  the  copy  of  letter  addressed  to 
me  by  William  Webster,  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  residing  at  New  Zealand, 
from  which  you  will  learn  better  than  by  anything  I  could  say  the  magnitude  of 
American  interest  at  those  islands.  You  will  also  find  herewith  the  plan  referred 
to  in  Mr.  Webster's  letter. 

I  have  the  honor  to  be,  sir,  your  obedient  servant, 

rr    .,    TT       ^  J'  H.  Williams. 

io  the  Hon.  John  Foesyth, 

Secretary  of  State,  at  Washington. 


correspondence  diplomatic. 
[Mr.  Everett  to  Lord  Aberdeen— Extract.] 

The  undersigned,  envoy  extraordinary  and  minister  plenipotentiary  of  the 
United  States  of  America,  has  b«en  instructed  by  his  Government  to  invite  the 
attention  of  the  Earl  of  Aberdeen,  Her  Majesty's' principal  secretary  of  state  for 
foreign  afEairs,  to  the  complaints  of  several  American  citizens  established  on  the 
islands  of  New  Zealand  or  concerned  in  trade  in  that  quarter.    *    *    * 

The  complaints  *  *  *  appear  to  be  twofold:  One,  that  after  the  assertion  of 
the  sovereignty  of  Her  Majesty  over  the  islands  of  New  Zealand,  *  *  *  regu- 
lations and  restrictions  were  established  injurious  to  the  interests  of  citizens  of 
the  United  States  settled  in  business  on  these  islands,  prior  to  this  date  (January, 
1840) ,  and  particularly  in  vacating  all  purchases  of  land  previously  made  of  the 
native  chiefs,  except  so  far  as  the  said  lands  had  been  paid  for  at  the  rate  of  5 
shillings  per  acre. 

In  the  questions  which  might  arise  in  reference  to  the  assertion  of  sovereignty 
by  Her  Majesty's  Government  over  New  Zealand,  the  United  States  have  not  felt 
themselves  called  to  take  any  part.  They  entertain  no  desire  to  make  acquisitions 
of  territory  themselves  in  those  remote  regions,  nor  to  interfere  with  those  of 
other  governments.  But  it  is  at  once  their  right  and  their  duty  to  protest  against 
any  measures  by  which  injury  is  inflicted  on  those  interests  of  their  own  citizens 
which  had  grown  up  in  the  prosecution  of  a  commerce  open  to  all  nations.  What- 
ever rights  could  be  acquired  to  England  by  the  assertion  of  sovereignty  over  the 
islands  of  New  Zealand  must  be,  of  course,  qualified  by  any  preexisting  rights  of 
other  civilized  nations.  Although  the  law  of  nations  has  not  perhaps  as  yet 
defined  with  exactness  the  extent  of  the  rights  which  individuals  from  foreign 
civilized  nations  are  capable  of  acquiring  in  uncivilized,  independent  countries, 
with  the  consent  of  their  chiefs,  it  is  well  established  that  these  rights  are  entitled 
to  great  consideration  on  the  part  of  any  civilized  government  which  may  subse- 
quently possess  itself  of  the  sovereignty  of  such  countries. 

It  appears  to  the  undersigned  that  a  regulation  vacating  at  one  blow  all  pur- 
chases of  land  made  by  citizens  of  the  United  States  from  the  independent  chief- 
tains of  New  Zealand  for  a  less  consideration  than  five  shillings  sterling  per  acre 
would  be  unreasonable  and  oppressive. 

The  undersigned  apprehends  that  a  cession  of  land  made  by  those  chieftains  to 
a  citizen  of  the  United  States  resorting  to  these  islands  for  the  pursuit  of  the 
whale  fisbery  or  any  other  lawful  purpose,  even  without  any  pecuniary  consid- 
eration, would  be  fully  entitled  to  respect.  It  might  be  made  from  good  will  on 
the  part  of  the  natives,  and  from  a  desire  to  encourage  the  resort  of  industrious 
strangers.  It  might  be  made  on  the  condition  of  establishing  and  keeping  up  a 
factory  or  a  shop;  and  such  considerations  would  be  reasonable. 

As  a  limit  of  purchase  money,  five  shillings  sterling  per  acre  seems  to  the 
nndersigned  greatly  too  high,  and  far  above  any  pecuniary  value  which  the  lands 
could  possibly  bear  to  those  who  sold  them  at  the  time  of  the  purchase. 

Lord  Aberdeen  will  observe  that  the  undersigned  makes  these  remarks  wholly 
in  reference  to  American  citizens  lawfully  resorting  to  the  islands  of  New  Zealand 
in  their  independent  state;  and  inviting  his  lordship's  attention  to  the  subject,  the 
undersigned  is  confident  that  if  it  should  appear  that  regulations  have  been  estab- 
lished by  the  colonial  authorities  bearing  with  undue  hardship  on  the  equitable 
interests  acquired  by  American  citizens  before  the  assertion  of  Her  Majesty's  sov- 
ereignty, proper  measures  of  redress  and  remedy  will  be  directed  to  be  taken. 
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The  undersigned  submits  these  statements  to  Lord  Aberdeen  with  the  greater 
confidence,  from  the  conviction  that  the  principles  assumed  by  the  United  States 
on  this  occasion  are  those  which  have  been,  and  in  any  parallel  case  would  ever 
be,  strenuously  asserted  by  the  Government  of  Her  Majesty.  Neither  the  United 
States  nor  any  other  power,  if  so  disposed,  would  be  permitted,  without  opposition 
by  England,  in  establishing  an  exclusive  sovereignty  over  previously  independent 
islands  in  the  Pacific  Ocean',  to  proceed  at  pleasure  to  vacate  purchases  of  land 
made  by  British  subjects,  or  to  interfere  with  other  interest  existing  before  such 
assertion  of  sovereignty  was  made. 

In  announcing  the  expectation  that  the  benefit  of  these  principles  will  be  fully 
extended  by  Her  Majesty's  Government  to  the  interests  of  American  citizens  in 
New  Zealand,  the  undersigned  would  observe  that  nothing  is  desired  by  the  Presi- 
dent inconsistent  with  the  best  interests  of  England  or  her  subjects.  It  would 
seem  for  their  undoubted  advantage  to  encourage  the  resort  of  industrious  foreign- 
ers to  those  remote  British  possessions. 

The  undersigned  relies  on  the  Earl  of  Aberdeen's  effectual  interposition,  should 
it  appear  that  injustice  has  been  done  to  citizens  of  the  United  States  In  the  man- 
ner complained  of. 

Edward  Eveeett. 
December  36, 1843. 

[Lord  Aberdeen  to  Mr.  Everett.] 

The  undersigned,  Her  Majesty's  principal  secretary  of  state  for  foreign  affairs, 
has  the  honor  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  the  note  dated  the  36th  ultimo,  from 
Mr.  Everett,  envoy  extraordinary  and  minister  plenipotentiary  of  the  United 
States  of  America,  relative  to  the  complaints  brought  forward  by  several  American 
citizens,  concerning  the  position  in  which  they  are  placed  in  Her  Majesty's  colony 
of  New  Zealand,  with  respect  to  the  recognition  of  certain  of  their  titles  to  lands 
in  that  colony. 

The  undersigned  has  lost  no  time  in  referring  Mr.  Everett's  note  to  Her  Majesty's 
principal  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies  for  his  consideration,  and  the  under- 
signed will  again  have  the  honor  of  communicating  with  Mr.  Everett  as  soon  as 
he  shall  receive  the  reply  of  the  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies. 

**"■•**» 

Foreign  Office,  January  S,  I844. 


[Lord  Aberdeen  to  Mr.  Everett.] 

The  undersigned.  Her  Majesty's  principal  secretary  of  state  for  foreign  affairs, 
had  the  honor,  in  his  note  of  the  3d  ultimo,  to  inform  Mr.  Everett,  envoy  extraor- 
dinary and  minister  plenipotentiary  of  the  United  States  of  America,  that  he  had 
referred  to  Her  Majesty's  principal  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies  Mr.  Everett's 
note  of  the  36th  of  Deoember  last,  relative  to  the  complaints  brought  forward  by 
several  American  citizens,  concerning  the  position  in  which  they  are  placed  in 
Her  Majesty's  colony  of  New  Zealand,  with  respect  to  the  recognition  of  certain 
of  their  titles  to  lands  in  that  colony  *  *  *  [got]  before  the  assertion  of  Her 
Majestys  sovereignty  of  those  islands. 

Having  now  received  an  answer  from  the  colonial  department,  the  undersigned 
has  the  honor  to  inform  Mr.  Everett,  with  reference  to  the  first  head  of  complaint, 
that  in  consequence  of  certain  questions  raised  by  the  American  consul  at  Sydney, 
as  to  the  rights  and  obligations  of  aliens  in  New  Zealand,  instructions  were  for- 
warded to  the  governor  of  that  island  in  the  month  of  March,  1841,  upon  which 
occasion  that  officer  was  directed  to  bear  in  mind  the  principle  that  where  aliens 
had  acquired  land  from  the  chiefs  prior  to  the  proclamation  of  the  Queen's  sover- 
eignty there,  and  that  fact  was  undisputed,  the  claims  should  be  acknowledged 
but  that  where  a  doubt  arose  whether  the  alien  made  a  bona  fide  purchase  of  the 
land,  the  settler  should  be  treated  as  any  British  subject,  and  his  claim  disuosed  of 
accordingly.  ^ 

To  this  arrangement  Her  Majesty's  Government  have  since  announced  their 
determination  to  adhere,  on  the  occasion  of  a  reference  being  made  by  the  governor 
of  New  Zealand  on  an  application  from  a  Belgian  settler  relative  to  the  claims  of 
the  subjects  of  foreign  powers  to  land. 
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*    *    *    Trusting  that  these  explanations  will  be  satisfactory,  the  undersigned 
requests  Mr.  Everett  to  accept  the  assurances  of  his  distinguished  consideration, 

j^l^  E  RDK  EN 

Foreign  Offiob,  February  10,  I844. 


[Hamilton  to  ■Webster.] 

Government  House,  Axtokland, 

March  13,  184$. 
^iK"  I  am  desired  by  the  governor  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  your  letter  of 
the  10th  instant,  in  reference  to  spars  taken  for  the  use  of  Her  Majesty's  navy  by 
Commander  Wood,  of  Her  Majesty's  storeship  Tortoise,  from  off  land  in  the  Bay 
of  Plenty,  to  which  at  the  time  you  laid  claim.  In  answer  to  your  claim  for  com- 
pensation, I  am  desired  by  the  governor  to  say  that  he  will  refer  the  case  for  the 
decision  of  the  Home  Government,  being  unable  himself  to  do  anything  at  present. 
I  have  the  honor  to  be,  sir,  your  most  obedient  servant, 

„    , ,  J.  W.  Hamilton,  Private  Secretary, 

Mr.  W.  Webster,  Auckland. 


[Hamilton  to  Webster.] 

Government  House,  March  10,  iSiS. 
Sir:  I  am  desired  by  the  governor  to  acquaint  you. that  his  excellency  has  exam- 
ined and  taken  advice  respecting  your  land  claims,  marked  305  H  and  305  I,  and  is 
sorry  to  find  himself  precluded  from  authorizing  any  further  grant  made  to  you 
at  present  on  account  of  the  largeness  of  the  grants  already  made  in  your  name. 
The  governor  directs  me  to  say  that  the  land  which  you  now  hold  in  undisputed 
possession  will  probably  be  granted  to  you  eventually. 

I  have  the  honor  to  be,  sir,  your  most  obedient  servant, 

J,  W.  Hamilton,  Private  Secretary, 


Department  op  State, 

Washington,  January  S6, 1869, 
Gentlemen:  I  have  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  your  letter  of  the  15th,  relat- 
ing to  claims  of  citizens  of  the  United  States  growing  out  of  the  occupation  of  the 
islands  of  New  Zealand  by  the  authorities  of  Great  Britain  in  1840,  and  suggesting 
the  incorporation  of  a  clause  in  respect  to  such  claims  in  the  convention  for  the 
general  adjustment  of  private  claims  between  this  Government  and  that  of  Great 
Britain.  In  reply  I  have  to  state  that  it  would  be  inexpedient  in  my  judgment  to 
attempt  any  modification  in  the  convention  relating  to  claims  which  is  now  await- 
ing ratification,  and  that  it  will  be  preferable,  if  the  provisions  of  that  convention 
shall  be  found  insufficient  to  admit  the  examination  of  the  claims  to  which  you 
refer,  that  they  should  be  made  the  subject  of  separate  and  independent  negotia- 
tion at  another  time. 

I  am,  gentlemen,  your  obedient  servant, 

Wm.  H.  Sewaed. 


[Claim  of  William  Webster  in  New  Zealand,  on  Jnne  1.] 

Mr.  Thompson,  by  unanimous  consent,  submitted  the  following  resolution, 
which  was  read,  considered,  and  agreed  to: 

Resolved,  That  the  Secretary  of  State  be  directed,  if  not  inconsistent  with  the 
interest  of  the  public  service,  to  furnish  the  House  copies  of  the  correspondence 
between  the  State  Department  and  the  Government  of  Great  Britain  in  relation 
to  the  sequestration  of  the  lands  and  property  in  New  Zealand  claimed  by  William 
Wf  bster,  an  American  citi7.en,  by  purchase  of  the  native  chiefs  of  that  country 
before  its  cession  to  and  occupation  by  the  British  Government. 
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The  Speaker  pro  tempore  also,  by  unanimous  consent,  laid  before  the  House  the 
following  message  from  the  President,  and  accompanying  report  from  the  Secre- 
tary of  State: 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

To  the  House  of  Representatives: 

I  transmit  herewith,  in  answer  to  a  resolution  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
of  the  1st  ultimo,  a  report  from  the  Secretary  of  State  upon  the  subject. 

U.  S.  Geant. 

WASHiNaioN,  July  13,  1876, 

To  the  President: 

The  Secretary  of  State  has  the  honor  to  report  that  upon  the  Sd  day  of  June  he 
received  a  copy  of  a  resolution  of  the  House  of  Representatives  in  the  following 
words: 

"Resolved,  That  the  Secretary  of  State  be  directed,  if  not  inconsistent  with  the 
public  service,  to  furnish  to  theHouse  copies  of  the  correspondence  between  the  State 
Department  and  the  Government  of  Great  Britain  in  relation  to  the  sequestration 
of  the  lands  and  property  in  New  Zealand  claimed  by  William  Webster,  an  Amer- 
ican citizen,  by  purchase  of  the  native  chiefs  of  that  country  by  Webster  before 
its  cession  to  and  occupation  by  the  British  Government." 

No  correspondence  has  taken  place  beitween  the  Department  of  State  and  the 
Government  of  Great  Britain  in  relation  to  the  sequestration  of  the  lands  and 
property  in  New  Zealand  claimed  by  William  Webster,  an  American  citizen.  In 
the  years  1841  to  1844  certain  correspondence  was  had  between  the  legation  in 
London  and  the  foreign  office  of  Great  Britain  in  reference  to  the  general  question 
of  land  titles  held  in  New  Zealand  by  American  citizens,  but  no  correspondence 
has  taken  place  with  regard  to  the  particular  claim  of  Mr.  Webster. 

Respectfully  submitted. 

Hamilton  Fish. 

Department  of  State, 

Washington,  July  IS,  1876. 


[Copy  of  report  from  the  Law  Bureau  of  the  State  Department  at  'Washington  to  the  Secretary 
of  State,  in  respect  to  the  claim  of  William  Webster  against  the  British  Government.] 

Law  Bureau,  April  16, 1380. 
Subject:  Claim  of  William  Webster,  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  against  the 

British  Government.    JMemorial  and  papers  handed  to  the  Secretary  by  the  Hon. 

S.  S.  Cox,  April,  1880. 

This  claim  has  been  formally  before  the  Department  since  September,  1858, 
when  a  printed  memorial  with  accompanying  papers  was  referred  for  examination 
by  President  Buchanan.  Notice  of  the  occurrences  from  which  the  claim  arises 
was,  however,  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Department  by  a  letter  of  the  23d 
of  February,  1841,  from  J.  H.  Williams,  esq.,  then  United  States  consul  at  Sydney, 
New  South  Wales. 

Mr.  Williams,  in  this  letter,  which  was  received  October  following,  simply 
states  that  he  transmits  a  copy  of  a  letter  addressed  to  him  by  Mr.  "William  Web- 
ster for  the  Secretary's  perusal,  and  then  leaves  Webster  to  tell  his  own  story. 

Webster,  in  the  letter  referred  to,  states  that  he  is  a  citizen  of  the  United  States, 
a  native  of  Maine;  that  he  first  went  to  New  Zealand  in  1835,  and  heing  pleased 
with  the  country,  remained  there;  and  that  during  the  succeeding  five  years  he 
devoted  himself  to  purchasing  and  improving  and  cultivating  land,  and  teaching 
the  natives  the  arts  of  civilization;  that  he  made  his  purchases  of  the  several 
tracts  shown  on  the  map,  which  accompanied  his  letter,  from  the  native  chiefs, 
and  that  he  expended  in  such  purchases  £15,627,  or  about  $78,000.  The  total  of 
land  amounts  to  about  500,000  acres.  In  addition  to  this,  he  alleges  that  he 
expended  large  sums  in  making  improvements,  building  wharfs,  improving  har- 
bors, and  erecting  houses. 

In  1840  the  British  Government  acquired  possession  and  sovereignty  of  the 
island  by  treaty,  concluded  with  certain  chiefs,  and  from  that  New  Zealand 
became  a  British  colonial  possession. 

Capt.  William  Hobson,  royal  navy,  was  appointed  lieutenant-governor  of  the 
provinces,  and  under  instructions  from  the  Marquis  of  Normanby,  then  secretary 
for  the  colonies,  immediately  proceeded  to  put  in  force  such  regulations  as  were 
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prescribed  by  the  home  Government  in  relation  to  the  people,  natives  and  for- 
eigners, then  inhabiting  the  island. 

By  a  proclamation,  bearing  date  the  30th  day  of  January,  1840,  the  governor 
makes  known  the  disposition  of  the  Government  with  respect  to  land  titles.  It  is 
found,  on  pages  13  and  13  of  the  annexed  pamphlet: 

"First.  Her  Majesty,  taking  into  consideration  the  present  as  well  as  future 
interests  of  her  subjects,  and  also  the  rights  of  the  chiefs  and  native  tribes,  does 
not  deem  it  expedient  to  recognize  as  valid  any  titles  to  land  which  are  not  derived 
from  or  confirmed  by  Her  Majesty. 

"Second.  But  in  order  to  dispel  any  apprehensions  that  it  is  intended  to  dis- 
possess the  owners  of  land,  accjuired  on  equitable  condition,  and  not  in  extent  or 
othervyise  prejudicial  to  the  present  or  prospective  interests  of  the  community,  a 
commission  is  appointed  with  certain  powers,  to  be  derived  from  the  governor 
and  legislative  council  of  New  South  Wales,  to  inquire  into  and  report  on  all 
claims  to  such  lands,  and  all  persons  having  such  claims  will  be  required  to  prove 
the  same  before  the  said  commission  when  appointed." 

The  treaty  by  which  the  British  Government  acquired  title  to  New  Zealand  is 
dated  the  (Jth  of  February,  ia40,  some  days,  as  it  is  seen,  after  the  above  proclama- 
tion. Nothing  is  said  in  the  proclamation  about  Americans,  or  other  non- British 
subjects,  or  what,  if  any,  course  the  new  Government  intended  to  pursue  in 
regard  to  these  land  titles. 

There  were  many  Americans  besides  Webster,  and  all  of  them  refused  to  recog- 
nize the  legality  of  the  proposed  commission.  It  was  under  this  condition  of 
things  that  Mr.  Webster  addressed  his  letter  to  Consul  Williams,  as  the  most 
certain  and  convenient  way  of  bringing  the  facts  to  the  notice  of  the  Government 
of  the  United  States,  not  as  to  himself  alone,  but  as  to  all  Americans  similarly 
situated.  He,  however,  formulated  no  claim  at  that  time  and  made  no  demand 
for  indemnity,  for,  as  he  states  himself,  he  had  not  then  been  despoiled  of  his 
lands. 

The  British  authorities  took  possession  of  the  most  valuable  of  Mr.  Webster's 
land;  he  got  none,  although  there  was  a  quasi  recognition  of  his  title  by  the  so- 
called  land  commission,  in  the  fact  that  in  1858  the  New  Zealand  government 
confirmed  to  Mr.  Ranulph  Dacre  5,000  acres  of  land,  which  he  (Dacre)  had  pur- 
chased from  Webster  in  1844. 

Besides  the  loss  of  his  land,  Mr.  Webster  claimed  to  have  suffered  large  losses 
from  interference  with  his  business,  especially  shipping.  He  had  then  several 
vessels,  both  in  the  coasting  and  foreign  trade.  In  18.58,  after  all  efforts  to  get  his 
claims  to  land  recognized  had  failed,  both  in  New  Zealand  and  in  England,  he 
brought  his  claim  before  this  Government,  Reverdy  Johnson,  A.  Anderson,  and 
J.  W.  Denver  being  his  counsel.  His  memorial  was  addressed  to  the  President 
and  referred  to  this  Department.  I  find  a  memorandum,  dated  the  15th  of  Sep- 
tember of  that  year,  headed  "  Reports,"  but  not  signed  by  anyone,  which  appears 
to  be  all  the  action  taken  by  the  Department  at  that  time  in  relation  to  the  mat- 
ter.    I  append  that  paper,  and  will  notice  it  further  on. 

The  claim  was  again  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Department  in  May,  1869, 
by  General  Denver,  and  on  that  occasion  I  find  a  memorandum  of  the  Secretary  in 
Mr.  Fish's  own  handwriting,  dated  May  11,  which,  like  the  report  of  1858,  is 
adverse  to  the  claim. 

In  the  session  of  1876  a  resolution  passed  the  House  of  Representatives,  calling 
upon  the  President  for  correspondence  in  regard  to  Mr.  Webster's  claim  between 
the  Department  and  the  Government  of  Great  Britain.  On  the  13th  of  July  of 
that  year  this  resolution  was  answered,  and  Mr.  Fish,  in  his  letter,  says  no  cor- 
respondence has  taken  place  between  the  Department  of  State  and  the  Government 
of  Great  Britain  in  relaton  to  the  sequestration  of  the  land  and  property  in  New 
Zealand  claimed  by  William  Webster,  an  American  citizen. 

In  the  years  1841  to  1844  certain  correspondence  was  had  between  the  legation  in 
London  and  the  foreign  office  of  Great  Britain  in  reference  to  the  general  question 
of  land  titles  held  in  New  Zealand  by  American  citizens,  but  no  correspondence 
has  taken  place  in  regard  to  the  particular  claim  of  Mr.  Webster.  A  copy  of  that 
correspondence  is  inclosed,  and  it  consists  of — 

First.  A  letter  of  the  36th  of  December,  1843,  from  Mr.  Everett  to  Lord  Aber- 
deen. 

Second.  A  brief  reply  from  his  lordship  of  the  3d  of  January  following,  saying 
the  subject  had  been  referred  to  the  secretary  for  the  colonies. 

Third.  A  note  of  the  10th  of  February,  1844,  from  Lord  Aberdeen  to  Mr.  Everett, 
conveying  the  reply  of  Government,  the  chief  point  of  which  is  the  following: 
That  in  consequence  of  certain  questions,  raised  by  the  American  consul  at  Sydney, 
as  to  the  rights  and  obligations  of  aliens  in  New  Zealand,  instructions  were  for- 
warded to  the, governor  of  that  island  in  the  month  of  March,  1841,  upon  which 
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occasion  that  officer  was  directed  to  bear  in  mind  the  principle,  that  where  aliens 
had  acquired  land  from  the  chiefs  prior  to  the  proclamation  of  the  Queen's  sov- 
ereignty there,  and  that  fact  was  undisputed,  the  claim  should  be  actaiowledged; 
but  when  a  doubt  arose  whether  the  alien  made  a  bona  fide  pxirchase  of  the  land, 
the  settler  should  be  treated  as  any  British  subject,  and  his  claims  disposed  of 
accordingly. 

I  find  the  following  letter  from  Mr.  Secretary  Seward,  January  26,  1869,  which 
appears  to  have  been  transmitted  to  Congress  with  the  above  correspondence, 
which,  as  I  deem  it  pertinent  to  the  conclusion  I  have  reached,  I  insert  j&ere: 

"I  have  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  your  letter  of  the  15th,  relating  to  claims 
of  citizens  of  the  United  States,  growing  out  of  the  occupation  of  the  islands  of 
New  Zealand  by  the  authorities  of  Great  Britain  in  1840,  and  suggesting  the  incor- 
poration of  a  clause  in  respect  to  such  claims  in  the  convention  for  the  general 
adjustment  of  private  claims  between  this  Government  and  that  of  Great  Britain. 
In  reply  I  have  to  state  that  it  would  be  inexpedient,  in  my  judgment,  to  attempt 
any  modification  in  the  convention  relating  to  claims,  which  is  now  waiting  rati- 
fication, and  that  it  will  be  preferable,  if  the  provisions  of  that  convention  shall 
be  found  insufficient  to  admit  the  examination  of  the  claims  to  which  you  refer, 
that  they  should  be  made  the  subject  of  separate  and  independent  negotiations  at 
another  time." 

With  reference  to  what  proceedings  were  had  before  the  British  land  commis- 
sion sitting  at  Auckland,  touching  Webster's  titles  or  claims,  I  have  no  means  of 
ascertaining  their  nature  or  the  mode  of  procedure. 

The  following  letter,  bearing  date  the  10th  of  March,  1845,  from  Governor  Fitz- 
roy's  private  secretary  to  Mr,  Webster,  and  which  is  attached  to  Webster's  memo- 
rial as  an  exhibit,  will  convey  some  idea  of  the  result,  so  far  as  their  proceedings 
afEected  Webster: 

GoTEENMENT  HOUSE,  Mareh  10, 1845. 

Sir:  I  am  desired  by  the  governor  to  acquaint  you  that  his  excellency  has  exam- 
ined and  taken  advice  respecting  your  land  claims  marked  305  H  and  805  I,  and  is 
sorry  to  find  himself  precluded  from  authorizing  any  further  grant  made  to  you 
at  present,  on  account  of  the  largeness  of  the  grants  already  made  in  your  name. 
The  governor  directs  me  to  say  that  the  land  which  you  now  hold  in  undisputed 
possession  will  probably  be  granted  to  you  eventually. 

I  have  the  honor  to  be  sir,  your  most  obedient  servant. 

J.  W.  Hamilton,  Private  Secretary. 
And  the  following,  three  days  later,  from  the  same  source,  shows  that  while 
Webster  did  not  sleep  on  his  right,  his  watchfulness  availed  him  little  in  securing 
from  the  colonial  authorities  either  respect  for  or  recognition  of  these  rights  which 
he,  at  least  and  not  without  reason,  conceived  to  be  well  established: 

Government  House, 

AucMand,  March  13,  1845. 
Sir:  I  am  desired  by  the  governor  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  your  letter  of 
the  10th  instant  in  reference  to  spars,  taken  for  Her  Majesty's  navy  by  Commander 
Wood,  of  Her  Majesty's  storeship  Tortoise,  from  off  land,  in  the  Bay  of  Plenty,  to 
which  at  the  time  you  laid  claim.  In  answer  to  your  claim  for  compensation,  I 
am  directed  by  the  governor  to  say  that  he  will  refer  the  case  to  the  decision  of 
the  home  Government,  being  unable  himself  to  do  anything  at  present. 
I  have  the  honor  to  be,  etc., 

J.  W.  Hamilton,  Private  Secretary, 
Mr.  W.  Webster,  Auckland. 

One  other  fact  it  is  proper  to  state  here.  In  his  memorial  presented  to  the 
President  in  1858,  Mr.  Webster  exhibits  a  copy  of  his  title  deeds  from  the  chiefs 
from  whom  he  purchased,  for  the  several  tracts  of  land  to  which  he  laid  claim, 
and  which  appear  very  distinctly  marked  and  described  by  metes  and  bounds,  on 
a  map  which  also  accompanied  the  memorial  referred  to,  and  which  I  annex  as  a 
part  of  this  report. 

Soon  after  the  report  of  Mr.  Secretary  Fish  to  the  House  of  Representatives, 
July,  1876,  Mr.  Webster,  with  a  view  to  the  prosecution  of  legal  remedies  in  the 
courts  of  Great  Britain,  laid  his  case  before  eminent  counsel  in  New  York. 

From  the  Hon.  J.  W.  Edmonds  he  had  already,  in  1861,  obtained  a  written 
opinion,  a  printed  copy  of  which  I  append  hereto.  Upon  the  advice  received 
still  more  recently  from  lawyers  equally  distinguished,  he  proceeded  to  London 
and  there  submitted  the  case  to  a  learned  English  barrister.  He  was  advised  that 
the  home  courts  had  no  original  jurisdiction  in  the  matter;  that  any  legal  pro- 
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ceedings  contemplated  must  be  commenced  in  the  New  Zealand  tribunals,  and 
that  the  case  could  reach  the  home  courts  of  Great  Britain  only,  if  at  all ,  by  appeal 
from  the  colonial  decisions.  He  next,  through  the  interposition  of  an  English 
friend,  obtained  a  hearing  at  the  colonial  office,  and  there  pressed  his  claim  as 
best  he  could;  but  there  also  he  was  courteously  informed  that  nothing  could  be 
done  in  England;  that  his  recourse  must  be  to  the  colonial  authorities  of  New 
Zealand,  and  that  the  home  Government  would  only  take  cognizance  of  the  sub- 
ject upon  such  reports  as  might  ultimately  be  sent  from  the  local  government 
authorities  of  New  Zealand.  Having,  as  he  considered,  already  exhausted  all 
reasonable  means  of  redress  before  the  colonial  authorities,  and  entertaining  no 
hope  of  a  different  result  from  a  repetition  of  these  efforts,  Mr.  Webster  aban- 
doned any  further  attempt  to  get  redress  by  direct  appeal  to  the  British  Govern- 
ment, returned  home,  and  has  now  presented  his  memorial  to  Congress. 

A  copy  of  this  memorial  was  handed  to  the  Secretary  by  the  Hon.  S.  S.  Cox, 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs,  with  request  for  information 
upon  which  this  report  is  called  for.  The  facts  above  summarized,  not  in  chro- 
nological or  any  methodical  order,  for  I  could  not  well  observe  either,  are  brought 
together  for  the  twofold  purpose  of  showing  the  history  of  the  claim  and  its 
present  status.  I  have  in  this  statement  carefully  avoided  the  argumentative 
features  of  the  claimant's  narrative,  and  omitted  as  far  as  possible  the  deductions 
which  he  makes,  although  these  latter  are  by  no  means  unreasonable  or  illogical 
from  his  standpoint.  I  find  from  these  facts  and  circumstances,  supported  as  I 
think  they  are  by  ample  documentary  and  circumstantial  proofs,  the  following 
facts  and  conclusions: 

I.  That  Webster  is  a  native-born  citizen  of  the  United  States,  and  that  he  has 
never  done  any  act  nor  taken  steps  looking  to  a  change  of  his  nationality  or  that 
in  any  way  impairs  his  rights  as  an  American  citizen. 

II.  That  he  purchased  the  lands  in  New  Zealand,  which  he  claims  in  his  memo- 
rial, from  the  proprietary  chiefs  of  that  country  for  valuable  consideration. 

III.  That  the  proprietary  as  well  as  the  sovereign  rights  of  the  native  chiefs  and 
rulers  of  New  Zealand  were  formally  admitted  and  acknowledged  and  recognized 
by  the  British  Government  prior  to  the  acquisition  of  the  country  by  Great  Britain. 

The  Marquis  of  Normanby,  in  his  dispatch  (No.  1 )  of  the  14th  of  August,  1839, 
to  Captain  Hobson,  lieutenant-governor,  says:  "I  have  already  stated  that  we 
acknowledge  New  Zealand  as  a  sovereign  and  independent  state,  so  far,  at  least, 
as  it  is  possible  to  make  that  acknowledgment  in  favor  of  a  people  composed  of 
numerous  dispersed  and  petty  tribes  who  possess  few  political  relations  to  each 
other  and  are  incompetent  to  act  or  even  to  deliberate  in  concert.  But  the  admis- 
sion of  their  rights,  though  inevitably  qualified  by  this  consideration,  is  binding  on 
the  faith  of  the  British  Crown.  The  Queen,  in  common  with  Her  Majesty's 
immediate  predecessor,  disclaims,  for  herself  and  her  subjects,  every  pretension 
to  seize  on  the  island  of  New  Zealand  or  to  govern  them  as  a  part  of  the  domin- 
ions of  Great  Britain,  unless  the  free  and  intelligent  consent  of  the  nations 
expressed  according  to  their  established  usages  shall  be  first  obtained." 

IV.  That  the  cession  above  referred  to  by  the  chiefs  of  New  Zealand  to  the 
British  Crown  was  made  by  the  treaty  of  the  6th  of  February,  1840. 

V.  That  Webster's  purchases  of  the  land  claimed  by  him  were  all  made  from 
the  same  and  other  chiefs  prior  to  such  cession  to  Great  Britain,  and  that  the 
instruments  of  conveyance  which  he  exhibits  are  equally  good  in  form  and  solemn 
in  character  with  the  treaty  itself. 

VI.  That  the  right  of  foreigners  to  lands  thus  purchased  from  the  native  chiefs 
was  recognized  by  the  British  Government.  Lord  Aberdeen  in  his  note  of  the  10th 
of  February,  1844,  to  Mr.  Everett  says:  "Instructions  were  forwarded  to  the  gov- 
ernor of  that  island  in  the  month  of  March,  1841,  upon  which  occasion  that  officer 
was  directed  to  bear  in  mind  the  principle  that  when  aliens  had  acquired  land  from 
the  chiefs  prior  to  the  proclamation  of  the  Queen's  sovereignty  there,  and  that  fact 
was  undisputed,  the  claim  should  be  acknowledged." 

VII.  That  there  is  no  suggestion  in  the  whole  history  of  the  case  that  Webster's 
purchases  were  not  bona  fide  and  for  a  valuable,  and,  at  that  time,  sufficient  con- 
sideration; and  further,  that  throughout  the  whole  proceedings  there  is  not  found 
an  intimation  or  reflection  against  his  personal  character  for  integrity,  truthful- 
ness, and  fair  dealing. 

VIII.  That,  notwithstanding  the  above  acknowledgment  of  Lord  Aberdeen  for 
his  Government,  the  extensive  and  valuable  tracts  of  land  thus  purchased  by  Web- 
ster have  been  taken  possession  of  and  appropriated  to  the  uses  of  the  Crown  by 
the  British  authorities  in  New  Zealand,  the  only  exceptions  being  the  few  small 
tracts  selected  here  and  there  through  the  island,  which  went  to  make  up  the  5,000 
acres  confirmed  to  Mr.  Ranulph  Daore,  a  British  subject. 
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IX.  That  Webster  made  use  of  every  reasonable  and  available  means,  both  with 
the  colonial  and  home  authorities  of  Great  Britain,  to  secure  repossession  of  h.s 
lands,  or  a  money  indemnity  for  their  loss,  but  vyithout  avail.    „    ,      , ,      . 

X  That  while  the  general  question  to  land  titles  held  m  New  Zealand  by  Ameri- 
can citizens  was,  in  1841  to  1844,  made  the  subject  of  correspondence  between  the 
United  States  legation  at  London  and  the  British  foreign  office,  no  correspondence 
took  place  with  regard  to  Webster's  claim  (see  Mr.  Fish's  report  to  Congress,  ante) ; 
that  Webster  was  then  pursuing  his  remedies  directly  with  the  British  home  and 
colonial  Governments.  That  he  presented  no  claim  to  this  Government  until  1858, 
and  that  consequently  the  report  made  in  this  Department  in  September  of  that 
year  was  based  on  a  misapprehension  of  the  real  facts  and  should  not  be  allowed 
to  operate  to  his  prejudice. 

XI.  That  Mr.  Secretary  Fish,  when  he  made  his  adverse  memorandum  (May  11, 
1869),  must  have  been  misled  by  this  1858  report  or  by  a  failure  to  furnish  him  the 
true  antecedent  facts  of  the  case  as  they  existed  in  the  Department;  that  Webster's 
case  can  not  properly  be  considered  barred  by  the  terms  of  the  convention  of  1853, 
inasmuch  as  it  not  only  had  not  been  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Department 
at  that  date,  but,  moreover,  had  not  then  accrued,  and  therefore  that  this  action 
should  not  prejudice  the  claim. 

See  Secretary  Seward's  letter  of  the  26th  of  January,  1869,  in  reference  to  the 
Johnson-Clarendon  treaty. 

XII.  That  Webster's  claim  for  indemnity  against  the  Government  for  the  value 
of  his  lands  and  other  property,  of  which  he  was  deprived,  without  warrant  of 
right  or  law,  with  the  increments  arising  from  improvement,  enhancement  of 
value,  etc.,  is  a  just  and  subsisting  claim,  and  one  that  presents  just  grounds  for 
the  interposition  of  his  own  Government.  The  reason  assigned  by  the  New  Zea- 
land governor  for  the  nonrecognition  of  Mr.  Webster's  New  Zealand  land  titles 
can  hardly  be  called  either  just  or  reasonable.     Here  it  is: 

"  His  excellency  has  examined  and  taken  advice  respecting  your  land  claims,  305 
H  and  305  I,  and  is  sorry  to  find  himself  precluded  from  authorizing  any  further 
grant  made  to  you  at  present  on  account  of  the  largeness  of  the  grants  already  made 
in  your  name." 

■Webster's  legal  title  to  the  several  tracts,  making  all  together  about  500,000  acres, 
was  equally  valid  with  that  to  the  5,000  acres  recognized,  and  which  he  had  pre- 
viously sold  or  disposed  to  a  British  subject;  but,  says  Captain  Hobson,  the  estate 
was  too  large  in  area.  This  of  itself  from  a  British  standpoint  sounds  like  a  bit  of 
humor.  There  are  plenty  of  Australian  estates  of  British  subjects  much  larger  in 
acreage  and  value,  and  not  a  few  even  in  the  limited  space  of  the  United  Kingdom. 
If  the  money  value  enters  into  his  excellency's  estimate  of  the  "  largeness  "  of  the 
Webster  estate,  then  examples  are  numerous  of  the  acquisition  and  possession  of 
much  more  valuable  land  estates  by  British  sub'ects  in  Australia  and  India  and 
are  not  wanting  even  in  the  United  States.  No  one  can  read  the  history  of  this 
claim  as  presented  in  the  simple  facts  without  being  struck  with  the  enterprise 
and  business  capacity  of  the  claimant;  and  it  is  a^so  to  be  noticed  to  his  credit,  that, 
during  his  somewhat  romantic  career  in  New  Zealand,  he  secured  and  maintained 
the  unqualified  esteem  and  confidence  of  the  native  chiefs  and  people.  He  increased 
the  value  of  his  large  property  by  vast  improvements  in  docks,  harbors,  and 
dwellings,  and,  as  it  now  turns  out,  rendered  very  essential  service  to  the  British 
Government  by  stimulating  those  natives  who  have  now  become  British  subjects 
to  habits  of  industry  and  ways  of  civilization. 

His  claim  is  large  in  amount  and  might  at  first  glance  seem  exagerated,  but  that 
fact,  even  if  true,  furnishes  no  just  reason  for  denying  it  consideration.  It  is  a 
common  objection  to  most  private  claims  against  governments.  It  is,  however, 
unnecessary  to  discuss  that  question  here,  as  it  will  be  more  properly  a  question 
for  consideration  in  the  prosecution  ot  such  measures,  if  any,"as  may  be  adopted 
looking  to  a  final  adjustment  of  the  claim. 

Respectfully  submitted. 

Henry  O'Conoe. 


[Honao  Eeport  No.  1787,  Forty-sixth  Congress,  second  session.] 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs,  to  whom  was  referred  the  joint  resolution 
in  relation  to  the  petition,  etc.,  of  William  Webster,  a  native-born  citizen  of  the 
United  States,  who  seeks  the  aid  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States  in  fur- 
therance of  his  claim  against  the  Government  of  Great  Britain,  having  had  the  same 
under  consideration,  submit  the  following  report: 
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The  joint  resolution  referred  to  this  committee  on  the  9th  day  of  February,  1880, 
is  as  follows: 

"Beit  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the  Betition  of  William  Webster  and 
the  accompanying  papers  be  transmitted  to  the  executive  department,  with  the 
request  that  the  President  take  such  steps  as  in  his  opinion  may  be  proper  and 
in  accordance  with  international  law  to  secure  to  the  sa-d  William  Webster  a 
final  settlement  and  adjustment  of  his  claim  against  the  Government  of  Great 
Britain  in  relation  to  the  sequestration  of  the  lands  and  property  in  New  Zealand 
claimed  by  said  William  Webster,  an  American  citizen,  by  purchase  of  the  native 
chiefs  of  that  country  before  its  cession  to  and  occupation  by  the  Government  of 
Great  Britain." 

The  committee  called  on  Hon.  William  M.  E  varts,  Secretary  of  State,  and  handed 
him  the  papers  in  the  case,  and  by  the  Secretary's  direction  all  the  information 
upon  the  records  and  files  of  his  Department  relating  to  the  claim  of  Webster  was 
furnished  to  your  committee  and  is  embraced  in  this  report. 

[Information  received  from  tlie  Department  of  State.] 

Claim  of  William  Webster,  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  against  the  British 
Government. 

Memorial  and  papers  handed  to  Secretary  by  the  Hon.  S.  S.  Cox,  April,  1880. 

This  claim  has  been  formally  before  the  Department  since  September,  1858,  when 
a  printed  memorial,  with  accompanying  papers,  was  referred  for  examination  by 
President  Buchanan.  Notice  of  the  occurrences  from  which  the  claim  arises  was, 
however,  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Department  by  a  letter  of  the  23d  of 
February,  1841,  from  J .  H.  Williams,  esq. ,  then  United  States  consul  at  Sydney,  New 
South  Wales.  Mr.  Williams,  in  this  letter,  which  was  received  October  following, 
simply  states  that  he  transmits  a  copy  of  a  letter  addressed  to  him  by  Mr.  William 
Webster,  for  the  Secretary's  perusal,  and  then  leaves  Webster  to  tell  his  own 
story.  Webster,  in  the  letter  referred  to,  states  that  he  is  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States,  a  native  of  Maine;  that  he  first  went  to  New  Zealand  in  1835,  and,  being 
pleased  with  the  country,  remained  there,  and  that  during  the  succeeding  five 
years  he  devoted  himself  to  purchasing  and  improving  and  cultivating  land  and 
teaching  the  natives  the  arts  of  civilization;  that  he  made  his  purchases  of  the 
several  tracts,  shown  on  the  map  which  accompanied  his  letter,  from  the  native 
chiefs,  and  that  he  expended  in  such  purchases  £15,637,  about  $78,000.  The  total 
of  the  land  amounts  to  500,000  acres.  In  addition  to  this  he  alleges  that  he 
expended  large  sums  in  making  improvements,  building  wharves,  improving  har- 
bors, and  erecting  houses.  In  1840  the  British  Government  acquired  possession 
and  sovereignty  of  the  island  by  treaty  concluded  with  certain  chiefs,  and  from 
that  New  Zealand  became  a  British  colonial  possession.  Capt.  William  Hobson, 
royal  navy,  was  appointed  lieutenant-governor  of  the  province,  and  under  instruc- 
tions from  the  Marquis  of  Normanby,  then  secretary  for  the  colonies,  immediately 
proceeded  to  put  in  force  such  regulations  as  were  prescribed  by  the  home  Gov- 
ernment in  relation  to  the  people,  natives  and  foreigners,  then  inhabiting  the  island. 
By  a  proclamation,  bearing  date  the  30th  of  January,  1840,  the  governor  makes 
known  the  disposition  of  the  Government  with  respect  to  land  titles.  It  is  found 
on  pages  18-13  of  the  annexed  pamphlet. 

1st.  Her  Majesty,  taking  into  consideration  the  present  as  well  as  future  inter- 
ests of  her  subjects  and  also  the  rights  of  the  chiefs  and  native  tribes,  does  not 
deem  it  expedient  to  recognize  as  valid  any  titles  to  lands  which  are  not  derived 
from  or  confirmed  by  Her  Majesty. 

Second.  But,  in  orderto  dispel  any  apprehensions  that  it  is  intended  todispossses 
the  owners  of  land  acquired  on  equitable  conditions  and  not  in  extent  or  otlaerwise 
prejudicial  to  the  present  or  prospective  interests  of  the  community,  a  commis- 
sion is  appointed,  with  certain  powers,  to  be  derived  from  the  governor  and  legis- 
la'tive  council  of  New  South  Wales,  to  inquire  into  and  report  on  all  claims  to  such 
lands,  and  all  persons  having  such  claims  will  be  required  to  prove  the  same  before 
the  said  commission  when  appointed. 

The  treaty  by  which  the  British  Government  acquired  title  to  New  Zealand  is 
dated  the  6th  of  February,  1840,  some  days,  as  it  is  seen,  after  the  above  proclama- 
tion. Nothing  is  said  in  the  proclamation  about  Americans  or  other  non-British 
subjects,  or  what,  if  any,  course  the  new  government  intended  to  pursue  in  regard 
to  their  land  titles.  There  were  many  Americans  besides  Webster,  and  all  of  them 
refused  to  recognize  the  legality  of  the  proposed  commission.  It  was  under  this 
condition  of  things  that  Mr.  Webster  addressed  his  letter  to  Consul  Williams,  as 
the  most  certain  and  convenient  way  of  bringing  the  facts  to  the  notice  of  the  Gov- 


606  WILLIAM   WEBSTER. 

eminent  of  the  United  States,  not  as  to  himself  alone,  but  as  to  all  Americans  simi- 
larly situated,  He,  however,  formulated  no  claim  at  that  time,  and  made  no 
demand  for  indemnity,  for,  as  he  states  himself,  he  had  not  then  been  despoiled 
of  his  lands. 

The  British  authorities  took  possession  of  the  most  valuable  of  Mr.  Webster's 
lands.  He  got  none,  although  there  was  a  quasi  recognition  of  his  title  by  the  so- 
called  land  commission  in  the  fact  that,  in  1858,  the  New  Zealand  government 
confirmed  to  Mr.  Kanulph  Dacre  5,000  acres  of  land,  which  he  (Dacre)  had  pur- 
chased from  Webster  in  1844.  Besides  the  loss  of  his  lands,  Mr.  Webster  claims 
to  have  suffered  large  losses  from  interference  with  his  business,  especially  ship- 
ping. He  had  then  several  vessels,  both  in  the  coasting  and  foreign  trade.  In  1858, 
after  all  efforts  to  get  his  claims  to  the  land  recognized  had  failed,  both  in  New 
South  Wales  and  in  England,  he  brought  his  claim  before  this  Government,  Rev- 
erdy  Johnson,  A.  Anderson,  and  J.  W.  Denver  being  then  his  counsel.  His  memo- 
rial was  addressed  to  the  President  and  referred  to  the  State  Department.  A 
memorandum  is  found,  dated  thelSthof  September  of  that  year,  headed  "Report," 
but  not  signed  by  anyone,  which  appears  to  be  all  the  action  taken  by  the  Depart- 
ment at  that  time  in  relation  to  the  matter. 

The  claim  was  again  brought  to  the  attention  of  .the  Department  in  May,  1869, 
and  on  that  occasion  there  is  another  memorandum  of  the  Secretary,  in  Mr.  Fish's 
own  handwriting,  dated  May  11,  which,  like  the  report  without  signatureof  1858, 
is  adverse  to  the  claim. 

In  the  summer  of  1876  a  resolution  passed  the  House  of  Representatives,  calling 
upon  the  President  for  correspondence  in  regard  to  Mr.  Webster's  claim  Isetween 
the  Department  and  the  Government  of  Great  Britain.  On  the  13th  of  July  of 
that  year  this  resolution  was  answered,  and  Mr.  Fish,  in  his  letter,  says:  "No  cor- 
respondence has  taken  place  between  the  Department  of  State  andihe  Government 
of  Great  Britain  in  relation  to  the  sequestration  of  the  lands  and  property  in  New 
Zealand  claimed  by  William  Webster,  an  American  citizen.  In  the  years  1841  to 
1844  certain  correspondence  was  had  between  the  legation  in  London  and  the  for- 
eign office  of  Great  Britain  in  reference  to  the  general  question  of  the  land  titles  held 
in  New  Zealand  by  American  citizens,  but  no  correspondence  has  taken  place  in 
regard  to  the  particular  claim  of  William  Webster."  " 

A  copy  of  that  correspondence'  is  inclosed,  and  it  consists  of — 

First.  A  letter  of  the  86th  of  December,  1843,  from  Mr.  Everett  to  Lord  Aberdeen. 

Second.  A  brief  reply  from  his  lordship,  of  the  3d  of  January  following,  saying 
the  subject  had  been  referred  to  the  secretary  for  the  colonies. 

Third.  A  note  of  the  10th  of  February,  1844,  from  Lord  Aberdeen  to  Mr.  Everett, 
conveying  the  reply  of  his  Government,  the  chief  point  of  which  is  the  following: 
"  That,  in  consequence  of  certain  questions  raised  by  the  American  consul  at  Syd- 
ney as  to  the  rights  and  obligations  of  aliens  in  New  Zealand,  instructions  were 
forwarded  to  the  governor  of  that  island,  in  the  month  of  March,  1841,  upon  which 
occasion  that  officer  was  directed  to  bear  in  mind  the  principle  that  where  aliens 
had  acquired  land  from  the  chiefs  prior  to  the  proclamation  of  the  Queen's  sover- 
eignty there,  and  that  fact  was  undisputed,  the  claims  should  be  acknowledged; 
but  that  where  a  doubt  arose  whether  the  alien  made  a  bona  fide  purchase  of  the 
land,  the  settler  should  be  treated  as  any  British  subject,  and  his  claim  disposed 
of  accordingly." 

The  following  letter  from  Mr.  Secretary  Seward,  of  January  36,  1869,  which 
appears  to  have  been  transmitted  to  Congress  with  the  above  correspondence,  is 
deemed  pertinent  to  the  conclusions  reached  in  this  report: 

"I  have  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  your  letter  of  the  15th  relating  to  claims 
of  citizens  of  the  United  States  growing  out  of  occupation  of  the  islands  of  New 
Zealand  by  the  authorities  of  Great  Britain  in  1840,  and  suggesting  the  incorpora- 
tion of  a  clause  in  respect  to  such  claims  in  the  convention  for  the  general  adjust- 
ment of  private  claims  between  this  Government  and  that  of  Great  Britain.  In 
reply,  I  have  to  state  that  it  would  be  inexpedient,  in  my  judgment,  to  attempt 
any  modification  in  the  convention  relating  to  claims  which  is  now  awaiting  rati- 
fication, and  that  it  will  be  preferable,  if  the  provisions  of  that  convention  shall 
be  found  insufficient  to  admit  the  examination  of  the  claims  to  which  you  refer, 
that  they  should  be  made  the  subject  of  separate  and  independent  negotiations  at 
another  time." 

With  reference  to  what  proceedings  were  had  before  the  British  land  commission 
sitting  at  Auckland  touching  Webster's  titles  or  claims,  there  are  no  means  of 
ascertaining  their  nature  or  the  mode  of  procedure.  The  following  letter,  bearing 
date  the  10th of  March,  1845,  from  Governor  Hobson's  (Fitzroy's)  private  secretary 

'  See  pages  597  to  599. 
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to  Mr.  Webster,  and  which  is  attached  to  Mr.  Webster's  memorial  as  an  exhibit, 
will  convey  some  idea  of  the  result,  so  far  as  their  proceedings  affected  Webster: 

Scliedule  of  titles  proved  before  commission. 


No.  of 
claim. 

Acreage. 

Situation. 

No.  of 
claim. 

Acreage. 

Situation. 

305 

250 

600 

1,500 

2,500 

1,000 

■100,000 

'300 

40,960 

Coromandel  Harbor. 

Do. 
On  the  river  Thames. 
Coromandel  Harbor,Taupiri. 
Coromandel  Harbor,  Waian. 
Great  Barrier  Island. 
Motutanpiri. 
Point  Eodney. 

305  H 

3051 
305  J 

305  K 
805  L 

306  M 

305  A 
305B 
305  C 
305  D 
305  E 
305F 
305G 

3,000 
6,000 
80,000 
3,000 
2,000 

trace  this  claim. 
On  the  Nickiaranga  Creek. 
Big  Mercury  Island. 
Left  bank  of  the  river  Brako. 
Wanaki,  on  the  river  Waihow. 
Southeast  side  of  the  river 

Weahako. 

■About. 

Government  House,  March  10, 18^5. 
Sir:  I  am  desired  by  the  governor  to  acquaint  you  that  his  excellency  has  exam- 
ined and  taken  advice  respecting  your  land  claims,  marked  305  H  and  305  I,  and  is 
sorry  to  find  himself  precluded  from  authorizing  any  further  grant  made  to  you  at 
present,  on  accounwf  the  largeness  of  the  grants  already  made  in  your  name. 
The  governor  directs  me  to  say  that  the  land  which  you  now  hold  in  undisputed 
possession  will  probably  be  granted  to  you  eventually. 

I  have  the  honor  to  be,  sir,  your  most  obedient  servant, 

J.  W.  Hamilton,  Private  Secretary. 

And  the  following,  three  days  later,  from  the  same  source,  shows  that  while 
Webster  did  not  sleep  on  his  rights  his  watchfulness  availed  him  little  in  securing 
from  the  colonial  authorities  either  respect  for  or  a  recognition  of  those  rights 
which  he,  at  least,  and  not  without  reason,  conceived  to  be  well  established: 

Government  House,  Auckland,  March  13, 184S. 
Sir:  I  am  desired  by  the  governor  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  your  letter  of 
the  lOth  instant,  in  reference  to  "spars"  taken  for  the  use  of  Her  Majesty's  navy 
by  Commander  Wood,  of  Her  Majesty's  storeship  Tortoise,  from  off  land  in  the 
Bay  of  Plenty  to  which  at  the  time  you  laid  claim. 

In  answer  to  your  claim  for  compensation,  I  am  desired  by  the  governor  to  say 
that  he  will  refer  the  case  for  the  decision  of  the  home  Government,  being  unable 
himself  to  do  anything  at  present. 
I  have  the  honor  to  be,  sir, 

J.  W.  Hamilton,  Private  Secretary, 
Mr.  W.  Webster,  AucTcland. 

One  other  fact  is  proper  to  state  here.  In  his  memorial,  presented  to  the  Presi- 
dent in  1858,  Mr.  Webster  exhibits  copy  of  his  title  deeds  from  the  chiefs  from 
whom  he  purchased  for  the  several  tracts  of  land  to  which  he  laid  claim,  and  which 
appear,  very  distinctly  marked  and  described  by  metes  and  bounds,  on  a  map  which 
also  accompanied  the  memorial  referred  to  and  which  is  annexed  as  a  part  of  this 
report. 

Soon  after  the  report  of  Mr.  Secretary  Fish  to  the  House  of  Representatives 
(July,  1876) ,  Mr.  Webster,  with  a  view  to  the  prosecution  of  legal  remedies  in  the 
courts  of  Great  Britain,  laid  his  case  before  eminent  counsel  in  New  York.  From 
the  Hon.  J.  W.  Edmonds  he  had  already,  in  1861,  obtained  a  written  opinion,  a 
printed  copy  of  which  is  hereto  appended. 

Upon  the  advice  received  still  more  recently  from  lawyers  equally  distinguished 
he  proceeded  to  London  and  there  submitted  the  case  to  a  learned  English  barris- 
ter. He  was  advised  that  the  home  courts  had  no  original  jurisdiction  in  the  mat- 
ter; that  any  legal  proceedings  contemplated  must  be  commenced  in  the  New 
Zealand  tribunals,  and  that  the  case  could  reach  the  home  courts  of  Great  Britain 
only,  if  at  all,  by  appeal  from  the  colonial  decisions.  He  next,  through  the  inter- 
position of  an  English  friend,  obtained  a  hearing  at  the  colonial  office,  and  then 
pressed  his  claim  as  best  he  could;  but  there  also  he  was  courteously  informed  that 
nothing  could  be  done  in  England;  that  his  recourse  must  be  to  the  colonial  author- 
ities of  New  Zealand,  and  that  the  home  Government  would  only  take  cognizance 
of  the  subject  upon  such  reports  as  might  ultimately  be  sent  from  the  local  gov- 
ernment authorities  of  New  Zealand.    Having,  as  he  considered,  already  exhausted 
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all  reasonable  means  of  redress  before  the  colonial  authorities,  and  entertaining 
no  hope  of  a  different  result  from  a  repetition  of  those  efforts,  Mr.  Webster  aban- 
doned any  further  attempts  to  get  redress  by  direct  appeal  to  the  British  Govern- 
ment, returned  home,  and  has  now  presented  his  memorial  to  Congresa. 

A  copy  of  this  memorial  was  handed  to  the  Secretary  of  State  by  the  Hon.  S.  S. 
Cox,  chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs,  with  reciuest  for  information. 

The  facts  above  summarized  are  brought  together  for  the  twofold  purpose  of 
showing  the  history  of  the  claim  and  its  present  status. 

These  are  the  facts  and  circumstances,  supported  as  they  are  by  ample  docu- 
mentary and  circumstantial  proofs: 

I.  That  Webster  is  a  native-born  citizen  of  the  United  States,  and  that  he  has 
never  done  any  act  or  taken  any  steps  looking  to  a  change  of  his  nationality  or 
that  in  any  way  impairs  his  rights  as  an  American  citizen. 

II.  That  he  purchased  the  lands  in  New  Zealand,  which  he  claims  in  his  memo- 
rial, from  the  proprietary  chiefs  of  that  country. 

III.  That  the  proprietary  as  well  as  the  sovereign  rights  of  the  native  chiefs  and 
rulers  of  New  Zealand  were  formally  admitted  and  acknowledged  and  recognized 
by -the  British  Government  prior  to  the  acquisition  of  the  country  by  Great 
Britain. 

IV.  That  the  cession  above  referred  to,  by  the  chiefs  of  New  Zealand  to  the 
British  Crown,  was  made  by  the  treaty  of  the  6th  of  February,  1840. 

[Opinion  of  J.  W.  Edmonds,  counselor  at  law.  J 

It  seems  to  be  quite  apparent  from  Lord  Normanby's  letter  of  instructions  to 
Lieutenant-Governor  Hobson  that  the  colonial  department  of  the  British  Govern- 
ment were  at  that  time  aware  of  Webster's  purchases  of  land  and  intended  to  cut 
them  off. 

Or  at  least  if  they  were  not  aware  of  it,  and  that  was  not  the  direct  object  of 
those  instructions,  they  were  so  framed  as  to  produce  that  result. 

I.  The  colonial  secretary  admits  the  sovereignty  of  the  natives  and  their  para- 
mount title  to  the  land. 

II.  He  avows  that  Great  Britain  has  no  purpose  of  conquest  in  view,  but  to 
obtain  sovereignty  by  treaty  and  title  by  grant  from  the  natives. 

III.  Starting  with  these  views,  which  would  commend  themselves  to  the  regard 
of  the  civilized  world,  the  secretary  has,  however,  in  view  another  purpose,  and 
that  is  to  get  rid  of  the  titles  which  "land-jobbers,"  as  he  calls  them,  may  already 
have  acquired. 

IV.  He  proposes  to  attain  that  purpose  only  so  far  as  British  subjects  are  con- 
cerned. 

Because  the  basis  already  admitted  and  international  law  would  forbid  British 
interference  with  titles  already  acquired  by  persons  not  British  subjects  from 
natives  whose  sovereignty  and  title  were  alilie  conceded. 

V.  Therefore  it  was  that  all  proceedings  by  Lieutenant-Governor  Hobson  and 
his  government  aim  nominally  at  British  subjects  alone,  and  it  was  only  by  regard- 
ing Webster  as  a  British  subject  that  any  dealing  whatever  could  be  had  -with 
Webster's  claim. 

1.  Hence  doubtless  it  will  be  found  to  be  a  position  insisted  upon  by  the  British 
Government  that  Webster  was  a  British  subject. 

2.  For  if  he  is  not,  the  whole  action  of  the  British  authorities  as  to  his  property 
would  be  entirely  without  warrant. 

VI.  But  there  is  no  positive  limitation  of  authority  to  British  subjects;  it  is  a 
limitation  by  implication  only,  and  Lieutenant-Governor  Hobson  might  well  under- 
stand Lord  Normanby's  instructions  as  comprehending  all  purchases  from  the 
natives  as  well  by  others  as  by  British  subjects. 

VII.  But  whatever  the  limitation  or  extent  of  action  in  this  respect,  the  purpose 
of  the  colonial  secretary  to  destroy  individualgrants,  like  those  to  Webster,  is  very 
plain. 

1.  He  avows  that  circumstances  beyond  their  control  have  compelled  the  British 
Government  to  alter  the  course  which  recognized  the  title  to  the  soil  and  to  the 
sovereignty  to  be  indisputably  in  the  natives. 

The  sending  Captain  Hobson  there  was  to  carry  out  this  change  of  views,  and 
that  could  be  done  only  by  getting  sovereignty  and  title  both  vested  in  the  British 
Government. 

This  purpose  thus  avowed  runs  through  the  whole  action  of  the  British  authorities . 

2.  He  avows  as  one  reason  for  sending  a  governor  there  to  be  that  "  extensive 
cessions  of  lands  have  been  obtained  from  the  natives." 

This  consideration  is  not  confined  by  him  to  cessions  to  British  subjects,  but  is 
broadly  stated  in  terms  embracing  all  cessions. 
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3.  He  avows  his  object  to  be  to  obtain  a  contract  that  no  lands  shall  be  ceded 
except  to  the  Crown  of  Great  Britain. 

Thus  clearly  showing  a  purpose  beyond  mere  sovereignty,  and  a  purpose  as  to 
title  at  once  in  conflict  with  Webster's  claim. 

4.  He  avows  a  hostility  to  large  landholders,  which  of  itself  brings  him  in  direct 
conflict  with  us. 

5.  He  avows  that  the  British  Government  will  not  acknowledge  any  title 
(whether  held  by  British  subjects  or  otherwise)  which  either  has  been  or  may  be 
accimred  without  its  sanction,  and  instructing  his  lieutenant-governor  so  to  pro- 
claim ' '  immediately  on  his  arrival. "  He  thus  in  limine  courts  a  conflict  with  our 
claim. 

6.  In  his  reservation,  to  prevent  alarm  among  actual  settlers  of  lands  acquired 
by  them  on  equitable  conditions,  he  is  careful  to  exclude  acauisitions  "  upon  a 
scale  which  must  be  prejudicial  to  the  latent  interests  of  the  community." 

Thus  establishing  a  conflict  with  us,  inevitable  from  the  magnitude  of  our 
claim,  at  the  same  time  that  other  settlers  are  quieted. 

7.  He  instructs  his  lieutenant-governor  that  the  embarrassments  occasioned  by 
such  large  claims  will  demand  his  earliest  and  most  careful  attention. 

And  it  is  worthy  of  observation  that  this  is  pressed  on  the  lieutenant-governor's 
attention  even  more  vehemently  than  the  preservation  of  the  title  or  the  sover- 
eignty of  the  natives. 

8.  He  directs  a  commission  to  be  formed  to  ascertain  what  lands  are  held  by 
grants  from  the  natives,  and  how  far  they  ought  to  be  respected. 

But  this  is  in  terms  confined  to  British  subjects,  and  excludes  all  inquiry  into 
grants  to  others;  and  it  is  worthy  of  remark  that  this  is  the  only  part  of  the 
instructions  on  the  subject  of  title  which  is  confined  to  British  subjects. 

9.  He  directs  an  annual  tax  on  all  uncleared  lands,  with  the  avowed  object  that 
a  forfeiture  for  nonpayment  of  the  tax  may  restore  them  to  the  demesne  of  the 
Crown. 

10.  And,  finally,  he  avows  his  main  object  by  saying:  "  Having  by  these  meas- 
ures obviated  the  damages  of  the  acquisition  of  large  tracts  by  mere  land  jobbers, 
it  will  be  your  duty  to  obtain  cessions  to  the  Crown,"  etc. 

So  that  the  Crown,  having  obtained  title  at  a  cheap  rate  from  the  natives,  might 
obtain  a  revenue  by  selling  at  a  higher  rate. 

Such  are  the  clearly  avowed  purposes  of  the  British  Government  as  contained 
in  the  instructions  of  the  colonial  secretary  to  the  officer  sent  to  take  possession 
of  New  Zealand.  And  the  acts  of  that  officer  are  clearly  within  the  spirit  of  those 
nstructions. 

Those  acts,  therefore,  are  not  merely  trespasses  on  his  part  for  which  he  would 
be  individually  responsible,  but  are  governmental  in  their  character,  and  for 
them  the  Government  is  responsible  to  the  party  aggrieved. 

J.  W.  Edmonds. 

Trinity  Building,  New  York  City,  1861. 

The  committee,  then,  from  a  careful  examination  of  the  information  supplied 
by  the  Department  of  State  and  of  that  found  in  other  official  papers  contained 
in  the  pamphlet  which  is  made  a  part  of  this  report,  and  after  a  consideration  of 
the  facts  therein  disclosed,  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  claim  of  William  Webster 
possesses  eminent  merit,  and  is  entitled  to  and  should  receive  the  favorable  action 
of  Congress.    The  conclusions  of  your  committee  are  as  follows: 

The  claimant,  William  Webster,  is  a  native-born  citizen  of  the  United  States, 
and  has  done  no  act  that  in  any  way  impairs  his  rights  as  such. 

He  purchased  about  a  half  million  acres  of  land  in  New  Zealand  from  the  pro- 
prietary chiefs,  and  paid  a  large  consideration  for  the  same,  during  five  years 
preceding  the  British  occupation.  (See  his  letter  to  United  States  Consul  Williams 
and  Consul  Williams's  letter  to  the  Secretary  of  State.    Pamphlet,  pp.  19  to  21.) 

The  proprietary  as  well  as  the  sovereign  rights  oE  the  native  chiefs  and  rulers  of 
New  Zealand  were  formally  admitted  and  recognized  by  the  British  Government 
prior  to  the  acquisition  of  the  country  by  Great  Britain.  (See  Lord  Normanby's 
instructions  to  Captain  Hobson.     Pamphlet,  pp.  17  to  19.) 

The  cession  by  the  New  Zealanders  to  Great  Britain  was  made  by  a  treaty  dated 
at  Waitangi,  on  February  6,  1840.  (See  p.  14  in  pamphlet.)  And  Webster  had, 
some  years  previously,  purchased  liis  lands  from  the  same  chiefs  and  others  who 
were  parties  to  that  treaty,  and  hence  his  titles  were  paramount. 

The  ri^ht  of  American  citizens  to  their  land  purchased  from  the  chiefs  was  reo- 
on-iiized  by  the  Britisli  Government.  (See  Lord  Aberdeen's  letter  to  Hon.  Edward 
E'verett.    Pamphlet,  pp.  33  to  34.) 

There  is  no  intimation  by  the  British  authorities,  in  any  of  the  papers  in  the 
case,  that  Webster's  land  purchases  were  not  bona  fide  and  for  a  valuable  consid- 
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eration;  nor  does  your  committee  find  any  reflection  upon  his  personal  character 
for  integrity  and  fair  dealing.  .     . 

That  Webster's  claim  for  indemnity  against  the  Grovernment  of  Great  Britain 
for  the  value  of  his  lands  and  other  property,  of  which  he  was  deprived  without 
warrant  of  right  or  law,  with  the  increm3nt3  arising  from  improvement,  enhance- 
ment of  value,  etc.,  is  a  just  and  subsisting  claim,  and  one  that  presents  just 
grounds  for  the  interposition  of  his  own  Grovernment. 

Your  committee  do  not  deem  it  necessary  to  burden  this  report  with  copious 
citation  of  authorities.  The  doctrine  is  clear  and  inoontestible,  and  has  been 
accepted  and  established  by  Congress,  in  regard  to  the  duty  of  the  Government  in 
the  case  of  a  citizen  having  a  bona  fide  claim  against  a  foreign  Government,  the 
payment  of  which  is  refused  or  has  been  unreasonably  delayed. 

Your  committee  therefore  recommend  the  adoption  of  the  accompanying  joint 
resolution. 


Schedule  of  titles  proved  before  commission. 


No.  of 
claim. 

Acre- 
age. 

Situation. 

No.  of 
claim. 

Acre- 
age. 

Situation. 

305 

Z50 

600 

1,.500 

8,  BOO 

1,000 

1100,000 

1300 

«),9B0 

Coromandel  Harbor. 

Do 
On  the  River  Thames. 
Coromandel  Harbor,  Taupiri. 
Coromandel  Harbor,  Waian. 
Great  Barrier  Island. 
Motutanpiri. 
Point  Rodney. 

305  H 

3051 
305  J 
305  K 
305  L, 
305  M 

We  have  not  been  able  to  trace 

305  A- 
305  B 
305  C 
305  n 
305  B 
305  F 
305  G 

3,000 
6,000 
80,000 
3,000 
3,500 

this  claim. 
On  the  Nickiaranga  Creek. 
Big  Mercury  Island. 
Left  bank  of  the  River  Brako. 
Wanaki,  on  the  River  Waibow. 
Southeast  side  of   the  River 

Weahako. 

*  About, 
[Affidavit  of  Ranulph  Dacre.] 

I,  JBanulph  Dacre,  of  No.  4  Nelson  Terrace,  Clapham  Common,  in  the  county 
of  Surrey,  esquire,  make  oath  and  say:  That  I  was  a  merchant  carrying  on  busi- 
ness in  Sydney,  Australia,  and  in  New  Zealand,  from  the  year  one  thousand  eight 
hundred  and  thirty-one  to  the  year  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  fifty-nine,  and 
that  I  first  became  acquainted  with  William  Webster,  now  temporarily  staying 
at  London,  England,  in  the  year  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  thirty-five,  at 
the  time  he  went  from  Sydney  to  New  Zealand.  I  know  of  my  own  knowledge 
that  he  was  largely  engaged  in  mercantile  business  there  in  the  year  one  thousand 
eight  hundred  and  forty,  when  Her  Majesty's  Government  declared  a  right  of  sov- 
ereignty over  that  country.  The  said  William  Webster  arrived  in  Sydney  in  the 
latter  part  of  the  year  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  forty,  and  chartered  a  bark 
called  the  Planter  to  convey  a  cargo  of  spars  and  other  New  Zealand  produce  he 
had  collected  there  to  England  for  sale.  He  intended  proceeding  in  the  bark  to 
England,  whence,  I  believe,  he  intended  to  go  to  the  United  States  to  ask  protec- 
tion from  the  Government  of  the  United  States  in  regard  to  title  to  land  he  had 
purchased  In  New  Zealand  from  native  chiefs,  which  title  (with  others)  had  been 
declared  null  and  void  in  a  proclamation  issued  under  direction  of  Her  Majesty's 
Government,  on  the  thirtieth  day  of  January,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and 
forty,  the  day  on  which  the  right  of  sovereignty  was  proclaimed  over  New  Zealand. 
On  the  eve  of  the  Planter  sailing,  the  said  William  Webster  was  arrested  at  the 
suit  of  Messrs.  Abercrombie  &  Co.,  merchants  of  Sydney,  and  lodged  in  the  debt- 
or's prison  there,  and  the  cause  of  his  arrest  arose,  as  I  have  been  informedbyhim 
and  believe,  in  connection  with  New  Zealand  land  titles,  and  certain  parties  who 
had  had  some  land  transactions  with  the  said  William  Webster. 

The  Planter  sailed  from  New  Zealand  as  per  charter,  leaving  the  said  William 
Webster  in  prison,  where  he  remained  about  seven  weeks  and  until  I  procured 
bail  to  the  amount  of  about  twelve  thousand  pounds  for  his  appearance  at  court 
and  thus  released  him.  He  returned  to  New  Zealand  again  after  several  months' 
delay  in  Sydney.  I  have  been  informed  by  Mr.  Robert  Brooks,  of  St  Peter's 
Chambers,  Cornhill,  London,  with  whom  I  had  business  transactions  at  the  time 
of  the  charter  of  the  Planter,  and  to  whom  the  Planter's  cargo  was  consigned  and 
I  believe  it  is  true,  that  the  said  William  Webster  suffered  heavy  losses  by  having 
been  detained  in  Sydney  in  manner  aforesaid.  In  the  j  ear  one  thousand  eight  hui^ 
dred  and  forty- four  1  went  to  New  Zealand  to  settle  the  accounts  between  the  said 
William  Webster  and  myself,  and  upon  that  occasion  he  conveyed  to  me  and  I 
purchased  from  him,  five  thousand  acres  of  land,  being  part  of  his  various  original 
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purchases  from  the  native  chiefs  prior  to  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  forty; 
but  I  did  not  receive  proper  grants  for  the  property  till  one  thousand  eight  hun- 
dred and  fifty-eight,  fourteen  years  after  the  sale  to  me  by  the  said  William  Web- 
ster, when  I  received  from  the  colonial  government  the  following  grants  of  lands, 
namely:  Out  of  the  tract  at  Point  Rodney,  containing,  by  original  purchase  made 
by  the  said  William  Webster  of  the  native  chiefs,  eight  miles  square,  or  forty 
thousand  nine  hundred  and  sixty  acres,  I  received  one  thousand  nine  hundred  and 
torty-four  acres;  out  of  another  tract  purchased  by  the  said  William  Webster, 
known  as  Taupiri,  containing  by  original  purchase,  two  thousand  five  hundred 
acres,  I  received  four  hundred  acres;  out  of  another  tract  purchased  by  the  said 
William  Webster,  on  the  river  Piako,  containing  by  original  purchase,  eighty 
thousand  acres,  I  received  one  thousand  two  hundred  and  nineteen  acres;  and  the 
balance  to  make  up  the  five  thousand  acres  sold  to  me  by  the  said  William  Web- 
ster I  received  in  similar  proportions  out  of  other  of  the  said  William  Webster's 
original  purchases.  I  went  from  Sydney  in  the  year  one  thousand  eight  hundred 
and  fifty- seven  to  New  Zealand,  where  I  remained  till  the  year  one  thousand  eight 
hundred  and  sixty-nine.  I  am  well  acquainted  with  the  before-mentioned  origi- 
nal land  purchases  made  by  the  said  William  Webster  from  the  chiefs,  and  to  the 
best  of  my  knowledge  and  belief,  out  of  the  whole  of  them  there  has  not  been 
grants  made  in  favor  of  the  said  William  Webster  or  his  nominees  by  the  colonial 
government  to  the  extent  of  nineteen  thousand  acres,  and  I  believe  his  lands  have 
been  sold  or  otherwise  dealt  with,  in  whole  or  in  part,  by  the  New  Zealand  gov- 
ernment, or  are  still  withheld  from  him  through  the  acts  and  proceedings  of  that 
government.  I  held  in  my  name,  in  and  during  the  years  one  thousand  eight 
hundred  and  forty-one  and  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  forty-two,  several 
British-built  vessels,  subject  to  the  order  of  the  said  William  Webster. 

Ranulph  Dacee. 

Sworn  at  the  Mansion  House,  in  the  city  of  London,  this  33d  day  of  July,  1873, 
before  me. 

Sydney  H.  Waterlow,  Lord  Mayor. 


Appendix  No.  2. 

[Copy  of  correspondence  with  the  British  Government  in  the  Wehster  case.] 

79  Lombard  Street,  London,  1873. 

To  the  Right  Honorable  the  Earl  op  Kimberley, 

Her  Majesty's  Principal  Secretary  of  State  for  the  Colonies: 

My  Lord:  We  have  the  honor  to  lay  before  you  the  case  of  Mr.  William  Web- 
ster, a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  in  respect  to  certain  land  claims  of  his  in  the 
colony  of  New  Zealand.  There  will  be  found  in  the  archives  of  your  lordship's 
department  certain  correspondence  which  passed  in  reference  to  the  matter 
between  Mr.  Edward  Everett,  who  was  envoy  extraordinary  of  the  United  States 
of  America  and  Lord  Aberdeen,  on  the  26th  December.  1843,  the  3d  January,  1844, 
and  the  10th  February,  1844. 

We  have  obtained  from  Mr.  Webster  the  facts,  which  we  believe  to  be  strictly 
true,  upon  which  the  following  statement.s  are  founded,  and  which  will  enable 
your  lordship  to  judge  to  how  great  an  extent  Mr.  Webster  has  been  injuriously 
affected  with  regard  to  these  claims  by  the  action  of  the  British  Government: 

Mr.  Webster  located  in  business  on  the  northern  island  of  New  Zealand,  near 
the  site  of  the  city  of  Auckland,  in  the  year  1835,  and  was  the  first  white  person 
who  established  himself  there  as  a  trader,  having  been  influenced  to  do  so  by  the 
strong  inducements  held  out  by  the  native  chiefs  with  a  view  of  his  coming 
amongst  them  to  open  up  trade  with  foreign  countries.  At  the  time  of  his  arrival 
the  natives  generally  were  in  a  very  destitute  and  barbarous  condition. 

He  supplied  them  with  the  seeds  of  vegetables,  grain,  and  fruits,  taught  them 
the  rudiments  of  agriculture,  and  after  a  two  years'  residence  was  able  to  com- 
mence shipping  native  produce  in  large  quantities  to  foreign  countries.  This  prod- 
nce  consisted  of  corn,  potatoes,  pork,  lard ,  flax,  timber,  spars,  kauri,  gum,  sulphur, 
oil,  etc.,  and  the  immediate  effect  of  this  development  of  trade,  so  founded  and 
fostered  by  Mr.  Webster,  was  to  reconcile  amongst  each  other  the  formerly  hos- 
tile native  tribes,  who  presently  united  for  a  distance  of  300  miles  along  the  coast 
in  supplying  him  with  produce.  Between  the  time  of  his  settlement  and  the  year 
1840  Mr.  Webster  purchased  from  the  natives  numerous  extensive  tracts  of  land. 
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amounting  altogether  to  some  500,000  acres.  About  150,000  aci-es  of  that  quantity 
had  only  been  p.irli.-illy  paid  for  liy  Mr.  Webster:  the  r^iuiainder.  however,  about 
350,000,  was  entirely  paid  for  in  ui(!rch:indise  imd  money,  Mr.  Webster  expending 
in  such  purchases  the  sum  of  ^Ifi.OUO.  out  of  which  sum  ,€7,717  l:is.  was  reported 
as  having  been  so  e.vpended  by  the  commissioners  subso:juently  appointed  in  the 
colony  under  the  authority  of  the  British  Government. 

At  the  time  of  the  proclamation  of  Governor  Hobson  of  the  :^Oth  day  of  January, 
1840  (to  which  we  beg  to  refer  your  lordship), Mr.  Webster  was  in  quiet  and  undis- 
turbed possession  of  the  above  500,000  acres.  That  proclamation  stated  "that  Her 
Majesty  does  not  deem  it  expedient  to  recognize  any  titles  to  land  in  New  Zealand 
which  are  not  derived  from  or  confirmed  by  Her  Majesty."  The  immediate  result 
of  this  declaration,  which  threatened  a  total  disregard  of  lawfully acquised  vested 
interests  and  absolutely  ignored  Mr. Webster's  title,  was,  iirst,to  cripple  the  enor- 
mous business  he  was  then  successfully  carrying  on  between  New  Zealand  and 
other  countries,  to  destroy  his  credit  and  impair  the  value  of  his  assets,  and,  finally, 
to  reduce  him  to  utter  ruin.  Immediately  prior  to  the  3d  of  January,  1840,  the 
date  of  the  proclamation,  Mr.  Webster's  property  was  worth  $3,000,000.  Within 
two  years  after  he  was  reduced  to  comparative  poverty,  and  afterwards,  in  1847, 
when  he  left  New  Zealand  to  seek  the  aid  of  the  American  Government  to  prose- 
cute his  claims,  he  had  hardly  a  shilling  left. 

The  proclamation  stated,  in  addition,  "that  Her  Majesty  had  been  pleased  to  direct 
that  a  commission  shall  be  appointed,  with  certain  powers  to  be  derived  from  the 
government  and  legislative  council  of  New  South  Wales,  to  inquire  into  and  report 
all  claims  of  land  acquired  on  equitable  conditions,  and  not  in  extent  or  otherwise 
prejudicial  to  the  present  or  propective  interest  of  the  community,  and  that  all 
persons  having  such  claims  would  be  required  to  prove  the  same  before  the  said 
commission,  when  appointed." 

Mr.  Webster,  desiring  to  comply  as  far  as  possible  with. the  letter  of  regulations 
thus  laid  down,  without  prejudice  to  his  rights  as  an  American  citizen,  duly  sent 
to  the  commissioners  notice  of  his  principal  claims,  and  incurred  great  expenses  in 
bringing,  from  time  to  time,  numbers  of  natives  from  great  distances,  in  some 
cases  hundreds  of  miles,  for  the  purpose  of  proving  his  titles.  The  principal  claims 
preferred  will  be  found  shortly  stated  in  the  Official  Gazette  of  the  New  Zealand 
government  of  the  36th  May,  1842,  and  we  have  appended  a  schedule  of  them  to 
this  letter. 

The  lands  claimed  thereunder  amounted  in  the  whole  to  about  343,100  acres,  and 
from  the  various  official  gazettes  and  papers  which  we  have  been  able  to  inspect 
we  have  ascertained  that  grants  were  actually  made  to  Mr.  Webster,  or  to  his 
assigns,  of  certain  lands  in  respect  of  his  claims  305  A,  B,  C,  E,  G,  I,  and  K,  but  to 
the  extent  of  16,468  acres  only. 

Mr.  Webster  states,  however,  that  be  duly  proved  all  his  claims  to  the  satisfac- 
tion of  the  commissioners,  and  left  a  portion  of  his  title  deeds  with  them,  but  owing 
to  the  pressure  of  circumstances,  he  left  the  colony  without  getting  his  titles  con- 
firmed. The  title,  in  fact,  'virhich  was  recognized  in  the  grants  made,  was  applica- 
ble to  the  entire  lands  claimed,  and  Mr.  Webster's  knowledge  of  the  Maori  language 
had  enabled  Mm  to  secure  a  perfect  one  from  the  natives,  and  which  were  fully 
acknowledged  before  the  land  commission. 

Mr.  Webster  appealed  to  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  through  its  con- 
sul at  Sydney,  New  South  Wales,  in  the  latter  part  of  the  year  1840,  but  by  some 
unaccountable  delay,  no  olSoial  action  was  taken  thereon  until  December  26, 1843, 
when  Mr.  Everett  brought  the  matter  to  the  notice  of  Her  Majesty's  Government 
(see  his  letter  of  December  26,  1843),  to  which  Lord  Aberdeen  replied  on  the  3d  of 
January  and  10th  of  February,  1844.  In  the  latter  of  these  two  letters  (to  which 
we  beg  to  refer  your  lordship)  Lord  Aberdeen  states  that  ■ '  in  his  instructions  to 
the  governor  of  New  Zealand,  forwarded  to  him  in  the  month  of  March,  1841  that 
officer  was  directed  to  bear  in  mind  the  principle  that  where  aliens  had  acquired 
land  from  the  chiefs  prior  to  the  proclamation  of  the  Queen's  sovereigntj'  there 
and  that  fact  was  undisputed,  the  claims  should  be  acknowledged,  but  that  where 
a  doubt  arose  whether  the  alien  bona  fide  purchased  the  land  the  settler  should  be 
treated  as  a  British  subject  and  his  claim  disposed  of  accordingly." 

It  was  in  the  interval  between  the  first  application  of  Mr.  Webster  to  his  Gov- 
ernment and  the  action  taken  thereon  that  he  was  compelled  (lest  he  should  be  open 
to  the  charge  of  laches,  in  not  availing  himself  of  such  facilities  as  the  English 
Government  offered)  to  submit  the  same  to  the  commissioners  appointed. 

Though  we  have  made  diligent  search  for  the  purpose  amongst  all  the  papers  we 
were  permitted  to  inspect  at  the  colonial  office,  and  the  reports  of  the  correspond- 
ence relating  to  New  Zealand,  which  were  ordered  to  be  printed  by  the  House  of 
Commons,  and  which  were  presented  to  the  New  Zealand  agency,  we  believe  by 
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your  lordship  personally,  but  have  been  unable  to  find  any  original  reports^  or 
copies  submitted  at  different  times  by  the  various  commissioners  upon  claims  of 
this  nature,  and  we  are  therefore  without  information  as  to  the  ultimate  fate  of 
Mr.  Webster's.  It  seems,  however,  so  far  as  we  have  been  able  to  gather,  that 
portions  of  land,  amounting  in  all  to  16,468  acres,  were  granted  to  Mr.  Webster, 
or  his  assigns.  We  are  not  aware  whether  these  grants  were  revoked  by  virtue  of 
the  powers  and  provisions  contained  in  the  "land  clauses  settlement  act,  1856," 
biit  we  believe  certain  portions,  at  all  events,  were  obtained  by  various  persons  to 
whom  Mr.  Webster  had  made  conveyances  prior  to  January,  1840. 

The  most  cogent  point  in  Mr.  Webster's  ca"se,  we  submit  to  your  lordship,  is  that 
he  as  ail  American  citizen,  having  duly  proved  his  claims,  ought  not  to  have  been 
dealt  with  as  though  he  was  on  the  footing  of  a  British  subject,  having  regard  to 
the  distinct  statement  before  quoted,  contained  in  Lord  Aberdeen's  letter  to  Mr. 
Everett  of  10th  February,  1844. 

Mr.  Webster  states  that  when  he  consented  to  prove  his  title  before  the  land 
claims  commission  he  was  distinctly  assured  by  the  governor  (Hobson)  that  he 
should  not  be  disturbed  in  the  possession  of  his  various  properties,  and  that  that 
promise  was  kept  until  Captain  Fitzroy  became  governor.  During  his  term  of  office 
Her  Maiesty's  Government  took  possession  of  the  entire  tract  in  the  Bay  of  Plenty, 
to  which  Mr. Webster  had  proved  his  title,  for  the  purpose  of  supplying  spars  for 
the  use  of  Her  Majesty's  navy  and  other  purposes.  In  reference  thereto,  we  beg 
to  refer  your  lordship  to  the  letter  of  Mr.  J.  W.  Hamilton  (private  secretary  to 
Governor  Fitzroy),  dated  March  31,  1845.  The  value  of  the  spars  taken  and  trees 
destroyed  Mr.  Webster  represents  to  be  from  £8,000  to  £10,000,  which  constitutes 
a  claim  apart  from  land  claims.  Mr.  Webster  has  been  unable  to  ascertain  if  any 
case  was  ever  submitted  to  the  deoisioa  of  the  home  Government,  he  having,  as 
before  explained,  left  New  Zealand  in  the  year  1847.  He  had  waited  in  New 
Zealand  until  that  time,  daily  expecting  the  recognition  of  his  titles,  in  accord- 
ance with  frequent  promises,  to  one  of  which  we  beg  to  refer  your  lordship,  con- 
tained in  another  letter  of  Mr.  Hamilton's,  dated  March  10, 1845.  In  consequence 
of  seeing  no  prospect  of  a  settlement,  Mr.  Webster  then  went  to  Washington  to 
seek  the  aid  of  his  own  Government.  Shortly  before  the  outbreak  of  the  American 
war  of  secession  his  case  was  placed  under  consideration  by  a  resolution  of  the 
United  States  Senate,  but  no  further  official  action  has  yet  been  taken,  and  he 
awaits  in  this  country  the  result  of  the  present  application  to  your  lordship,  which 
he  trusts  will  not  be  without  avail. 

Mr.  Webster,  who  has  never  recovered  from  the  ruin  ous  blow  which  he  sustained 
in  New  Zealand,  submits  that  a  settlement  of  these  claims  should  not  be  further 
postponed,  and  he  desires  only  either  that  a  grant  in  conformity  with  "Lord 
Aberdeen's  circular,"  above  quoted,  be  made  to  him  or  that  some  satisfactory  com- 
pensation be  accorded  by  the  British  Government  for  the  enormous  tracts  of  land 
of  which  he  has  been  deprived  and  which  would  have  gained  very  pecuniary  profit. 
He  has  accordingly  instructed  us  to  lay  the  case  before  your  lordship,  in  the  hope 
that  your  lordship  may  see  fit  to  advise  some  recognition  of  his  claims  without  the 
necessity  of  his  having  to  resort  to  a  diplomatic  correspondence  between  Her  Maj- 
esty's Government  and  that  of  the  United  States.  It  may  perhaps  be  found  by 
your  lordship  impossible  (having  regard  to  the  dealings  which  have  taken  place 
with  Mr.  Webster's  lands,  upon  a  portion  of  which  part  of  the  town  of  Auckland 
and  several  other  townships  within  the  province  of  Auckland  now  stand)  to  rein- 
state him  in  his  property,  and  seeing  this  difficulty,  he  is  willing  to  accept  as  com- 
pensation any  reasonable  sum,  and  in  return  therefor,  by  deed  duly  executed,  to 
release  all  his  rights  in  the  colony,  either  to  the  New  Zealand  government  or  to 
such  person  or  persons  as  the  Government  may  think  fit. 

We  may  express  a  hope  that  your  lordship  will  be  able  personally  to  deal  with 
this  question,  as  Mr.  Webster,  who  is  no  longer  young,  fears  that  a  reference  of 
the  matter  to  the  colonial  government  would  probably  involve  a  long  and  tedious 
correspondence,  probably  unattended  by  any  practical  result,  that  we  have  made 
no  allusion  to  the  probable  objects  which  the  New  Zealand  government  had  in 
view  in  their  dealings  with  Mr.  Webster,  but,  as  a  matter  of  fact.  Governor  Fitz- 
roy endeavored  to  induce  him  to  take  an  oath  of  allegiance  to  Her  Majesty,  with 
the  view,  presumably,  of  disposing  of  his  claims  upon  the  footing  of  a  British 
subject.    That,  however,  Mr.  Webster  always  refused  to  do. 

Perhaps  your  lordship  will  allow  us  incidentally  to  mention  that  there  does  not 
appear  to  exist  in  England  a  collection  of  the  official  gazettes  of  New  Zealand. 

If  your  lordship  should  feel  disposed  to  accord  a  personal  interview  to  Mr. 
Webster,  a  member  of  our  firm  will  be  happy  to  attend  with  him  upon  your  lord- 

'  These  "  reports  "  were  not  made  public,  but  were  suppressed  by  order  of  the 
home  governmenti. — W^  W. 
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ship,  for  the  purpose  of  his  affording  anj^  explanation  deemed  necessary  or  advis- 
able. We  feel  assured  that  no  effort  will  be  wanting  on  your  lordship's  part  to 
rectify,  so  far  as  now  possible,  a  course  on  the  part  of  the  British  Government 
which  has  indubitably  resulted  in  extreme  hardship  and  injustice. 

We  have  the  honor  to  remain,  your  lordship's  obedient  and  faithful  servants, 

KiMBER  &  Ellis. 


JTie  schedule  above  referred  to. 


No.  of 
claim. 

Acreage. 

Situation. 

No.  of 
claim. 

Acreage. 

Situation. 

SOo 

250 

60O 

1,500 

3,500 

1,000 

1100,000 

1300 

40,960 

Coromandel  Harbor. 
Coromandel  Harbor. 
On  the  river  Thames. 
Coromandel  Harbor. Tauplri. 
Coromandel  Harbor,  Waian. 
Great  Barrier  Island. 
Motutanpiri. 
Point  Rodney. 

305  H 

8051 
305  J 
305  K 
304L 
306M 

305  A 
3a5B 
805  C 
305  D 
305  E 
805  P 
305  G 

3,000 
6,000 
80,000 
3,000 
2,000 

trace  this  claim. 
On  the  Nlcklaranga  Creek. 
Big  Mercury  Island. 
Left  bank  of  the  river  Piako. 
Wanaki,  on  the  river  Waihow. 
Southeast  side  of   the  river 

Weahako. 

•About. 

t 

Reply  to  Kimber  &  Ellis,  and  the  continued  correspondence. 

BowNiNG  Street,  October  30,  1873. 

Gentlemen:  I  am  directed  by  the  Earl  of  Kimberley  to  acknowledge  the  receipt 
of  yoiir  letter,  received  on  the  18th  ■  f  September,  urging  the  claims  of  Mr.  W. 
Webster  in  respect  to  certain  land  in  New  Zealand. 

I  am  directed  to  inform  you  that  the  information  in  this  department  differs  from 
the  statements  made  in  your  letter.  His  lordship  will,  however,  forward  a  copy 
of  your  letter  to  the  governor  of  th  colony  with  the  request  that  the  subject  may 
brt  reported  upon. 

I  am  to  add  that  it  must  be  understood  that  Lord  Kimberley  can  not  admit  any 
liability  on  the  part  of  Her  Majesty's  Government  to  the  claims  put  forward  by 
Mr.  Webster,  nor  can  he  undertake,  as  requested,  to  deal  personally  with  a  mat- 
ter in  which  the  colonial  government  are  concerned. 
I  am,  gentlemen,  your  obedient  servant, 

Robert  J,  N.  Herbert. 

Messrs.  Kimber  &  Ellis. 


On  receipt  of  this  they  further  addressed  him: 

79  Lombard  Street,  London,  E.  C, 

November  6,  187S. 
To  the  Right  Honorable  the  Earl  op  Kimberley, 

Ber  Majesty's  Principal  Secretary  of  State  for  the  Colonies. 
My  Lord:  We  have  the  honor  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  your  lordship's 
communication  of  the  30th  ultimo,  in  reply  to  our  letter  in  reference  to  Mr. 
Webster's  claims  of  the  17th  September  last. 

We  shall  feel  very  much  obliged  if  your  lordship  will  kindly  allow  us  to  be 
informed  in  what  respects  the  information  in  your  department  differs  from  the 
statements  made  in  our  letter,  as  we  may  be  able  to  explain  anything  which  may 
require  it. 

We  have  the  honor  to  remain,  your  lordship's  obedient  and  faithful  servants, 

Kimber  &  Ellis. 


To  which  the  following  response  was  made: 

Downing  Street,  November  15,  1S7S. 
Gentlemen:  I  am  directed  by  the  Earl  of  Kimberley  to  acknowledge  the  receipt 
of  your  letter  of  the  10th  instant,  on  the  subject  of  Mr.  W.  Webster's  claims  in 
respect  to  lands  in  New  Zealand. 
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I  am  desired  to  state  that  as  the  governor  of  New  Zealand  has  been  requested  to 

report  on  the  matter,  and  as  it  is  one  for  the  consideration  of  the  colonial  govem- 

ment,  his  lordship  does  not  think  there  would  be  any  advantage  in  bis  entering 

into  any  discussion  in  regard  to  it.  ^  &  & 

I  am,  gentlemen,  your  obedient  servant, 

Messrs.  Kimber  &  Ellis.  ^°^''^''^  ^-  ^-  Herbert. 


Downing  Street,  November  17, 1874. 
fv,7J^ffl  *  reference  to  your  letter  of  the  33d  of  May,  1874,  and  to  the  reply  from 
this  office  of  the  1st  of  June,  I  am  directed  by  the  Earl  of  Carnarvon  to  inform 
you  that  his  lordship  has  received  the  report  from  the  governor  of  New  Zealand 
which  he  was  called  upon  to  furnish  upon  Mr.  Webster's  claims  in  report  to  cer- 
tain lands  in  New  Zealand. 

Lord  Caernarvon  desires  me  to  inform  you  that,  this  matter  having  been  most 
caretuUy  inquired  into,  the  only  conclusion  which  his  lordship  can  come  to  is 
that  not  only  has  Mr.  Webster  no  claim  to  compensation,  but  that  he  has  been 
treated  throughout  with  exceptional  liberality. 

I  am,  etc.,  r.  j.  n.  Herbert. 

To  L.  C.  Duncan,  Esq. 


79  Lombard  Street,  E.  C,  June  23, 1875. 
My  Lord:  We  have  the  honor  to  forward  to  you  a  letter  we  have  received  from 
our  client,  Mr.  William  Webster,  respecting  whose  claims  to  certain  lands  in 
New  Zealand  we  laid  a  statement  before  your  lordship "s  department  in  1873.  We 
beg  to  add  to  the  statement  in  Mr.  Webster's  letter  respecting  the  Mr.  L.  C. 
Duncan  to  whom  he  refers  that  that  person  is  unknown  to  us  to  act  on  Mr.  Web- 
ster's behalf,  or  on  our  own,  in  any  way  whatever,  and  we  shall  feel  obliged  by 
your  furnishing  us  with  a  copy  of  the  correspondence  which  passed  between  the 
department  and  this  individual  respecting  our  client  or  his  claims. 

We  have  the  honor  to  remain,  your  lordship's  obedient  servants, 

Henry  Kimber  &  Co. 
The  Right  Hon.  the  Earl  op  Carnarvon, 

S.  M.  Principal  Seoretm-y  of  State  for  the  Colonies. 


Downing  Street,  June  SO,  1S75. 

Gentlemen:  I  am  directed  by  the  Earl  of  Carnarvon  to  acknowledge  the 
receipt  of  your  letter  of  the  33d  of  June,  requesting  to  be  furnished  with  a  copy 
of  the  correspondence  which  has  passed  between  this  department  and  Mr.  L.  C. 
Duncan  in  regard  to  Mr.  Webster's  claims  to  certain  land  in  New  Zealand,  whose 
case  was  brought  before  this  department  by  your  firm  in  1873. 

In  reply  I  am  to  transmit  to  you  copies  of  the  correspondence  which  has  passed 
with  Mr.  Duncan,  but  you  must  distinctly  understand  that  in  furnishing  you 
with  this  correspondence,  which  Lord  Carnarvon  sees  no  reason  to  withhold  from 
you,  his  lordship  adheres  to  the  decision  expressed  to  you  by  his  predecessor  on 
the  15th  of  November,  1873,  not  to  enter  into  any  discussion  as  to  the  merits  of 
Mr.  Webster's  claims,  which  should  be  preferred  in  New  Zealand  to  the  colonial 
government,  with  whom  the  decision  in  the  matter  rests. 

I  am  to  add  that  Lord  Carnarvon  thought  it  right  to  send  Mr.  Duncan  a  copy  of 
your  letter  and  of  this  reply,  and  that  Mr.  Webster  has  not  been  in  any  way  preju- 
diced by  Mr.  Duncan's  action  in  the  matter. 
I  am,  gentlemen,  your  obedient  servant, 

W.  R.  Malcolm. 

Messrs.  Henry  Kimber  &  Co. 


79  Lombard  Street,  E.  C, 

London,  July  19,  1875. 
My  Lord:  We  have  the  honor  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  your  lordship's 
letter  of  the  30th  ultimo,  inclosing  copies  of  certain  correspondence  with  which  we 
requested  to  be  furnished  with  reference  to  the  claims  of  Mr.  William  Webster  to 
lands  in  New  Zealand,  and  for  which  we  are  obliged. 
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In  the  reply  to  our  letter  we  observe  that  your  lordship  declines  to  enter  into 
discussion  as  to  the  merits  of  Mr.  "Webster's  claims,  your  lordship  stating  that 
they  should  be  preferred  in  New  Zealand  to  the  colonial  government.  We  fi""^- 
however,  on  referring  to  the  communication  of  the  17th  November  last,  contained 
in  the  copy  corresijondence  with  which  your  lordship  has  furnished  us,  that  your 
lordship  comes  to  the  conclusion  that  not  only  has  Mr.  Webster  no  claim  to  com- 
pensation, but  that  he  has  been  treated  throughout  with  exceptional  liberality. 

Although  your  lordship  may  desire  to  avoid  entering  into  a  protracted  corre- 
spondence as  to  the  basis  upon  which  the  claims  are  founded,  still  we  ventiire  to 
submit  that  we  are  entitled  from  equitable  reasons  to  be  made  acquainted  with 
the  grounds  upon  which  your  lordship  has  arrived  at  the  above  conclusion,  and 
we  shall  therefore  feel  obliged  by  your  lordship  furnishing  us  with  the  following 
information: 

First.  The  time  when  and  the  manner  in  which  Mr.  Webster  was  treated  with 
exceptional  liberality. ' 

Secondly.  The  facts  or  reasons  which  induce  your  lordship  to  arrive  at  the  con- 
clusion that  Mr.  Webster  has  now  no  claim  to  compensation,  and  also  the  time 
when,  according  to  information  in  possession  of  the  department,  Mr.  Webster's 
rights  to  further  compensation  were  extinguished. 

We  have  the  honor  to  be,  my  lord,  your  lordship's  obedient  servants, 

Henby  Kimbek  &  Co. 

The  Right  Hon.  the  Earl  of  Carnaevon, 

H.  M.  Principal  Secretary  of  State  for  the  Colonies. 


Downing  Street,  July  S8, 1875. 
Gentlemen:  I  am  directed  by  the  Earl  of  Carnarvon  to  acknowledge  the  receipt 
of  your  letter  of  the  19th  instant  in  reference  to  the  claims  of  Mr.  William  Web- 
ster to  lands  in  New  Zealand. 

You  have  already  been  informed  by  the  letter  from  the  department  of  the  30th 
of  June  last  that  Lord  Carnarvon  can  not  enter  into  any  discussion  of  the  merits 
of  your  client's  case,  and  I  am  desired  to  state  that  his  lordship  must  adhere  to 
this  decision,  and  therefore  begs  to  be  excused  from  replying  to  the  questions 
you  put. 

I  am,  gentlemen,  your  obedient  servant, 

Robert  J.  N.  Hebbebt. 
Messrs.  Henry  Kimber  &  Co. 


Appendix  No.  3. 

Department  of  State, 

Washington,  June  SI,  1881. 
William  Webster,  Esq., 

•  Wasliington,  D.  C. 

Sir:  Your  letter  of  the  16th  of  April  last,  in  relation  to  your  claim  against  the 
British  Government  growing  out  of  the  seizure  and  appropriation  of  your  lands 
and  other  property  in  New  Zealand  by  the  British  authorities  in  that  colony  dur- 
ing the  years  1840  to  1844,  has  been  received. 

You  desire  infoi-mation  in  relation  to  certain  statements  made  in  reference  to 
your  claim  in  a  communication  from  the  President  to  the  Senate  in  January,  1859. 
It  would  be  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to  answer  your  inquiries  categorically  at 
this  distance  of  time  from  the  date  of  that  communication.  I  may  state  Generally 
however,  that  upon  a  very  thorough  examination  of  the  case  recently  mlide  by  an 
officer  of  the  Department  charged  with  such  duties,  it  is  found  that  no  claim  was 
directly  presented  by  you,  or  on  your  behalf,  for  indemnity  until  September  1858 
The  general  subject  of  the  claims  of  American  citizens  to  lands  in  New  Zealand 
became  a  question  of  diplomatic  negotiation  between  this  Government  and  that  of 
Great  Britain  about  the  time  of  the  acquisition  of  that  territory  by  the  British 
Government,  and  it  is  believed  that  in  making  up  the  report  of  this  Department 
to  the  President,  upon  which  the  message  in  question  was  based,  either  through 
inadvertence  or  misconception  of  your  letter  to  Mr.  Consul  Williams— a  codv  of 
which  that  gentleman  had  forwarded  to  the  Government— the  officer  chM^ed 

'  I.  e. ,  the ' '  erroneous  "  executive  report  on  file  in  the  British  colonial  office.— W.W. 
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with  its  preparation  supposed  that  a  claim  on  your  hehalf  was  then  before  the 
Department. 

The  investigations  since  made  show  that  supposition  to  have  been  erroneous.  No 
reason  IS  perceived  why  that  statement  should  in  any  way  work  a  prejudice  to 
your  claim.  It  does  not  so  operate  in  the  estimation  of  this  Government,  and  it 
IS  not  conceived  that  it  will  have  the  effect  of  lessening  the  eauities  of  the  demand 
against  that  of  Great  Britain. 

I  am,  sir,  your  obedient  servant, 

James  G.  Blaine. 


Appendix  No.  4. 
Brief.]  Webster's  case. 

Williara  Webster,  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  of  America,  claims  from  the 
British  Government  compensation  to  the  amount  of  £324,634,  in  respect  of  lands 
in  the  North  Island  of  New  Zealand,  purchased  by  him  from  the  aboriginal  own- 
ers, and,  as  he  alleges,  wrongfully  taken  by  the  Grown,  and  afterwards  sold  or 
otherwise  disposed  of,  in  violation  of  preexisting  rights. 

The  following  is  an  abstract  of  the  argument  in  support  of  the  claim: 

1.  In  April,  1840,  Lord  John  Russell,  the  then  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies, 
addressed  a  memorandum  to  Lord  Palmerston,  secretary  for  foreign  affairs,  in 
which  the  following  passage  occurs:  ' '  The  British  statute  book  has,  in  the  present 
century,  in  three  distinct  enactments,  declared  that  New  Zealand  is  not  a  part  of 
the  British  dominions;  and,  secondly.  King  William  IV  made  the  most  public, 
solemn,  and  authentic  declaration  which  it  was  possible  to  make,  that  New  Zea- 
land was  a  substantive  and  independent  State." 

3.  In  Her  Majesty's  instructions,  conveyed  by  the  Marquis  of  Normanby  to  Mr. 
Consul  Hobson,  directing  him  to  treat  with  the  aboriginal  natives  of  New  Zealand 
for  the  cession  of  the  sovereignty  of  their  country  and  the  right  of  preemption 
over  their  lands  to  the  Crown  of  Great  Britain,  it  is  distinctly  affirmed  of  the  native 
owners  that  their  "title  to  the  soil  and  sovereignty  of  New  Zealand  is  indisputable 
and  has  been  solemnly  recognized  by  the  British  Government."  (Pari.  Papers, 
8th  of  July,  1840,  p.  34  et  seq.) 

3.  The  treaty  of  Waitangi,  which  was  the  immediate  result  of  Consul  Hobson'a 
negotiation,  was,  in  effect,  a  treaty  of  union.  It  provided  for  the  cession  to  Her 
Majesty  of  all  the  rights  and  powers  of  sovereignty,  while  confirming  and  guar- 
anteeing to  the  chiefs  and  tribes  of  New  Zealand  the  full,  exclusive,  and  undis- 
turbed possession  of  their  lands  and  estates,  and  it  reserved  to  Her  Majesty  "  the 
exclusive  right  of  preemption  over  such  lands  as  the  proprietors  thereof  may  be 
disposed  to  alienate." 

4.  The  treaty  has  no  reference  to  lands  which  the  native  owners  had  already 
alienated,  at  a  time  when  New  Zealand  was  in  the  position  of  an  independent  State. 

5.  The  Crown,  in  taking  possession  in  1840,  found  British  subjects  and  others  (to 
the  number  of  about  8,000)  in  quiet  and  undisturbed  possession  of  tracts  of  land, 
by  virtue  of  purchases  made  direct  from  the  acknowledged  native  owners. 

6.  In  a  proclamation  issued  by  Governor  Hobson,  of  even  date  with  that  pro- 
claiming the  Queen's  sovereignty  in  New  Zealand  (January  30, 1840),  it  is  notified 
"to  all  Her  Majesty's  subjects  that  Her  Majesty  does  not  deem  it  expedient  to 
recognize  any  titles  to  land  in  New  Zealand  which  are  not  derived  from  or  con- 
firmed by  Her  Majesty." 

7.  Allowing  that  the  power  to  confiscate  existing  purchases  which  this  procla- 
mation implies  would  be  enforceable  in  the  case  of  British  subjects,  the  terms  of 
the  proclamation  can  not  be  held  to  extend  to  subjects  of  other  nations  owing  no 
allegiance  to  the  Queen,  and  who  had  previously  acquired  land  there.  As  Mr. 
Everett  very  clearly  put  it  in  his  communication  to  Lord  Aberdeen  (December, 
1843),  "Whatever  rights  could  be  acquired  to  England  by  the  assertion  of  sover- 
eignty over  the  islands  of  New  Zealand  must  be,  of  course,  qualified  by  any  pre- 
existing rights  of  other  nations.  *  *  *  Neither  the  United  States  nor  any 
power,  if  so  disposed,  would  be  permitted,  without  opposition  by  England,  in 
establishing  an  exclusive  sovereignty  over  previously  independent  islands  in  the 
Pacific  Ocean,  to  proceed  at  pleasure  to  vacate  purchases  of  land  made  by  British 
subjects,  or  to  interfere  with  other  interests  existing  before  such  assertion  of 
sovereignty  was  made. "  i  .  ^.-r 

8.  Her  Majesty's  secretary  of  state,  in  his  instructions  to  the  governor  of  New 
Zealand  (March,  1841) ,  says  that  in  the  case  of  aliens,  where  the  fact  of  the  pur- 
chase la  undisputed,  '-the  claim  should  be  acknowledged." 
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9.  Without  at  present  considering  the  blocks  on  which  only  one  part  of  the  pur- 
chase money  has  been  paid,  Mr.  Webster  (who  is  a  citizen  of  the  United  States, 
and  an  alien  in  the  meaning  of  the  royal  instructions)  was,  it  is  submitted,  entitled 
to  have  his  undisputed  claims  of  241,000  acres  allowed  in  full.  (See  commission- 
ers'report.)  ,.        ,    ,  ,     ^a  Aao 

10.  Of  the  claims  admitted  by  the  commissioners  as  undisputed,  only  lb,4e» 
acres  have  been  granted  to  Mr.  Webster  or  to  his  assigns.  It  is  contended  that  his 
title  is  indisputably  good  to  the  remaining  236,624  acres.  . 

11.  The  land  having  been  disposed  of  by  grants  from  the  Crown  in  violation  of 
these  rights,  the  claimant  is  entitled  to  compensation,  and  he  claims  at  the  rate  of 
£1  p.  J  acre.  ,       -uj.       ■  ■ 

Note.— The  claim  argued  above  is  quite  independent  of  alleged  rights  arising 
out  of  incomplete  purchases  (amounting,  it  is  stated,  to  250,000  acres  more) ,  and 
special  damages  in  respect  of  claimant's  Kauri  timber  taken  and  appropriated  by 
the  Crown.  _       . 

W.  BULLBB,  Barrister  at  Law, 

The  above  brief  is  by  Walter  BuUer,  esq.,  barrister  at  law,  who  resides  at  Christ- 
church,  New  Zealand.  ' 


[See  Claims  against  Portugal,  Gen.  Index.] 
February  11,  1887. 

[Senate  Report  No.  1837.] 

Mr.  Frye,  from  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  submitted  the 
following  report : 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  to  whom  was  referred  the 
message  of  the  President  transmitting  a  letter  from  the  Secretary  of 
State,  with  an  accompanying  paper,  in  relation  to  the  distribution  of 
the  fund  appropriated  by  an  act  of  Congress  of  the  1st  of  May,  1882, 
entitled  "An- act  for  the  relief  of  the  captain,  owners,  officers,  and 
crew  of  the  late  United  States  private  armed  brig  General  Armstrong, 
their  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  agents,  or  assigns,"  having  had 
the  same  under  consideration,  report: 

The  letter  of  the  Secretary  of  State  suggests — 

that  an  act  be  passed  authorizing  the  Secretary  of  State  to  close  the  distribution 
of  the  fund,  by  giving  a  final  notice  of  six  months  to  claimants  within  which  they 
may  come  in  and  prove  their  claims,  and  further  authorizing  him,  after  such 
claims  have  been  adjusted,  to  distribute  the  balance  of  the  fund,  or  so  much 
thereof  as  may  be  proper,  upon  the  principles  of  justice  and  equity,  to  the  persons 
who  may  be  entitled  to  receive  it. 

By  the  original  act  of  May  1,  1882,  the  Secretary  of  State  is  author- 
ized and  directed — 

to  examine  and  adjust  these  claims  and  to  settle  the  same  on  principles  of  justice 
and  equity,  and  further  to  draw  his  requisition  in  favor  of  said  claimants,  their 
heirs,  executors,  administrators,  agents,  or  assigns,  for  the  amount  which  may  be 
by  him  found  due  to  said  claimants. 

Under  the  authority  conferred  by  this  act,  the  committee  are  of 
opinion  that  full  and  ample  power  is  conferred  to  adjust  and  settle 
these  claims  on  principles  of  justice  and  equity,  and  to  draw  on  the 
Treasury  for  the  money  necessary  for  their  payment,  the  aggregate  of 
such  drafts  not  to  exceed  the  sum  named  in  said  act. 

As  by  the  terms  of  the  law  the  Secretary  of  State  can  not  exceed 
the  amount  aforesaid  and  any  balance  will  still  remain  in  the  Treas- 
ury, your  committee  can  not  see  any  necessity  for  further  legislation. 
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March  2,  1887. 

[Senate  Report  No.  1986.] 

Mr.  Saulsbury,  from  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  submit- 
ted the  following  report: 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  to  whom  the  petition  of  Mrs. 
Georgiana  M.  Amidon  was  referred,  beg  leave  to  report : 

That  the  said  petition  represents  that  she  is  the  sole  heir  of  Gen. 
Frederic  T.  Ward,  deceased,  and  prays  for  such  assistance  as  Congress 
can  afford  in  procuring  a  settlement  of  a  claim  which  she  makes 
against  the  Chinese  Government  for  the  services  rendered  by  General 
Ward  to  that  Government.  The  basis  of  the  claim  is  fully  set  forth 
in  the  petition  of  Mrs.  Amidon,  and  has  heretofore  been  presented 
to  the  State  Department,  which  has  used  its  good  offices  to  procure  a 
settlement  of  the  claim  by  the  Government  of  China  without  success. 

The  committee  have  not  deemed  it  necessary  to  enter  into  an  investi- 
gation of  the  merits  of  the  Ward  claim  and  express  no  opinion  thereon. 
It  seems  to  rest  upon  an  alleged  contract  between  General  Ward  and 
the  agents  or  authorities  of  the  Government  of  China  for  his  jnilitary 
services  in  the  suppression  of  a  rebellion  in  that  Empire  and  military 
supplies  furnished  therefor.  In  claims  of  this  character  the  only  aid 
which  our  Government  can  properly  render  to  claimants  is  the  inter- 
position of  its  good  offices  to  procure  an  adjustment  of  the  matter  in 
dispute.  From  the  correspondence  on  file  in  the  State  Department  it 
is  evident  that  that  Department  has  given  proper  attention  to  this 
matter,  and  can,  if  it  sees  proper,  again  call  the  attention  of  China  to 
the  subject  without  instruction  or  suggestion  from  Congress. 

In  view  of  the  facts  herein  stated,  the  committee  report  back  the 
petition  referred  to  and  ask  to  be  discharged  from  its  further  consid- 
eration. 
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May  33,  1888. 

[Senate  Report  No.  1301.] 

Mr.  Dolph,  from  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  submitted 
the  following  report : 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  to  whom  was  referred  the 
bill  (H.  R.  4691)  for  the  relief  of  John  P.  Hageman,  having  had  the 
same  under  consideration,  respectfully  report: 

The  committee  adopt  the  report  made  by  Mr.  Hitt  from  the  Com- 
mittee on  Foreign  Affairs  of  the  House  at  the  present  session  of  Con- 
gress, which  is  as  follows : 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs,  to  whom  was  referred  House  bill  4691,  beg 
leave  to  report: 

That  John  P.  Hageman,  of  Kingston,  Ulster  County,  N.  Y.,  in  1865,  did  certain 
advertising  in  his  newspaper,  the  Rondout  Courier,  for  the  Mexican  Govern- 
ment, amounting  to  $50,  which  was  not  paid,  except  by  the  delivery  to  him  by  the 
duly  authorized  agent  of  the  Mexican  Government  of  a  bond  for  $50,  on  which 
nothing  was  or  has  been  paid.  In  1870  Mr.  Hageman  submitted  to  the  United 
States  and  Mexican  Claims  Commission  his  claim  for  this  amount,  $50,  and  filed 
this  bond  with  the  papers  before  the  commission.  Owing  to  the  fact  that  he  failed 
to  produce  proof  of  his  citizenship  or  of  the  authority  of  the  parties  who  made  and 
executed  the  obligation,  the  claim  was  dismissed  by  the  umpire  February  3,  1874. 
The  Government  of  the  United  States  has  nothing  whatever  to  do  with  the  pay- 
ment of  this  bond,  which  is  one  of  a  series  known  as  the  Corlies-Carbajal  bonds, 
issued  by  the  Mexican  Government  in  1865.    Our  State  Department  has  received 
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information,  and  caused  it  to  be  made  public  through  the  newspapers,  that  the 
Mexican  Government  has  recently  provided  for  their  redemption.  In  reply  to  Mr. 
Hageman's  inquiry,  the  Secretary  of  State  said,  December  17,  1886: 

"  Your  bond  is  apparently  one  of  these  genuine  bonds.  But  before  you  can  take 
any  steps  looking  to  the  redemption  of  that  bond,  as  provided  by  the  Mexican 
Government,  you  will  have  to  procure  an  act  of  Congress  authorizing  this  Depart- 
ment to  return  to  you  the  bond  in  question.  It,  being  a  part  of  the  record  of  that 
claims  commission,  can  not  be  removed  therefrom  except  upon  such  permission." 

In  reply  to  an  inquiry  from  this  committee,  the  Secretary  says: 

"  In  view  of  the  precedents  set  by  Congress  in  acts  authorizing  the  surrender  to 
their  owners  of  original  papers  which  have  formed  a  part  of  the  files  of  the  said 
claims  commission,  I  see  no  reason  to  object  to  the  passage  of  this  bill." 

The  committee  therefore  recommend  the  passage  of  the  bill. 


Department  or  State, 
Washington,  D.  C,  December  17,  1886, 

Sie:  I  have  received  your  letter  of  the  15th  instant,  touching  a  Corlies-Carbaja 
bond  issued  by  the  Government  of  Mexico  in  1865. 

This  bond,  as  yon  are  aware,  was  transmitted  to  the  Department  with  your 
letter  of  March  7,  1870,  and  with  that  communication  was  brought  before  the 
late  American-Mexican  Claims  Commission,  organized  pursuant  to  the  convention 
of  July  4, 1868,  between  the  United  States  and  Mexico.  The  claim  was  docketed 
No.  452,  and  was  dismissed  by  the  umpire  February  3,  1874,  on  the  ground  that 
you  did  not  attempt  to  prove  your  citizenship,  the  authority  of  the  parties  who 
made  and  executed  the  obligation  which  you  filed,  or  any  other  fact  in  connection 
with  the  transaction. 

This  Government  has  nothing  whatever  to  do  with  the  redemption  of  these 
bonds,  as  you  intimate,  but  the  Mexican  Government  has  lately  provided  for  their 
redemption. 

With  a  dispatch,  No.  728,  of  December  26,  1883,  Mr.  P.  H.  Morgan,  at  the  time 
United  States  minister  at  the  City  of  Mexico,  forwarded  hither  a  Presidential  order 
upon  the  subject  which  is  as  follows: 

"  The  President  has  directed  that  the  general  treasury  shall  instruct  the  Mexican 
consul  at  New  York  to  inform  the  holders  of  the  Carbajal  bonds  that  from  the  1st 
day  of  January,  1884,  the  said  bonds  will  be  received  as  cash  money  in  payment  of 
5  per  cent  of  import  duties,  payable  at  the  Vera  Cruz  maritime  custom-house,  and 
in  payment  of  10  per  cent  of  such  duties,  payable  at  the  custom-houses  of  Tampico, 
Matamoros,  Monterey,  Laredo,  Mier,  and  Camargo:  Provided,  however.  That  in 
view  of  the  fact  that  the  genuine  bonds  put  into  circulation  by  Messrs.  Corlies  &  Co. 
may  be  confounded  with  the  fraudulent  emission  of  Woodhouse,  they  must  be 
previously  presented  to  the  general  treasury,  in  order  that,  being  certified  as  gen- 
lune,  they  may  be  received  by  said  custom-houses  without  further  requisites.  The 
interest  that  may  have  accrued  on  said  bonds  shall  be  paid  at  par,  and  if  any  bond- 
holders should  desire  to  receive  the  capital  also,  although  the  same  may  not  be 
due,  the  bonds  will  be  taken  at  a  discount  of  7  per  cent  per  annum  from  the  date 
of  acceptance  until  September  30, 1885,  which  is  the  time  when  said  bonds  became 
due." 

The  Department  caused  this  order  to  be  made  public  through  the  newspapers, 
biit  has  taken  no  further  action  in  the  premises,  except  to  make  inquiry  of  the 
Mexican  Government,  at  the  instance  of  several  bondholders,  as  to  the  genuine- 
ness of  their  bonds.  Your  bond  is  apparently  one  of  these  genuine  bonds.  But 
before  you  can  take  any  steps  looking  to  the  redemption  of  that  bond,  as  provided 
by  the  Mexican  Government,  you  will  have  to  procure  an  act  of  Congress  author- 
izing this  Department  to  return  to  you  the  bond  in  question.  It,  being  a  part  of 
the  record  of  that  claims  commission,  can  not  be  removed  therefrom  except  upon 
such  permission. 

I  am,  sir,  your  obedient  servant,  T.  F.  Bayard. 

J.  P.  Hageman,  Esq., 

City  of  Kingston,  Ulster  County,  N,  Y, 


Department  op  State, 

TVashington,  January  19,  1887. 

Sir:  I  have  the  honor  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  your  letter  of  the  15th  instant, 

transmitting  from  the  subcommittee  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs,  to  whorn 

it  had  been  referred,  a  bill  introduced  in  the  House  of  Representatives  January  10 

1 887,  designated  H.  R.  10545,  and  entitled  '  'A  bill  for  the  relief  of  John  P.  Hageman  " 
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The  bill  provides  for  the  restoration  to  Mr.  Hageman  of  a  Mexican  bond  for  $50 
hied  by  him  as  a  claim  against  the  Government  of  Mexico  with  the  United  States 
and  Mexican  Claims  Commission,  which  was  organized  under  the  convention  of 
July  4,  1808,  between  the  two  Governments. 

In  reply,  I  have  to  state  that  the  bond  in  question  is  preserved  among  the  papers 
of  that  commission  in  this  Department,-and  for  your  further  information  concern- 
l"^iu  'i,'^^''®  ^  ^'^^  cause  to  be  sent  herewith  a  copy  of  the  letter  from  Mr.  Hageman 
to  the  Secretary  of  State,  dated  March  7,  1870,  presenting  his  claim  and  a  copy  of 
the  opinion  of  the  commissioners  dismissmg  the  same. 

In  view  of  the  precedents  set  by  Congress  in  acts  authorizing  the  surrender  to 
their  owners  of  original  papers  which  have  formed  a  part  of  the  files  of  the  said 
claims  commission,  I  see  no  reason  to  object  to  the  passage  of  this  bill. 
I  have  the  honor  to  be,  your  obedient  servant, 

T.  F.  Bataed. 

Hon.  R.  R.  HiTT, 

House  of  Eepreseniaiives. 


Kingston,  N.  Y.,  March  7, 1870. 
Sir:  Agreeably  to  a  published  notice  emanating  from  you  in  regard  to  claims 
against  the  Mexican  Government,  I  inclose  you  Mexican  bond,  which  I  obtained 
from  a  duly  authorized  agent  in  payment  for  advertising  bonds  for  sale  in  the 
Rondout  Courier,  a  newspaper  published  in  the  village  of  Rondout,  in  the  town  of 
Kingston  and  county  of  Ulster.     I  also  inclose  you  affidavit. 

J.  P.  Hageman, 
Late  Publisher  Rondout  Courier. 
Hon.  Secretary  Fisa. 


State  op  New  York, 

Ulster  County: 

J.  P.  Hageman,  being  duly  sworn,  says  that  in  the  year  1865  he  advertised  to  the 

amount  of  $50  in  the  Rondout  Courier,  a  paper  printed  and  publi  shed  in  the  village 

of  Rondout  and  county  aforesaid,  for  the  Mexican  Government,  agreeably  to  the 

directions  of  an  authorized  agent,  and  that  no  part  thereof  has  been  paid  or  satisfied. 

J.  P.  Hageman. 
Sworn  to  before  me  this  7th  day  of  March,  1870. 

Howard  Chipp, 
Notary  Public  in  and  for  Ulster  County,  N.  T, 


[Copy  of  an  entry  in  the  record  of  the  opinions  of  the  Commissioners  of  the  United  States  and 
Mexican  Claims  Commission,  organized  under  the  convention  between  the  two  Governments 
concluded  July  4, 1868,  Vol.  II,  page  587.] 

J.  P.  Hageman  v.  Mexico.    No.  453.    American  docket. 

Mr.  Commissioner  Wadsworth  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Commissioners,  as 
follows: 

Claimant  does  not  attempt  to  prove  his  citizenship,  the  authority  of  the  parties 
who  made  and  executed  the  obligation  which  he  files,  or  any  other  fact. 

The  claim  is  therefore  dismissed. 

And  recominend  the  passage  of  the  bill. 


[See  Claims  against  Mexico,  Gen.  Index.] 
June  20,  1888. 

[Senate  Report  No.  1630,  and  Views  of  Minority.] 

Mr.  Morgan,  from  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Eelations,  submitted 
the  following  report: 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  to  whom  was  referred  Senate 
bill  No.  994,  report  the  same  back  with  amendment,  and  recommend 
its  passage. 
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A  bill  similar  in  its  provisions,  and  to  secure  tlie  same  objects,  was 
sent  to  the  committee  in  the  first  session  of  the  Forty-ninth  Congress, 
and  on  January  11,  1886,  was  reported  favorably  to  the  Senate.  (Re- 
port No.  1316  to  accompany  Senate  bill  No.  2207.) 

All  the  facts  touching  the  history  and  the  various  proceedings  had 
in  relation  to  the  claim  of  Benjamin  Weil  against  Mexico  were  care- 
fully examined  by  the  committee  and  were  presented  and  discussed 
in  that  report  at  sufBcient  length  to  justify  the  conclusion  of  the  com- 
mittee that  the  claim  had  no  foundation  in  fact,  that  it  was  entirely  a 
simulated  demand,  and  had  been  supported  by  corrupt  testimony. 

No  new  fact  touching  the  integrity  of  the  claim  has  been  suggested 
or  presented  in  its  support. 

Counsel  for  the  present  legal  representative  of  the  claimant,  Benja- 
min Weil,  argued  the  questions  that  he  chose  to  raise  before  a  sub- 
committee. That  argument  is  submitted  with  this  report  as  Appendix 
No.  1. 

As  the  former  report  is  a  sufficiently  full  analysis  and  explanation 
of  all  the  material  facts  and  legal  questions  that  have  been  thought  to 
bear  upon  the  subject  to  which  this  bill  relates,  and  embraces  a  suffi- 
cient statement  of  the  opinions  of  the  committee,  the  same  is  appended 
to  and  made  part  of  this  report  as  Appendix  No.  2. 

The  legal  representative  of  the  original  claimant,  Weil,  and  other 
persons  claiming  interests  in  the  award  to  him  by  assignment  demanded 
the  payment  of  their  alleged  respective  interests  in  the  award,  by  the 
Secretary  of  State,  since  the  adjournment  of  the  Forty-ninth  Congress. 

On  the  5th  day  of  March,  1888,  the  President,  in  reply  to  resolutions 
of  the  Senate,  sent  in  a  message,  hereto  appended  as  Appendix  No.  3, 
which  states  the  grounds  upon  which  that  demand  was  refused. 

The  committee  concur  with  the  views  taken  by  the  President  in  that 
message  as  to  his  powers  and  duties  under  the  existing  state  of  the 
law  as  to  making  further  payments  to  these  claimants  out  of  the  funds 
in  the  custody  of  the  Department  of  State  paid  by  Mexico  to  the  United 
States  under  the  convention  concluded  July  4,  1868. 

In  the  act  of  Congress  approved  June  18,  1878,  in  section  5,  it  is 
enacted  as  follows: 

Sec.  5.  And  whereas  the  Government  of  Mexico  has  called  the  attention  of  the 
Government  of  the  United  States  to  the  claims  hereinafter  named  with  a  view  to 
a  rehearing;  Therefore,  Be  it  enacted,  That  the  President  of  the  United  States  be^ 
and  he  is  hereby,  requested  to  investigate  any  charges  of  fraud  presented  by  the 
Mexican  Government  as  to  the  cases  hereinafter  named  and  if  he  shall  be  of  the 
opinion  that  the  honor  of  the  United  States,  the  principles  of  public  law,  or  con- 
siderations of  justice  and  equity  require  that  the  awards  in  the  cases  of  Benjamin 
Weil  and  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company,  or  either  of  them,  should  be  opened 
and  the  cases  retried,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  him  to  withhold  payment  of  said 
awards,  or  either  of  them,  until  such  case  or  cases  shall  he  retried  and  decided  in 
such  manner  as  the  Governments  of  the  United  States  and  Mexico  may  agree,  or 
until  Congress  shall  otherwise  direct. 

And  in  case  of  such  retrial  and  decision,  any  moneys  paid  or  to  be  paid  by  the 
Republic  of  Mexico  in  respect  of  said  awards  respectively  shall  be  held  to  abide 
the  event,  and  shall  be  disposed  of  accordingly;  and  the  said  present  awards  shall 
be  set  aside,  modified,  or  affirmed,  as  may  be  determined  on  such  retrial:  Provided, 
That  nothing  herein  shall  be  construed  as  an  expression  of  any  opinion  of  Con- 
gress in  respect  to  the  character  of  said  claims,  or  either  of  them. 

The  President  is  satisfied,  as  President  Hayes  and  President  Arthur 
were,  that  the  honor  of  the  United  States  and  the  principles  of  equity 
and  justice  require  that  the  award  made  in  the  case  of  Benjamin  Weil 
should  be  opened  and  the  case  retried,  and  that  until  this  is  done,  "or 
until  Congress  shall  otherwise  direct,"  that  it  is  his  duty  "to  with- 
hold the  payment  of  said  award." 
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In  this  act  Congress  made  provision  for  the  distribution  and  pay- 
ments of  all  the  awards  that  were  made  by  the  joint  commission,  except 
the  awards  to  Benjamin  Weil  and  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company. 
These  were  reserved  to  be  disposed  of  by  Congress  through  further 
legislation,  unless  the  cases  were  opened  and  "retried  and  decided  in 
such  manner  as  the  Governments  of  the  United  States  and  Mexico  may 
agree." 

This  provision  of  law  was  construed  by  Mr.  Arthur  as  making  a 
resort  to  the  treaty-making  power  necessary,  as  the  only  proper  method 
of  making  an  agreement  between  the  two  Governments  as  to  the  open- 
ing of  these  awards  and  the  retrial  of  the  causes. 

Accordingly,  he  negotiated  a  convention  with  Mexico  in  which  such 
an  agreement  was  provided  for,  which  the  Senate  failed  to  ratify  by 
the  affirmative  vote  of  two-thirds  of  that  body. 

Mr.  Hayes,  while  Mr.  Evarts  was  Secretary  of  State,  contended  that 
a  treaty  was  not  a  proper  method  of  reaching  the  result  of  a  retrial  of 
said  awards;  that  it  was  a  purely  domestic  question  touching  the  honor 
and  duty  of  the  United  States  and  should  be  inquired  into  in  some 
domestic  tribunal  empowered  by  law  to  investigate  and  decide  the 
questions  of  fraud  that  the  Mexican  Government  had  presented.  He 
stated  that  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government  had  no  means 
adequate  to  conduct  such  investigations  or  to  open  and  retry  the  oases 
and  asked  Congress  to  exert  its  plenary  powers  in  providing  a  means 
of  executing  the  act  of  June  18,  1878. 

The  failure  of  that  negotiation,  and  the  apparent  want  of  power  in 
any  department  of  the  Government  to  execute  the  will  of  Congress  as 
expressed  in  that  act,  has,  according  to  the  decision  of  the  President, 
announced  in  his  message  to  this  Congress,  required  him  to  withhold 
the  payntent  of  these  awards  to  the  claimants  "until  Congress  shall 
otherwise  direct." 

The  President  concurs  in  the  views  taken  by  Mr.  Arthur  and  Mr. 
Hayes,  and  is  satisfied,  also,  that  the  honor  of  the  United  States 
requires  that  some  tribunal  should  make  an  investigation  of  this  claim 
and  open  and  retry  this  case,  with  powers  adequate  to  the  final  deter- 
mination of  this  controversy,  and  he  recommends  the  Court  of  Claims 
as  a  suitable  tribunal  to  render  such  a  judgment. 

As  Congress  has  not  directed  what  shall  be  done  with  this  money  in 
the  event  of  a  failure  of  a  negotiation  with  Mexico,  but  has  expressly 
reserved  the  right  to  direct  what  shall  be  done  with  it  in  such  a  contin- 
gency, it  is  not  entirely  clear  that  the  United  States,  in  the  absence  of 
such  directions,  could  bring  suit  in  its  own  courts  to  have  these  ques- 
tions determined. 

The  act  of  March  3,  1887,  only  empowers  the  head  of  an  Executive 
Department  to  refer  claims  like  this  to  the  Court  of  Claims  "with  the 
consent  of  the  claimant. "  The  State  Department  sought  the  consent  of 
the  claimants  in  this  case  to  an  investigation  and  decision  of  this  case 
in  the  Court  of  Claims,  which  they  declined. 

If  Mexico  had  the  rights  of  any  other  suitor  to  go  into  our  courts 
seeking  a  remedy  against  these  claimants,  the  exercise  of  that  right 
has  been  denied  to  that  Government  by  our  Government  upon  an 
application  made  for  permission  to  bring  such  suit. 

That  period  has,  therefore,  been  reached  when  Congress  must  exer- 
cise its  power  to  "otherwise  provide"  what  shall  be  done  with  the 
money  that  Mexico  has  paid  and  will  pay  on  this  award  to  the  United 
States. 

The  Department  of  State  holds  this  money  subject  to  such  provision 
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as  Congress  sliall  mate  for  its  disbursement,  Mexico  havingpaid  to  the 
United  States  punctually  each  installment  as  it  falls  due. 

If  Congress  decides  to  pay  this  money  to  the  claimants,  contrary  to 
the  statement  of  three  Presidents,  in  succession,  that  they  were  satis- 
fied that  the  claim  was  fraudulent,  further  legislation  is  necessary 
requiring  the  payment  to  be  made. 

If  Congress  agrees  with  our  Presidents  that  "the  honor  of  the  United 
States,  the  principles  of  public  law,  or  considerations  of  justice  and 
equity  require  that"  this  award  "should  be  opened  and  the  case  re- 
tried," it  is  a  very  urgent  duty  that  some  provision  of  law  should  be 
made  whereby  this  matter  may  be  fairly  and  justly  considered  by  a 
judicial  tribunal  and  the  controversy  settled. 

The  recital  of  the  act  of  June  18,  1878,  is  clear  that  this  law  was 
enacted  in  response  to  a  request  of  Mexico  for  a  rehearing  of  this  award 
and  of  that  made  to  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company.  And  while 
Mexico  has  no  new  right  given  by  this  statute,  the  following  clause  in 
the  act  fixes  the  disposition  that  is  to  be  made  of  the  money  paid  or  to 
be  paid  by  Mexico  in  respect  of  said  awards  in  case  of  a  retrial: 

And  in  case  of  such  retrial  and  decision  any  moneys  paid  or  to  be  paid  by  the 
Republic  of  Mexico  in  respect  of  said  awards,  respectively,  shall  be  held  to  abide 
the  event,  and  shall  be  disposed  of  accordingly;  and  said  present  awards  shall  be 
set  aside,  modified,  or  aflarmed,  as  may  be  determined  on  such  retrial. 

This  is  such  a  disposition  of  the  money,  depending  upon  the  event 
of  a  retrial  of  these  cases,  as  must  be  respected  until  Congress  shaU 
direct  that  no  retrial  shall  be  had  under  the  act  of  June  18, 1887. 

It  seems  to  the  committee,  upon  a  consideration  of  the  facts  as  they 
are  presented  by  the  two  Governments,  and  by  the  claimants,  that  it  is 
not  possible  to  dissent  from  the  opinions  of  three  Presidents  who  have 
examined  these  matters,  and  to  hold  that  the  United  States  should 
refuse  to  provide  some  means  for  the  investigation  and  retrial  of  this 
case. 

The  point  is  made  by  the  counsel  for  the  claimants  that  negotiations 
having  been  entered  upon  with  Mexico,  which  failed  for  want  of  ratifi- 
cation by  the  Senate,  further  inquiry  is  concluded,  and  the  judgment 
of  the  Senate  on  the  ratification  of  that  convention  is  equivalent  to  a 
decision  that  neither  the  honor  of  the  United  States,  nor  the  principles 
of  public  law,  nor  considerations  of  justice  and  equity  require  that 
this  award  should  be  opened. 

Congress  rightfully  and  necessarily  took  jurisdiction  of  the  disposi- 
tion that  should  be  made  of  this  award.  The  condition  upon  which 
was  made  to  depend  the  opening  of  the  award  and  the  retrial  of  the 
case  was,  that  the  President  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  honor  of  the 
country,  etc.,  should  require  the  opening  and  retrial  of  the  award,  after 
he  had  investigated  the  charges  brought  by  Mexico.  President  Hayes 
first  performed  this  duty,  and  was  followed  by  Presidents  Arthur  and 
Cleveland,  each  of  whom,  after  investigation,  decided  that  the  facts 
existed  upon  which  Congress  had  declared  that  the  award  should  be 
reopened  and  the  case  retried,  and  also  made  it  "lawful  for  him  to 
withhold  payment  of  said  awards,  or  either  of  them,  until  such  case 
or  cases  have  been  retried  and  decided  in  such  manner  as  the  Govern- 
ments of  the  United  States  and  Mexico  may  agree,  or  until  Congress 
shall  otherwise  direct." 

Mr.  Hayes  declined  to  treat  with  Mexico,  but  announced  his  having 
reached  the  conclusion  that  the  honor  of  the  United  States  required 
the  subject  to  be  retried  before  a  domestic  tribunal.  This  declination 
on  his  part  no  more  affected  the  provision  made  by  Congress  for  a 
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retrial  of  this  case  than  did  the  subsequent  refusal  of  the  Senate  to 
ratify  the  convention  made  with  Mexico. 

The  President  could  now,  as  he  might  have  done  at  any  time,  with 
tne  consent  of  the  Senate,  made  a  treaty  with  Mexico  to  set  aside  these 
awards,  m  virtue  of  authority  derived  directly  from  the  Constitution. 

It  the  rejection  of  the  former  treaty  barred  all  further  effort  to  do 
justice  and  equity  and  to  protect  the  honor  of  the  United  States  in 
this  matter,  so  that  Congress  can  not  do  these  things,  it  would  equally 
bar  the  constitutional  power  of  the  President  to  negotiate  a  treaty 
with  Mexico  for  the  like  purposes. 

Congress,  as  the  supreme  legislative  tribunal  of  the  Government, 
has  the  rightful  jurisdiction  over  this  subject,  and  has  provided  means 
tor  the  investigation  and  decision  of  these  questions  of  fraud,  and  lias 
suspended  the  payment  of  these  awards  until  the  matter  is  decided  in 
some  satisfactory  way. 

It  appears  that  further  legislation  is  needed  to  complete  what  is 
only  partially  completed. 

The  committee  recommend  such  legislation  in  the  direction  indicated 
in  the  message  of  the  President,  and  reports  this  bill  favorably,  as 
amended,  for  that  purpose. 


Appendix  No.  1, 

[Minutes  of  an  Interveiw  between  Senators  Morgan  and  Brown,  a  subcommittee  of  the  Commit 
tee  on  Foreign  Relations,  Uaited  States  Senate,  and  Mr.  W.  Hallett  Phillips,  in  respect  of  Senate 
bill  994,  "  To  amend  and  enlarge  the  act  approved  June  eighteenth,  eighteen  hundred  and  sev- 
enty-eight, entitled,  'An  act  to  provide  for  the  distribution  of  the  awards  made  under  the  con- 
vention between  the  United  States  of  America  and  the  Republic  of  Mexico,  concluded  on  the 
fourth  day  of  July,  eighteen  hundred  and  sixty-eight.'  "] 

Committee  on  Foreign  Relations, 

United  States  Senate, 

May  19,  18SS. 
The  chairman  (Senator  Morgan)  laid  before  the  subcommittee  the  pending 
business. 

[S.  994.    Fiftieth  Congress,  first  session.] 

A  BILL  to  amend  and  enlarge  the  act  approved  June  eighteenth,  eighteen  hundred  and  seventy 
eight,  entitled,  "An  act  to  provide  for  the  distribution  of  the  awards  made  under  the  conven- 
tion between  the  United  States  of  America  and  the  Republic  of  Mexico,  concluded  on  the 
fourth  day  of  July,  eighteen  hundred  and  sixty-eight." 

Whereas  the  Secretary  of  State,  after  investigating  the  charge  of  fraud  presentea 
by  the  Mexican  Government  as  to  the  case  of  Benjamin  Weil,  has  heretofore 
reported  that  the  "honor  of  the  United  States  requires "  that  the  said  case 
"should  be  further  investigated  by  the  United  States,  to  ascertain  whether  this 
Government  has  been  made  the  means  of  enforcing  upon  a  friendly  power  claims 
of  our  citizens  based  upon  or  exaggerated  by  fraud,"  but  that '-the  executive 
government  is  not  furnished  with  the  means  of  instituting  and  pursuing  methods 
of  investigation  which  can  coerce  the  production  of  evidence  or  compel  the  ex- 
amination of  parties  and  witnesses,  "and  that ' '  the  authority  for  such  an  investi- 
gation must  proceed  from  Congress:"  Therefore 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  in 
Congress  assembled,  That  in  further  execution  of  the  purpose  of  said  act,  the 
Attorney-General  of  the  United  States  be,  and  he  is  hereby,  authorized  and 
directed  to  bring  a  suit  or  suits  in  equity,  in  the  name  of  the  United  States,  in  the 
supreme  court  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  against  Benjamin  Weil,  or  his  legal 
representives  or  assigns,  to  determine  whether  the  award  made  by  the  United 
States  and  Mexican  mixed  commission  in  i-espect  to  the  claim  of  the  said  Benjamin 
Weil  was  obtained,  as  to  the  whole  sum  included  therein,  or  as  to  any  part  thereof, 
by  fraud  or  false  swearing,  or  other  false  and  fraudulent  practices  on  the  part  of 
said  Benjamin  Weil,  or  his  agents,  attorneys,  or  assigns,  and  any  defendant  to 
such  suit  who  can  not  be  found  in  the  District  of  Columbia  shall  be  notified  and 
required  to  appear  in  such  suit  by  such  publication  as  the  court  may  direct. 

S.  Doc.  231,  pt.  1 iO 
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Sec.  3.  That  full  jurisdiction  is  hereby  conferred  on  the  supreme  court  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  to  hear  and  determine  such  suit  as  a  suit  in  equity,  and  to 
make  all  interlocutory  and  final  decrees  therein  as  the  evidence  may  -warrant, 
according  to  the  principles  of  equity  and  justice,  and  to  enforce  the  same  by  in- 
junction or  any  proper  final  process,  and  in  all  respects  to  proceed  in  said  cause 
according  to  law  and  the  rules  of  practice  in  chancery  which  obtain  in  other  equity 
causes.  And  the  Secretary  of  State  shall  certify  to  the  said  court  copies  ot  all 
proofs  admitted  by  the  said  mixed  commission  on  the  original  trial  of  said  claiin, 
and  the  said  court  shall  receive  and  consider  the  same,  in  connection  with  such 
competent  evidence  as  may  be  offered  by  either  party  to  the  suit  in  equity. 

Sec.  3.  That  an  appeal  from  any  final  decision  in  such  cause  to  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  may  be  taken  by  either  party,  within  ninety  days  from 
the  rendition  of  such  final  decree,  under  the  rules  of  practice  which  govern  appeals 
in  other  equity  cases,  and  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  is  hereby  author- 
ized to  take  jurisdiction  thereof  and  decide  the  same. 

Sec.  4.  That  in  case  it  shall  be  finally  adjudged  in  said  cause  that  the  award 
made  by  said  mixed  commission,  so  far  as  it  relates  to  the  claim  of  Benjamin  Weil, 
was  based  upon  or  obtained  through  fraud  or  false  swearing,  or  other  false  and 
fraudulent  practices  of  said  Benjainin  Weil,  or  his  assigns,  or  by  their  procure- 
ment, the  President  of  the  United  States  is  hereby  authorized  to  release  the  Gov- 
ernment of  Mexico  from  the  further  payment  thereof  to  the  extent  that  the  same 
is  so  declared  fraudulent,  and  to  return  to  said  Government  any  morey  paid  by 
the  Government  of  Mexico  on  account  of  said  award,  remaining  in  the  custody  pf 
the  United  States,  that  has  not  been  heretofore  distributed  to  said  Benjamin  Weil, 
his  legal  representatives  or  assigns,  which  such  court  shall  decide  that  such  persons 
are  not  entitled,  in  justice  and  equity,  to  receive  out  of  said  fund. 

Sec.  .5.  That  during  the  pendency  of  said  suit  and  until  the  same  is  decided  it 
shall  not  be  lawful  for  the  Secretary  of  State  to  make  any  further  payments  out 
of  said  fund,  on  account  of  said  award,  to  Benjamin  Weil,  or  his  legal  representa- 
tives, attorneys,  or  assigns;  and  in  case  said  court  shall  decide  in  said  suit  that 
Benjamin  Weil,  his  legal  representatives,  attorneys,  or  assigns,  are  entitled  to  any 
part  of  said  award  that  shall  remain  to  be  paid  or  distributed,  the  Secretary  of 
State  shall  proceed  to  distribute  the  same  to  the  persons  entitled  thereto.  ' 

Senator  Morgan.  Mr.  Phillips,  we  will  now  hear  what  you  have  to  say  about 
this  Weil  case. 

STATEMENT   OF  MB.  PHILLIPS. 

Mr.  Phillips.  I  have  not  very  much  to  say,  for  the  reason  that  the  questions 
involved  have  been  extensively  discussed  in  every  imaginable  phase.  This  volume, 
which  I  hold  in  my  hand,  contains  the  reports,  record,  and  arguments  in  the  case, 
constituting  some  2,000  printed  pages,  with  which  you  are  more  or  less  familiar. 
I  shall,  therefore,  in  what  I  have  to  say,  confine  myself  to  stating  as  succinctly  as 
I  can  a  few  of  the  points  which  I  will  attempt  to  show  establish  that  the  bill 
under  consideration  ought  not  to  be  enacted  into  a  law. 

I  represent  in  this  case  the  public  administrator  of  Louisiana  of  Benjamin  Weil, 
deceased,  an  officer  constituted  under  the  laws  of  that  State  who  succeeds  to  all 
the  rights  of  decedents,  and  he  represents  all  the  rights  which  Benjamin  Weil 
bad  in  this  award,  except  such  rights  as  have  been  assigned  to  various  assignees. 

The  question  before  the  committee,  as  I  understand  it,  assumes  two  phases — one 
of  jurisdiction,  and  the  other  as  to  the  proper  exercise  of  that  jurisdiction  as  it 
exists.  Although  that  question  has  been  very  largely  argued,  its  importance  is  so 
great  that  I  think  perhaps  I  will  not  intrude  on  your  time  if  I  make  a  few  obser- 
vations upon  it  in  one  direction,  and  that  is  as  to  whether  the  disposition  of  the 
matter  now  before  your  committee  should  be  by  diplomatic  action,  or  should  it  be 
disposed  of  by  legislative  action. 

The  scope  of  the  bill,  as  I  understand  it,  is  to  refer  the  award  of  Benjamin  Weil 

an  award  rendered  by  an  international  commission  created  by  treaty  between  the 
United  States  and  Mexico — to  a  domestic  tribunal  to  be  reinvestigated,  and  it  con- 
fers upon  that  domestic  tribunal  the  power  to  set  aside  the  award  so  made. 

The  proposition  which  I  submit  to  the  committee  is  that  the  matter  is  one  to 
be  regulated  and  disposed  of  by  the  treaty-making  power,  and  by  it  alone.  In 
other  words,  it  is  a  matter  for  diplomatic  arrangement  and  not  for  domestic  legis- 
lation. That  proposition,  I  think,  is  established  by  the  uniform  action  of  the  Gov- 
ernment in  similar  cases,  and  it  is  the  result  of  the  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court 
rendered  on  a  branch  of  this  particular  case. 

Mexico,  complaining  that  this  award  was  an  award  that  should  not  have  been 
rendered  by  the  commission,  enters  into  a  new  treaty  with  the  United  States  for 
the  purpose  of  having  that  award  set  aside.    That  was  the  remedy  which,  in  the 


CLAIMS   AGAETOT  MEXICO.  627 

estimation  of  the  Mexican  Government  and  in  the  estimation  of  our  Government, 
was  the  proper  way  to  right  the  wrong,  if  wrong  there  was. 

Now,  it  may  be  said  that,  although  that  remedy  was  resorted  to  by  the  two 
Governments— that  although  the  treaty-making  power  was  invoked— yet  it  might 
wen  be  that  the  two  Governments  were  mistaken  in  the  course  adopted  by  them, 
ana  that  in  point  of  fact  this  is  not  properly  a  matter  to  be  determined  by  the 
treaty-making  power,  but  is  a  matter  to  be  determined  by  legislative  act.  In 
answer  to  that  I  simply  point  to  the  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  this  Weil 
case,  mere  the  sole  question  on  the  mandamus  proceeding  instituted  by  one  of 
the  assignees  under  this  award  was  whether  it  was  competent  for  the  Secretary 
ot  btate  to  withhold  payment  of  the  money  pending  the  international  arrange- 
ment tor  the  negotiation  of  the  new  treaty  providing  for  a  new  trial  of  the  case. 

ihat  was  the  sole  question  before  the  court.  But,  in  order  to  determine  that 
question,  the  Supreme  Court  had  also,  necessarily,  to  determine  whether  it  was 
competent  for  the  Government  by  way  of  treaty  to  set  aside  this  award.  The 
counsel  for  Weil  contended  that  the  award  constituted  private  nroperty— that  it 
was  a  judgment  which  could  not  be  disturbed  by  a  new  trial  "setting  aside  the 
award.  Now,  the  Supreme  Court  disposed  of  that  question  and  disposed  of  it 
directly.  They  said  they  had  no  doubt  whatever  that  this  matter  was  a  matter 
properly  to  be  disposed  of  by  a  new  treaty  to  be  negotiated  between  the  two  Gov- 
ernments; that  was  a  matter  for  the  treaty-making  power,  and  therefore,  as  long 
as  the  negotiations  and  arrangements  for  the  treaty  were  pending,  it  was  com- 
petent for  the  Secretary  of  State  to  withhold  the  payment  of  the  money.  So  that 
the  question  that  the  matter  was  one  proper  for  the  treaty-making  power  was  one 
directly  and  finally  disposed  of  by  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court. 

Now,  if  the  subject  of  new  trial  of  the  award  is  one  delegated  to  the  treaty- 
making  power,  it  necessarily  follows  that  the  jurisdiction  of  that  branch  of  the 
Government  to  which  under  the  Constitution  is  committed  the  power  to  make 
treaties  is  exclusive  of  domestic  legislation  in  the  premises.  The  point  remaining 
is,  whether  the  matter  provided  for  by  the  bill  under  consideration  is  the  same 
matter,  or  substantially  the  same  matter,  as  was  submitted  to  the  Senate  under 
the  treaty  negotiated  between  the  United  States  and  Mexico  for  the  retrial  of  the 
case.  I  say  that  the  matter  is  substantially  the  same.  It  is  true  that  the  mode  in 
which  the  retrial  was  to  be  had  under  the  treaty  is  diflEerent  from  the  mode  in 
which  it  is  to  be  had  under  this  bill.  By  the  treaty  it  was  to  be  had  by  a  new 
commission  to  be  appointed  by  the  respective  countries;  by  the  bill  it  is  to  be  had 
by  one  of  our  own  courts.  But  the  object  in  both  cases  is  precisely  the  same,  and 
that  object  is  the  retrial  and  reinvestigation  of  the  award. 

Now,  if  it  is  competent  for  Congress  to  provide  for  a  retrial  of  this  case  by  the 
mode  provided  for  by  the  bill,  then  it  is  competent  for  Congress  practically  to 
attain  the  same  object  which  the  treaty-making  power  has  decided  should  not  be 
attained,  for  the  treaty  has  been  rejected.  The  precise  same  case  which  was  sub- 
mitted to  the  treaty-making  power  is  now  submitted  to  Congress  in  its  legislative 
capacity.  Mexico  resorted  to  the  remedy  which  was  pointed  out  by  our  Govern- 
ment. She  resorted  to  that  branch  of  our  Government  which  it  has  been  deter- 
mined possesses  jurisdiction  over  the  subject— the  treaty-making  power.  It  laid 
before  that  branch  of  the  Government  all  the  evidence  upon  which  it  now  relies 
as  showing  that  this  award  should  be  set  aside.  The  defense  which  Mexico  then 
set  up  was  overruled,  and  the  remedy  which  it  invoked  was  refused,  and  my  con- 
tention is  that  by  that  refusal  the  whole  powers  of  the  Government  in  the  prem- 
ises were  exhausted. 

Now,  it  is  naturally  to  be  expected  that  in  a  Government  whose  relations  with 
other  countries  have  been  so  complicated  as  ours — a  Government  which  has 
resorted  to  international  arbitration  perhaps  more  than  any  other  of  the  civilized 
governments — it  is  to  be  expected  that  a  precedent  would  be  found  for  just  such 
action  as  is  now  invoked  by  Mexico,  to  wit,  that  an  award  made  by  a  commission 
created  partly  by  itself  and  partly  by  the  United  States  should  be  set  aside  and 
held  for  naught  by  act  of  Congress  because  in  the  estimation  of  the  defeated  Gov- 
prnment  the  case  was  not  proven  before  the  international  commission.  What  are 
the  precedents  relied  on  in  support  of  the  action  proposed  by  this  bill? 

The  main  reliance  is  placed  on  the  Gardiner  case.  There  the  Governments  of 
the  United  States  and  Mexico  made  a  treaty.  The  United  States,  in  consideration 
of  the  advantages  it  obtained  under  that  treaty,  assumed  the  payment  of  the 
indebtedness  due  by  Mexico  to  citizens  of  the  United  States. 

The  United  States  created  a  commission  for  the  determination  of  cases  against 
Mexico.  The  United  States  dealt  with  its  citizens  alone.  The  claim  of  the  citizen 
was  a  claim  against  the  United  States,  although  in  its  origin  it  was  a  claim  against 
Mexico,  and  money  was  paid  under  the  awards  made  by  this  commission  in  favor 
of  citizens  of  the  United  States.    Among  others  a  large  sum  was  paid  to  a  man  by 
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the  name  of  Gardiner.  It  was  afterwards  alleged  that  the  claim  of  Gardiner  was 
unfounded,  and  suit  was  brought  by  the  United  States  to  recover  from  Gardmei 
money  which  it  alleged  to  be  justly  due  to  the  United  States  because  the  pay- 
ment ought  not  to  have  been  made.  That  is  all  of  the  case:  the  brovemmeut 
of  the  United  States  suing  for  money  belonging  to  itself,  and  which  had  been  paid 
bv  itself  to  a  party  not  entitled  to  it  under  a  decision  made  by  a,  commission 
created  solely  by  this  Government.  That  was  the  case.  I  need  hardly  explain  to 
the  committee  the  manifest  difference  between  that  case  and  a  case  such  as  the 
present  where  an  award  was  made  by  a  commission  created  by  the  two  Govern- 
ments-an  international  commission— and  which  award  it  is  proposed  by  this  act 
to  authorize  one  of  our  domestic  courts  to  review  and  set  aside.  ^ 

I  have  another  remark  to  make  in  regard  to  the  Gardiner  case.  If  this  Gardiner 
case  does  afford  authority  for  the  action  which  is  now  invoked  by  Mexico,  then  1 
would  like  to  inquire  why  should  this  present  bill  be  enacted  into  a  Jaw?  What 
necessity  is  there  for  Congress  to  resort  to  this  extraordinary  and  unprecedented 
legislation  if  there  exists  in  the  courts  of  the  country  already  a  remedy  which 
Mexico  or  the  United  States  can  resort  to? 

I  notice  in  a  letter  written  by  the  chairman  of  this  subcommittee  (Mr.  Morgan) 
to  the  Secretary  of  State  that  he  is  of  the  opinion  that  there  is  ample  remedy  m 
the  courts  without  legislation.  Mr.  Morgan,  in  a  letter  to  Mr.  Bayard,  dated 
March  5,  1887,  speaks  as  follows:  .       ,      -o      -  j     j. 

"No  change  in  the  law  is  needed,  as  it  seems  to  me,  to  authorize  the  President 
to  have  it  determined  in  our  own  courts  whether  these  claimants  are  honestly 
entitled  to  the  money  paid  by  Mexico  toward  their  demands." 

It  seems  to  me.  if  no  other  reason  exists  than  the  fact  that  there  already  exists  m 
the  courts  of  the  country  without  any  new  or  special  legislation— for  not  only  is 
this  special  legislation,  but  it  is  legislation  which  it  would  be  impossible  for  any  pri- 
vate citizen  to  obtain— that  is  sufBcient  reason  why  the  bill  should  be  reported 
adversely.  Why  should  this  special  dispensation  be  made  in  favor  of  Mexico, 
when,  according  to  her  own  declarations,  there  already  exists  ample  power  in  the 
courts  to  investigate  and  determine  this  matter  under  the  general  law?  Why  alter 
that  general  law  in  favor  of  this  party?  Mexico  has  again  and  again  announced 
by  its  representatives  its  eager  desire  to  go  into  the  courts  of  the  country  and  to 
have  this  matter  investigated— to  use  the  same  remedy  which  all  other  suitors  in 
the  courts  of  this  country  have  to  use.  They  have  gone  so  far  as  to  say  it  had  a 
bill  in  equity  prepared,  and  were  ready  to  go  into  the  courts  and  determine  this 
matter.     Then  why  should  Congress  interfere? 

The  next  precedent  relied  upon  is  the  Venezuela  case.  I  trust  the  members  of 
the  committee  will  not  think  I  am  wearying  them  with  too  full  a  discussion  of  the 
precedents,  because  I  regard  this  matter  as  so  important  that  it  is  proper  the  com- 
mittee should  be  very  careful  to  search  into  the  precedents  and  see  if  there  really 
does  exist,  as  has  been  boldly  asserted,  any  authority  for  the  action  proposed  by 
the  bill.  The  Venezuela  a  wards  were  assailed  principally  for  the  reason  that  there 
had  been  corruption  alleged  of  the  umpire  and  members  of  the  commission.  The 
integrity  of  the  commission  itself  was  assailed. 

And  what  was  done  by  Congress?  Congress  in  1873  passed  a  statute  providing 
that  the  awards  which  were  rendered  by  the  commission  organized  under  the 
treaty  between  this  country  and  Venezuela  were  final  and  valid.  I  do  not  suppose 
that  declaration  by  Congress  had  any  force  or  effect  whatever.  It  was  mere  bru- 
tum  fuliiien.  because  if  the  awards  were  valid  they  were  made  valid  by  virtue  of 
the  treaty.  In  1878  Congress  passed  another  act  repealing  the  first  act  and  making 
the  declaration  "  that  nothing  herein  contained  should  be  construed  as  an  expres- 
sion of  any  opinion  on  the  part  of  Congress  in  respect  to  the  validity  of  the  awards, 
or  as  to  the  propriety  of  the  negotiation  by  the  Executive  of  a  new  convention  in 
respect  to  the  same."  (This  statute  is  found  in  30  Stat., p.  341.)  So  that  here  we 
have  the  express  declaration  of  Congress,  guardedly  made,  that  the  act  should  not 
be  construed  as  in  any  way  infringing  upon  the  power  of  the  Executive  to  dispose 
of  the  matter  by  treaty. 

I  submit  that  instead  of  this  case  being  a  precedent  for  the  legislation  now 
invoked  it  is,  on  the  contrary,  a  precedent  why  such  legislation  should  not  be 
enacted,  because  Congress  on  the  face  of  the  Venezuela  act  says  this  is  a  matter 
to  be  determined  by  the  Executive,  and  it  is  not  a  matter  to  be  determined  by  us 
as  a  legislative  body.  Why  has  not  Congress  passed  some  act  in  regard  to  the 
Venezuela  awards  such  as  is  proposed  in  the  Weil  case?  The  matter  has  been 
pending  for  many  years.  It  would  be  a  short  way  to  get  rid  of  the  whole  question. 
All  the  Government  would  have  to  do  in  order  to  test  the  validity  of  these  Vene- 
zuela awards  would  be  simply  to  pass  a  bill  providing  for  their  investigation  in 
our  domestic  courts.     But  what  has  been  the  course  of  our  Government? 
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They  exercised  the  executive  power  by  w.iy  of  treaty —the  only  course,  in  my 
opinion,  which  lay  open. 

A  new  treaty  for  the  new  trial  of  the  disputnl  awards  was  negotiated,  as  in  the 
Weil  case,  and  the  treaty  is  still  pending  for  the  retrial  of  those  Venezuela  cases. 
By  its  provisions  those  awards  are  ordered  to  be  reinvestigated,  in  which  the 
Integrity  of  the  commission  itself  is  touched,  and,  I  believe,  those  only. 

Again,  it  is  said  that  similar  steps  have  been  taken  as  proposed  by  this  bill  in  the 
case  of  the  Brazilian  indemnity— an  indemnity  voluntarily  made  some  years  ago 
by  the  Government  of  Brazil  to  our  Government  to  indemnify  one  of  our  citizens. 
What  was  done  in  that  casd?  The  Secretary  of  State,  by  direction  of  the  President, 
returned  the  money  to  Brazil— not  by  domestic  legislation,  not  by  act  of  Congress. 
The  Executive  which  compelled  the  Government  of  Brazil  to  pay  this  money 
returned  that  money  because  unjustly  exacted.  , 

The  last  authority  which  has  been  cited  is  the  Chinese  case.  There  China  had 
paid  as  '"peace  money"  a  lump  sum  to  our  Govei-nment,  and  our  Government 
itself  appointed  commissioners  to  determine  who  were  entitled  to  that  money. 
Part  of  it  was  distributed:  but  a  few  years  ago  Congress  passed  an  act  providing 
that  certain  parties  should  be  allowed  to  file  their  petitions  in  the  Court  of  Claims 
to  prove  that  they  were  entitled  to  share  in  the  fund.  The  Government  itself  had 
the  money  in  its  hands  and  simply  granted  permission  by  act  of  Congress  for  our 
citizens  to  come  and  show  who  were  entitled  to  it. 

Those  are  all  the  precedents,  as  I  understand,  which  are  relied  upon  in  this 
matter. 

Senator  Morgan.  There  is  a  still  later  one,  where  Mr.  Bayard  refused  to  allow 
the  award  to  be  executed  to  Pelletier. 

Mr.  Phillips.  This  action  in  regard  to  the  award  against  Haiti  was  taken  by 
Mr.  Bayard  on  the  authority  of  the  Weil  case,  now  under  discussion,  and  after  the 
whole  subject  which  is  now"  before  the  committee  was  argued  before  the  Secretary 
of  State.  And  here  I  may  state  that,  as  in  the  Brazilian  matter,  the  action  taken 
is  by  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government,  and  what  I  am  endeavoring  to  argue 
before  the  committee  is  that  if  any  action  is  taken  at  all  it  must  be  by  the  Execu- 
tive, and  not  by  Congress  in  its  legislative  capacity. 

If  it  is  decided  that  the  case  is  one  in  which  Congress  has  power  to  legislate, 
there  is  the  further  inquiry.  Is  it  a  case  in  which  it  is  proper  to  exercise  that  power? 
This  brings  us  directly  to  the  particular  consideration  of  the  Weil  case,  which  I 
represent. 

Senator  Morgan.  Will  you  state  just  there  the  name  of  your  client? 

Mr.  Phillips.  P.  S.  Wiltz,  public  administrator  of  the  State  of  Louisiana  on  the 
estate  of  Benjamin  Weil. 

Senator  Moegan.  The  administrator  of  a  certain  parish,  do  you  mean,  or  the 

■whole  State? 

Mr.  Phillips.  The  whole  State.  He  is  appointed  by  the  district  court  of  New 
Orleans.     He  is  called  the  public  administrator. 

Senator  Morgan.  It  is  a  State  office. 

Mr.  Phillips.  The  public  administrator  takes  all  the  property  left  by  a  decedent 
and  holds  it  for  the  tenefit  of  the  creditors  and  beneficiaries.  I  was  about  to  state 
that  I  have  been  connected  with  this  case  only  for  a  few  years,  having  been 
appointed  by  the  public  administrator  long  after  the  death  of  Weil.  Mr.  Weil 
himself  I  never  saw,  and  therefore  I  know  nothing  of  the  case  except  what  the 
record  discloses,  and  I  propose  to  argue  this  case  from  the  record. 

In  1870  Benjamin  Weil  filed  his  petition  before  the  Mexican  and  United  States 
commission,  claiming  the  cotton  on  account  of  the  seizure  of  which  the  award  was 
flnallv  made  All  the  particulavs  of  his  claim  upon  which  he  relied  for  the  judg- 
ment of  the  commission  were  fully  set  forth.  That  was  in  1870.  Either  in  that 
vear  or  the  ne.\t.  and,  I  think,  almost  contemporaneous  with  the  fihng  of  this  peti- 
tion he  filed  his  e\  idence  in  the  case.  That  evidence  remained  for  five  years  before 
the  commission.     The  case  was  reached  and  tried  in  187:5. 

Now  what  does  Mexico  do  in  the  meantime?  She  is  not  idle.  She  does  not 
allow  the  case  to  go  by  default.  She  obtains  her  evidence,  but  when  the  case 
comes  to  trial  the  evidence  which  she  has  obtained  she  does  not  submit.  The 
American  commissioner,  being  well  aware  of  the  importance  of  the  case,  the  large 
nmount  demanded,  might  well  invite  the  Mexican  commissioner  to  produce  for 
Ms  inspection  before  decision  was  made  the  evidence  which  he  knew  he  possessed. 
He  might  justly  have  said,  "  I  will  go  on  and  decide  this  case  ex  parte.  You  have 
had  vour  time  to  produce  evidence;  you  have  not  chosen  to  file  it.  Me  might 
have  refused  leave  for  him  to  file  it,  but  what  did  he  do?  He  invited  the  Govern- 
Tn«nt  of  Mexico  to  file  that  evidence.  He  said  he  would  give  all  the  time  that 
Mexico  wanted  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  them  to  file  it.  That  offer  was  refused. 
I  desire  to  call  the  attention  of  the  committee  to  the  reason  assigned  by  Mexico 
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why  she  refused  to  produce  her  evidence.  I  read  from  Executive  Document  No. 
103,  Forty-eighth  Congress,  first  session.  It  is  the  decision  of  the  Mexican  com- 
missioner, Zamacona.    He  says: 

"But  in  the  brief  which  he  submitted  at  the  time  of  offering  the  evidence,  he 
gives  it  to  be  understood  that  there  is  much  evidence,  both  documentary  and  of 
testimony,  contradictory  of  the  occurrence  on  which  the  claim  is  founded." 

He  says  he  has  the  evidence.  Now,  this  is  the  reason  why  he  refuses  to  pro- 
duce it: 

"  There  is  in  the  present  case  the  still  more  serious  considerations  that  there  is 
sufficient  evidence  upon  which  to  judge  of  the  claim,  and  that  by  opening  the 
door  to  new  testimony  it  would  only  serve  to  show  the  claimant  wherein  the  edi- 
fice whicli  he  had  erected  upon  his  imagination  was  weak,  and  by  enlightening 
him  as  to  how  to  crown  his  intrigue  by  new  efforts,  which,  although  they  would 
not  change  the  aspect  of  the  case,  might  lead  to  confuse  it." 

Regard  the  reason  he  gives  for  not  producing  the  evidence.  In  short,  it  is  that 
it  would  enable  the  other  side  to  produce  rebutting  evidence,  and  strengthen  their 
case.  The  commission  go  on  and  decide  upon  the  evidence  already  in  on  file,  and 
the  American  commissioner  gives  an  award  which  the  umpire  affirms. 

Now,  what  is  the  present  position  of  Mexico?  Why,  that  she  should  now  be 
allowed  to  produce  the  evidence  which  she  refused  to  produce  before  the  commis- 
sion; that  she  should  now  be  allowed  to  reopen  the  case,  and  thus  be  enabled  to 
successfully  attain  the  object  which  she  sought  before  that  commission  by  refus- 
ing to  submit  her  evidence,  to  wit,  that  the  other  side  should  not  have  an  oppor- 
tunity to  reply.  After  the  death  of  the  claimant,  after  the  death  of  witnesses, 
Mexico  comes  now  and  asks  that  the  tactics  which  she  resorted  to  before  the  com- 
mission for  shutting  out  any  contradictory  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  claimant 
shall  be  made  successful.  That  is  the  short  of  it.  It  is  true  it  is  said  that  now 
Mexico  pi'oduces  new  evidence — Mexico  produces  evidence  which  it  did  not  then 
have.  I  submit  it  is  very  difficult  to  show  what  Mexico  then  had.  Her  own  com- 
missioner, with  all  the  responsibility  which  he  knew  his  utterances  possessed,  said 
at  the  time  that  he  had  the  evidence  to  show  that  this  claim  was  unfounded.  How 
much  he  had,  or  what  he  had,  it  would  be  difficult  for  me  to  say.  But  he  had  the 
evidence  and  did  not  produce  it. 

Now,  what  is  the  new  evidence  relied  upon  by  Mexico  to  show  that  the  case 
should  be  reopened?  It  is  nothing  but  evidence  going  to  prove  the  same  defense 
which  it  attempted  to  prove  in  that  case.  The  same  issue  is  to  be  tried  again. 
The  only  issue  tried  then  was  whether  Weil  had  proved  his  case,  whether  or  not 
the  cotton  he  alleged  he  owned  he  had  owned,  and  whether  it  had  been  seized  as 
he  alleged  it  had  been  seized.  We  repeat,  the  whole  issue  was  the  truthfulness  of 
the  allegations  of  Weil's  petition,  and  that  is  the  issue  which  Mexico  proposes  to 
try  again;  an  issue  upon  which  she  had  her  day  in  court,  and  the  issue  upon  which 
she  went  to  trial.  All  the  evidence  she  has,  if  we  acknowledge  it  to  be  new  evi- 
dence, is  simply  cumulative,  is  simply  to  prove  the  precise  same  point  which  she 
relied  on  at  the  time  of  the  trial,  as  to  the  truth  of  the  allegation  of  the  ownership 
and  seizure  of  the  cotton. 

Now,  Mexico,  dissatisfied  with  the  decision  of  the  commission,  adopted  the  rem- 
edy which  she  at  once  saw  was  the  only  one  she  could  adopt  for  the  purpose  of 
having  this  matter  gone  into  anew.  She  negotiated  the  treaty,  knowing  that  the 
only  relief  she  could  get  was  by  the  constitutional  majority  in  favor  of  the  treaty, 
as  called  for  by  the  Constitution.  She  submitted  her  evidence  again  with  the 
treaty.  She  made  her  defense  before  that  body  invested  with  the  power  of  pass- 
ing on  treaties,  and  again  failed;  and  now  she  desires  to  renew  the  precise  same 
controversy  in  the  form  of  a  legislative  act.  In  other  words,  she  asks  the  legisla- 
tive branch  of  the  Government  to  do  what  the  treaty-making  branch  of  the  Gov- 
ernment has  refused  to  do. 

These  are  all  the  observations  I  desire  to  submit.  I  have  not  argued  them 
elaborately,  because  they  have  perhaps  been  argued  before  and  are  well  under- 
stood by  the  committee.  They  are  points  which  we  think  are  sufficient  to  show 
that  this  bill  should  not  be  enacted  into  a  law. 

I  will  say  in  conclusion,  that  if  the  committee  shall  not  agree  in  the  views  which 
I  have  advanced— if  they  think  this  bill  should  be  enacted  into  a  law— then  I  sub- 
mit that  in  simple  justice  and  common  fairness  this  question,  on  the  evidence, 
should  go  before  the  court  untrammeled,  and  without  an  expression  of  opinion  by 
the  legislature  as  to  whether  this  defense  which  Mexico  sets  up  is  a  good  defense 
or  not;  in  other  words,  if  you  recommend  the  act  favorably  and  confer  jurisdic- 
tion upon  the  court  to  reexamine  the  award,  this  committee  should  not  prejudge 
the  case  by  passing  on  the  ex  parte  testimony  exhibited  by  Mexico. 

Senator  Morgan.  You  insist  that  the  treaty-making  power  is  the  only  power 
that  could  dispose  of  this  matter,  as  I  understand  your  argument,  and  that  that 
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power  has  failed  to  conclude  the  matter,  the  Senate  having  rejected  the  treaty, 
buppose  the  Senate  had  ratified  that  treaty,  would  there  have  been  any  difficulty 
at  all  in  Congress  repealing  the  treaty  and  taking  the  subject  into  its  own  hands? 

Mr.  Phillips.  I  suppose  by  legislative  act  Congress  can  repeal  a  treaty,  but 
there  might  be  difficulties  even  in  the  question  which  the  chairman  has  suggested. 
1  can  not  see  under  what  form  Congress  could  repeal  the  treaty  if  made  between 
the  respective  countries  for  a  retrial  of  the  awards.  The  courts  have  held  that 
Congress  might  by  act  repeal  a  treaty  which  contained  provisions  that  were  mat- 
ters properly  of  legislation,  such  as  duties  and  the  like.  I  can  not  see  how  a  Ques- 
tion such  as  you  suggest  could  arise  in  the  matter  under  consideration. 

benator  Morqan.  If  Congress  should  have  been  dissatisfied  with  that  treaty 

Mr.  Phillips.  You  refer  now  to  the  treaty  setting  aside  the  award? 

Senator  Moeqan.  Yes;  the  one  the  Senate  failed  to  ratify.  If  it  had  been  rati- 
fied and  Congress  was  dissatisfied  with  it,  the  power  to  set  aside  that  treaty,  I 
think,  would  imply  the  power  on  the  part  of  Congress  to  deal  vrith  the  whole 
question. 

_  Mr.  Phillips.  The  general  question  suggested  is  a  very  grave  one,  involving  as 
it  does  the  relations  and  jurisdiction  of  Congress  and  the  Executive.  It  is  a  ques- 
tion which  has  been  controverted  since  the  time  of  Washington.  I  deny,  however, 
the  conclusion  that  Congress  would  have  in  any  event  the  right  to  deal  with  the 
question  now  involved. 

Senator  Morgan.  I  do  not  suppose  from  the  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States  that  there  is  anything  really  that  can  be  done  by  treaty  that  is 
executive  at  least  in  its  nature  that  Congress  has  not  the  power  to  dispose  of  by 
an  act,  both  branches  concurring  with  the  President  in  the  enactment  of  a  law. 

Now,  in  this  act  which  distributes  these  awards,  saving  the  awards  in  the  Weil 
and  La  Abra  cases  for  further  disposition,  it  has  always  seemed  to  me  that  Con- 
gress has  indicated  either  of  two  methods  as  proper  for  the  disposition  of  the  sub- 
ject. One  is  that  if  the  two  Governments  could  agree  upon  the  method,  that 
should  be  done  by  the  treaty-making  power.  In  the  event  of  their  failure  to 
agree,  then  the  award  might  be  paid  out  as  Congress  might  direct,  and  Congress 
reserved  the  whole  question  as  to  whether  the  same  should  be  paid  to  these  alleged 
fraudulent  awardees  or  not.  I  have  believed  that  the  courts  of  the  United  States 
upon  the  suit  of  the  United  States,  or  even  upon  the  suit  of  Mexico,  could  dispose 
of  this  matter  in  their  general  broad  jurisdiction  to  inquire  into  the  question  of 
fraud  in  any  award  or  judgment  or  decree  passed  by  any  tribunal,  no  matter  what 
its  dignity  might  be,  except  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States.  But  Con- 
gress seems  to  have  retained  specially  in  this  law  the  right  to  dispose  of  it  accord- 
ing to  its  own  enactments;  and  therefore  it  has  been  considered  by  Mr.  Bayard 
and  other  eminent  lawyers  that  the  courts  would  not  feel  warranted  in  taking 
jurisdiction  until  Congress  had  made  some  indication  of  its  final  purpose  in  dis- 
posing of  these  awards.  It  still  has  its  grasp  upon  the  subject,  and  has  never,  so 
far  as  I  am  informed,  yielded  it,  and  has  indicated  this  in  the  act  of  1878. 

Now,  in  regard  to  the  precedent  in  the  Gardiner  case,  you  seem  to  think  it 
makes  a  difference  in  the  right  of  the  United  States  to  act,  that  in  that  case  the 
Government  had  assumed  a  responsibility  to  its  citizens  who  had  valid  claims 
against  Mexico.  In  this  case  the  Government  had  not  assumed  that  responsibility. 
It  seems,  however,  that  Congress  has  considered  that  it  did  have  that  responsi- 
bility. By  excepting  these  two  awards  out  of  the  general  disposition  made  of  the 
other  awards  made  by  that  commission  Congress  seems  to  have  asserted  that  it 
did  have  jurisdiction  of  this  matter. 

Senator  Brown.  Well,  it  has  assumed  jurisdiction,  whether  rightfully  or  not. 

Senator  Morgan.  Yes.  I  do  not  understand  that  Mr.  Phillips  assumes  there  is 
any  constitutional  question  involved  in  it. 

Mr.  Phillips.  I  do,  decidedly;  a  very  serious  constitutional  question. 

Senator  Morgan.  You  think  the  right  of  the  President  superior  to  that  of  Con- 
gress? 

Mr.  Phillips.  I  think  this  is  exclusively  a  matter  withm  the  power  of  the 
treaty-making  branch  of  the  Government.  It  is  a  matter  controlled  by  the  same 
power  which  organized  the  commission  that  rendered  the  award. 

Senator  Morgan.  That  is  your  contention? 

Mr.  Phillips.  That  is  my  contention. 

Senator  Morgan.  Now,  the  Government  of  the  United  States  in  the  Gardiner 
case,  it  seems,  found  no  difficulty  in  going  into  the  court  and  having  that  award 
set  aside.  Yet  that  award  was  as  much  a  final  and  conclusive  act,  I  suppose,  made 
by  the  commissioners  under  the  authority  of  this  treaty  or  convention,  as  this 
award. 

Mr.  Phillips.  That  was  not  an  international  question.  That  is  the  distinction 
I  make.  The  award  was  just  as  final  in  the  one  case  as  the  other,  but  it  was  not 
international  in  the  Gardiner  case. 
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In  respect  of  this  matter  of  the  commissioner  of  Mexico  not  having  brought  for- 
waril  the  evidence  which  he  said  he  was  in  possession  of  at  the  time,  and  which  he 
thought  would  set  aside  the  evidence  that  the  claimant  had  produced,  do  you  con- 
sider that  the  commissioners  under  that  convention,  or  under  any  claims  conven- 
tion, who  were  selected  by  their  respective  governments,  are  commissioners  for 
their  respective  governments,  or  that  they  have  jurisdiction  and  a  duty  to  perform 
in  regard  to  both  governments? 

That  question  is  a  very  pertinent  one.  Perhaps  from  a  point  of  principle  you 
may  well  say  they  only  represent  justice,  but  in  point  of  practice  we  know  that  in 
over  three-fourths  of  the  cases  the  Mexican  commissioner  decided  in  favor  of  Mex- 
ico, and  the  American  commissioner  in  favor  of  the  United  States;  almost  all  of 
the  cases  were  finally  decided  by  the  umpire. 

Senator  Morgan.  You  hardly  think  that  would  be  a  proper  exercise  of  the  juris- 
diction conferred  upon  the  commissioners,  that  a  man  should  make  himself  the 
advocate  of  either  party  against  the  party  presenting  the  claim  and  against  the  evi- 
dence that  might  be  brought  to  overcome  it.  You  speak  of  the  practice  under  that 
convention,  and  perhaps  under  several  other  conventions,  but  after  all  is  it  not 
the  true  purpose  of  these  conventions  that  justice  shall  be  arrived  at,  and  that 
neither  commissioner  is  the  representative  of  his  own  Government  in  the  matter  of 
adjudicating  upon  claims,  or  in  the  matter  of  defending,  or  preventing  the  defend- 
ing against,  claims  that  are  brought  before  the  commission?  It  seems  to  me  that 
is  the  correct  view  of  it.  The  practice  you  allude  to  was  a  very  loose  one,  but  is  it 
not  also  a  proper  theory  and  a  proper  practice  under  these  conventions,  that  the 
respective  governments  should  vise  this  evidence  and  give  some  credit  to  it,  inas- 
much as  the  conventions  themselves  provide  that  the  commission  shall  only  con- 
sider such  evidence  as  is  brought  to  their  attention  by  their  governments  respec- 
tively, and  if  we  have  indulged  in  the  loose  practice  and  made  the  award  upon  a 
basis  that  is  totally  imaginary,  with  no  substuntial  ground  upon  which  to  rest  it 
at  all,  ought  there  not  to  be  some  power  of  the  Government  that  has  proper  control 
of  the  subject  to  get  rid  of  an  award  that  is  wrong  and  based  entirely  upon  perjury 
and  fraud? 

Senator  Brown.  Don't  you  have  to  try  the  case  before  you  reach  that  conclu- 
sion? 

Senator  Morgan.  Now,  I  should  say  that  would  depend  upon  whether  he  had 
this  evidence  or  not. 

Mr.  Phillips.  The  Mexican  commissioner  did  not  say  he  had  this  evidence,  but 
he  said  he  had  evidecce.  This  record  shows  (Ex.  Doc.  103)  that  substantially  all 
this  evidence  which  is  now  before  this  committee  was  submitted  by  the  Mexican 
agent  to  the  umpire  for  a  rehearing.  Now,  the  period  of  time  which  elapsed 
between  the  decision  of  the  umpire  and  the  request  made  to  him  for  a  rehearing 
was  very  short.  It  may  have  been  that  it  was  all  found  afterwards.  I  believe  it 
is  so  alleged. 

Senator  Morgan.  I  assume  there  is  no  doubt  that  this  evidence  was  discovered 
by  the  Mexican  Government  after  that  award  was  made  and  that  the  umpire  said 
he  had  no  right  to  consider  it;  the  record  was  made  up  and  he  could  not  go  outside 
of  it  to  consider  any  fact  at  all.  Now  it  seems  to  turn  out  indisputably  upon  the 
written  statements. 

Mr.  Phillips.  Why  do  you  assert  "indisputably?" 

Senator  Morgan.  Because  that  is  the  way  it  strikes  my  mind— indisputably 
upon  the  written  statements  of  Weil  and  the  written  statements  of  his  partners 
that  there  never  was  a  bale  of  this  cotton;  he  never  had  a  wagon  or  mule  train 
or  a,nythmg  of  the  kind;  and  that  the  whole  thing  is  a  fabrication  of  unmitigated 
perjury  from  beginning  to  end.  If  that  be  so,  if  that  be  proven,  can  it  be  possible 
that  the  Government  of  the  United  States  can  be  made  a  cat's-paw  of  to  execute 
^?^  '^S^^^  tne  fraud  and  villainy  of  this  man?  Can  not  we  find  some  wav  to  get 
nd  of  this  opprobrium  and  to  do  what  any  private  man  who  had  any  honor  would 
do  m  dealing  with  his  friend,  or  creditor,  or  antagonist,  or  even  his  enemv'  It 
seems  to  me  there  must  be  some  way  to  do  it,  and  the  President  of  the  United 
States  ha,s  come  to  the  conclusion,  first,  that  he  has  no  authority  to  pay  out  the 
money  without  the  further  sanction  of  Congress  in  some  form,-  and  second  it 
would  be  a  convenient  and  proper  way,  following  the  advice  of  Mr.  Evarts  and 
other  Secretaries  of  State,  to  have  this  subject  investigated  by  a  domestic  tribunal 
so  as  to  relieve  the  Executive  of  any  responsibility  of  a  decision  on  the  facts  of  the 
case.  It  therefore  se.3ms  to  me  reasonable  that  Congress  should  make  an  effort  of 
this  kind,  and  if  it  turns  out  that  we  have  no  jurisdiction,  it  still  remains  in  the 
power  of  Mr.  Weil  s  administrator  to  raise  the  question  as  to  the  technical  value 
of  the  award,  the  fruits  of  the  perjury  of  the  intestate  Mr.  Weil  It  seems  to  me 
that  there  must  be  some  way  we  can  find,  and,  while  I  would  not  exnress  an 
opinion  now,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  advice  of  the  President  on  that  subject  is 
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Now,  you  object  to  our  expressing  any  opinion.  Do  you  mean  you  do  not  -wish 
•^s  to  Jnake  any  report  upon  this  case  as  to  what  our  convictions  are? 

Mr.  Phillips.  Will  you  allow  me  to  answer  as  you  ^o  along,  because  I  can  not 
keep  m  mind  all  of  your  suggestions?    Allow  me  to  answer  such  as  I  recall. 

benator  Morgan.  Yes;  I  will  be  very  glad  to  have  you  do  so. 

Mr.  Phillips.  The  first  suggestion  you  make  arises  under  the  act  of  1878,  which 
yon  assume  was  a  legislative  expression  of  the  power  Congress  thought  it  had  to 
aeal  with  this  matter.  Now,  if  the  full  scope  of  that  act  is  that  which  you  have 
given,  and  if  Congress  possessed  the  power  to  enact  it,  the  conclusion  which  you 
miike  would  justly  follow,  but  I  think  that  point  has  bean  directly  decided  by  the 
buprenie  Court  in  the  decision  of  the  Key  mandamus  case  as  to  the  force  and 
scope  of  that  act  of  1878.     The  court  speaks  of  the  act  of  1878  as  follows: 

'-The  first  section  of  the  act  of  187S  authorizes  and  requires  the  Secretary  of 
btate  to  receive  the  moneys  paid  by  Mexico  under  the  convention,  and  to  distrib- 
ute them  among  the  several  claimants,  but  it  manifests  no  disposition  on  the 
part  of  Congress  to  encroach  ou  the  power  of  the  President  and  Senate  to  con- 
clude another  treaty  with  Mexico  in  respect  to  any  or  even  all  the  claims  allowed 
by  the  commission,  if  in  their  opinion  the  honor  of  the  United  States  should 
demand  it.  At  most  it  only  provides  for  receiving  and  distributing  the  sums  paid 
without  a  protest  or  reservation  such  as,  in  the  opinion  of  the  President,  is  enti- 
tled to  further  consideration.  It  does  not  undertake  to  set  any  new  limits  on  the 
powers  of  the  Executive." 

And  then  the  court  go  on  to  say  that  the  direction  in  the  act  in  regard  to  the 
President  to  investigate  this  case  is  nothing  more  than  a  request,  a  power  which 
he  possessed  just  as  much  if  the  act  had  not  passed. 

Senator  Morgan.  Well,  they  might  very  well  have  said,  if  they  had  chosen  to 
do  so,  that  it  was  a  consent  in  advance  for  that  disposition  of  the  award  if  the 
treaty  was  made. 

Mr.  Phillips.  We  therefore  say  that  the  court  has  directly  held  that  this  act 
has  no  force  or  effect  at  all  on  the  question  suggested;  in  other  words,  the  Execu- 
tive had  just  as  much  authority  to  go  on  and  deal  with  the  matter  as  if  this  act 
had  not  passed. 

In  this  connection  I  would  like  to  file  with  my  argument  part  of  a  brief  which 
I  submitted  to  the  Supreme  Court  at  the  present  session  in  the  mandamus  case  of 
White  V.  The  Secretary  of  State,  in  regard  to  what  is  the  nature  of  the  awards 
made  by  this  commission.  Do  they  constitute  rights  of  private  property,  vested 
rights,  judgments,  or  is  the  money  paid  by  Mexico  to  the  United  States  paid  to 
the  United  States  for  its  benefit  and  not  for  the  benefit  of  its  citizens,  so  that  it 
can  be  dealt  with  by  Congress  or  by  the  Executive  just  as  they  would  deal  with 
any  other  money  of  the  United  States?  The  court  below  granted  the  mandamus 
and  the  Government  appealed. 

Senator  Brown.  Under  this  same  class  of  awards? 

Mr.  Phillips.  The  same  class;  the  same  treaty.  It  is  to  be  regretted  that  the 
Supreme  Court  did  not  decide  this  question.  They  simply  held  that  inasmuch  as 
there  was  a  dispute  pending  between  Mr.  White  and  Mr.  Porter  in  regard  to  their 
rights  in  the  award  in  question  the  Secretary  of  State  could  not  be'compelled  to 
pay  to  either  one  of  the  parties  until  its  decision.  1  will  file  this  very  short  brief 
on  the  general  question.  Every  thinking  man  must  see  at  once  there  is  a  very 
broad  distinction,  in  dealing  with  this  question,  between  what  is  generally  denomi- 
nated '•  peace  money,"'  a  lump  sum  paid  by  one  government  to  another  govern- 
ment for  the  sake  of  peace,  and  in  a  case  like  this,  where  individual  claims  are 
made  before  a  court— an  international  court,  it  is  true,  but  before  a  court— and 
there  are  individual  judgments  in  behalf  of  parties,  and  a  sum  is  paid  by  the  for- 
eign government  to  meet  these  individual  judgments. 

(The  argument  referred  to  is  appended.) 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  you  will  direct  any  specific  question  to  me  I  will  be  glad 
to  try  to  answer  it. 

Senator  Brown.  Now,  on  that  point,  that  it  is  not  within  the  power  of  the  Gov- 
ernment to  deal  with  the  Weil  claim,  for  instance,  and  to  set  aside  this  judgment 
as  relating  to  the  rights  of  the  party,  does  not  the  decision  recognize  the  right  of 
the  treaty-making  power  to  set  it  aside? 

Mr.  Phillips.  It  does,  and  that  is  conceded  in  the  brief.  That  is  a  decided 
question.    We  argued  differently  before  the  tribunal. 

Senator  Brown.  Your  contention  is  that  while  the  treaty-making  power  may 
do  it  no  other  power  can? 

Mr.  Phillips.  I  say  in  this  brief  "  it  is  supposed  that  this  court  has  announced 
different  conclusions  from  those  which  we  have  advanced,  and  the  decision  in  the 
case  of  Key  v.  Frelinghuysen,  Secretary  of  State  (110  U.  S.,  63),  is  referred  to. 
But  that  decision  falls  far  short  of  lending  any  support  to  the  views  now  urged  by 
the  respondent.     On  the  contrary,  it  impliedly  rejects  the  broad  claim  asserted." 
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The  broad  claim  was  that  this  award  was  a  political  matter;  that  it  did  not  con- 
stitute a  iusticiable  demand,  and  that  Congress  or  the  Executive  could  deal  with 
it  as  it  chose.  I  say :  "On  behalf  of  the  then  respondent  the  argument  was  strongly 
urged  that  the  Executive  could  not  be  controlled  by  the  courts  as  to  the  payment 
of  the  sums  awarded  by  the  commission,  and  that  the  petitioner  had  no  title  to  the 
money  in  question  that  could  be  recognized  by  a  court:  that  if  thero  was  any  trust 
on  the  part  of  the  Government  it  was  a  political  trust,  not  cognizable  m  a  court 
of  justice.  If  this  argument  had  been  considered  by  the  court  a  sound  one,  the 
decision  undoubtedly  would  have  been  put  upon  that  ground.  It  would  have  been 
useless  to  have  discussed  the  particular  facts  and  circumstances  attending  the  case 
if  the  petitioner  in  no  event  had  a  right  enforceable  in  a  court  of  justice." 

The  question  lies  at  the  very  threshold  of  the  argument. 

"The  single  question  was  whether  it  was  competent  for  the  Secretary  to  with- 
hold payment  pending  the  ratification  of  a  convention  by  the  Senate  for  a  retrial 
of  the  case.  .,,   ,,     .      . 

"  This  court  held  that  the  United  States  had  the  right  to  treat  with  Mexico  for 
a  retrial  by  the  ratification  of  a  new  convention.  'Under  these  circumstances,' 
say  the  court,  '  it  is,  in  our  opinion,  clearly  within  the  discretion  of  the  President 
to  withhold  all  future  payments  to  the  relators  until  the  diplomatic  negotiations 
between  the  two  Governments  on  the  subject  are  finally  concluded.  That  discre- 
tion of  the  executive  department  of  the  Government  can  not  be  controlled  by  the 
judiciary.'" 

Now,  to  make  the  point  more  clear,  the  court  repeat: 

"All  we  decide  is,  that  it  was  within  the  discretion  of  the  President  to  negotiate 
again  with  Mexico  in  respect  to  the  claims,  and  that  as  long  as  the  two  Govern- 
ments are  treating  on  the  questions  involved  he  may  properly  withhold  from  the 
relators  their  distributive  shares  of  the  moneys  now  in  the  hands  of  the  Secretary 
of  State." 

Senator  Morgan.  But  as  a  predicate  for  that  decision  they  held  there  was  no 
vested  right  under  this  convention. 

Mr.  Phillips.  They  held  there  was  no  vested  right  such  as  could  not  be  dealt 
with  by  a  new  convention.  That  is  the  decision,  and  that,  of  course,  we  must 
concede. 
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T.  P.  Bayard,  Secretary  of  State, 

V. 

United  States,  ex  rel.  S.  V.  White, 

[Brief  of  W.Hallet  Phillips,  for  the  relator,  S.  V.  White.] 

In  answer  to  the  application  for  a  mandamus,  the  Secretary  insists  that  the 
money  in  his  hands  and  claimed  to  be  due  the  petitioner  on  account  of  the  awards 
of  the  United  States  and  Mexican  Commission,  is  held  by  him  subject  to  the  order 
and  control  of  the  President,  and  is  disposable  by  the  respondent  at  the  discretion 
of  the  President  only. 

In  other  words,  it  is  contended  that  the  award  creates  no  private  right  that  is 
not  subject  to  the  action  and  control  of  the  Executive. 

This  contention  raises  the  important  question  as  to  the  character  of  the  peti- 
tioner's right. 

We  submit  that,  before  adjudication  by  the  commission,  his  claim  against  Mexico 
constituted  property,  capable  of  transfer  or  assignment.  This,  after  full  discus- 
sion, was  decided  in  Comegys  i;.  Vasse  (1  Pet.,  193).  This  court,  quoting  from 
Chief  Justice  Kent,  say: 

"  If  Prance  should  at  any  future  period  make  compensation  for  the  capture  and 
condemnation  in  question,  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  to  whom  the 
compensation  would  in  the  first  instance  be  payable,  would  become  trustee  for  the 
party  having  the  equitable  title  to  the  reimbursement." 

The  same  matter  was  considered  in  Erwin  v.  United  States,  where  it  is  said: 

"  Whether  a  party  has  been  deprived  of  his  goods  by  the  Government  rightfully 
or  wrongfully  does  not  affect  the  character  of  the  claim  as  property,  though  it 
may  affect  its  validity  and  value. 

"Claims  for  compensation  for  the  possession,  use,  or  appropriation  of  tangible 
property  constitute  personal  estate  equally  with  the  property  out  of  which  they 
grow,  although  the  validity  of  such  claims  may  be  denied,  and  their  value  may 
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?»,S!f=^?°  *^®?,°?T''lf''?,*?,°*  litigation,  or  the  doubtful  result  of  an  appeal  to  the 
Krcorai!  17  H^V  ;'7f2  5  ^  '  ''"°  ^^^^^'  "'  McDonald,  99  U.  S.,  398;  Judson 
hv^v,«^  ^»^w  i?  ^^^  been  merged  in  the  judgment  of  a  tribunal  partly  organized 
the  convention         ''''°'^'  '^  ^  ^  "^"^^  judgment,  solemnly  so  declared  by 

^nTh!  i'i'^f^™^"'^  constitutes  property  in  the  fullest  sense,  entitling  the  petitioner 
«?,  wFJ^^f  i'°?TvT''^-^°'i''^,°*i^^  °^  *^®  Constitution,  though  he  had  no  means  of 
enforcing  it  had  Mexico  failed  to  provide  for  its  payment 

ihe  respondent  admits  that  he  has  received  from  Mexico  the  means  of  paying 
tnis  judgment  and  the  question  is  whether  any  exercise  of  the  Executive  power 
over  the  becretary  shields  him  from  the  process  of  mandamus. 

ihe  treaty  la  a  law  unto  itself;  and  when,  under  its  provisions,  the  Secretary 
receives  the  means  of  paying  the  awards  made  under  it,  there  arises  an  implied 
agreement  that  he  will  pay  them,  and  this  payment  is  a  ministerial  duty 

becretary  Evarts  applied  to  Congress  for  the  passage  of  the  act  which  he  drafted 
and  transmitted,  on  the  construction  of  which  this  controversy  partly  depends. 
In  his  letter  he  said:  j      f 

"  No  doubt  the  prompt  distribution  of  money  awarded  to  our  citizens,  and  paid 
over  to  the  Government  of  the  United  States  for  that  purpose,  is  an  obligatory 
duty  which  this  Government  should  be  most  anxious  to  discharge.    *    *    * 

"I  have  hesitated  to  make  distribution  of  the  money  on  hand,  which  would  be 
according  to  the  practice  of  the  Government,  because  of  some  legislation  being 
necessary  to  make  good  to  the  fund  the  amount  with  which  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  is  chargeable,  and  because  it  is  desirable  that  the  manner  of  the 
reservation  of  the  expenses  of  the  Government  should  be  settled."  (H.  R.  Rep. 
No.  37,  45th  Cong. ,  2d  sess. ,  p.  9. ) 

The  extent  of  the  Executive  control  over  the  awards  of  international  com- 
missions was  passed  on  by  the  highest  law  ofBcer  of  the  Government  in  Gibbs's 
case.  An  award  had  been  made  by  a  commission  under  a  treaty  with  New  Grenada. 
Under  a  new  arrangement  the  Executive  attempted  to  set  it  aside.  The  right  to 
so  deal  with  the  award  was  the  question  before  the  Attorney-General. 

As  to  this,  he  said: 

"  I  can  notassentto  the  view  that  this  Government  could  affect  his  rights  under 
the  convention  by  submitting  his  case  to  the  second  board,  or  that  the  board  was 
able  to  divest  those  rights  by  any  action  upon  the  claim,  under  the  submission  of 
our  Government,  against  his  will  and  without  his  consent."  (13  Opinions  Attys. 
Gen.,  19.) 

And  as  to  the  payment  of  the  award,  he  said: 

"Such  payment  to  our  Government  was,  of  course,  intended  to  be  in  trust  for 
the  parties  whose  claim  should  be  satisfied."    (Id.,  33.) 

In  an  opinion  delivered  in  1843,  Attorney-General  Legar6  uses  this  language: 

"The  question  whether  a  particular  claim  of  a  citizen  of  one  country  against  the 
government  of  another  is  or  is  not  valid  as  against  that  government  is  undoubt- 
edly submitted  to  the  special  jurisdiction  credited  by  the  treaty. 

"  But  to  whose  benefit  is  the  judgment  to  inure  when  satisfied  by  that  govern- 
ment? This,  you  at  once  perceive,  is  quite  a  different  matter  and  falls  within  the 
usual  sphere  of  the  judicial  power  of  the  country  receiving  the  indemnity.  That 
either  A,  B,  or  C  is  entitled  to  be  paid,  on  a  specified  claim  against  a  foreign  gov- 
ernment, such  a  sum  is  an  international  or  political  matter.  By  the  very  fact, 
therefore,  that  it  is  so,  it  is  to  be  adjusted  by  treaty — in  some  way  to  be  pointed 
out  by  treaty,  or  it  must  become  the  object  of  war  or  reprisals.  No  nation  can 
be  held  responsible  in  any  other  way.  As  soon,  however,  as  the  claim  is  admitted 
as  a  debt,  and  paid  by  one  country  to  the  other  in  trust  for  its  subjects,  it  ceases 
to  be  a  political  subject  and  becomes  a  judicial  one.  The  execution  of  this  trust 
is  as  much  within  the  competency  of  the  ordinary  tribunals  as  that  of  any  other. 
The  Government  is  a  mere  stakeholder  for  the  use  of  those  who  are  really  entitled 
to  the  proceeds  paid  over  under  the  treaty. "     (4  Opinions  Attys.  Gen. ,  177. ) 

The  argument  now  made  by  the  Secretary  supposes  that  there  exists  in  the  Gov- 
ernment a  proprietary  right  to  the  money  awarded  on  account  of  private  claims 
by  an  international  commission.  In  other  words,  that  the  awards  do  not  consti- 
tute matters  of  private  right,  but  can  be  dealt  with  by  the  Executive  according  to 
its  own  discretion  and  pleasure. 

This  argument  finds  no  support  in  the  decisions  of  the  court  to  which  we  have 
referred,  nor  in  the  practice  of  the  Government.  If  it  is  sound,  it  places  our  citi- 
zens who  have  reclamations  against  a  foreign  government  in  a  very  unsatisfactory 
position. 

Their  demands  for  compensation  can  only  be  enforced  through  the  medium  of 
our  own  Government.    Their  enforcement  is  a  duty  which  our  Government  owes 
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to  its  own  citizens.  An  international  tribunal  is  organized  through  the  offices  of 
our  Government  for  the  determination  of  the  claims.  To  that  tribunal  the  claim- 
ant, through  the  medium  of  this  Government,  is  obliged  to  present  his  claim_  or 
have  it  barred;  the  claim  is  accordingly  presented,  and  the  evidences  of  the  foreign 
indebtedness  surrendered  and  filed  in  the  court. 

The  result  is  an  award  against  the  foreign  government  on  account  of  such  claim, 
iind  the  debtor  is  discharged  by  the  payment  to  our  Government  of  the  amount  of 
the  judgment. 

If  the  contention  of  the  Secretary  is  correct,  the  claimant  may  stand  m  a  worse 
position  after  the  award  than  he  occupied  before  the  presentation  of  his  claim. 
All  his  -rights  against  the  foreign  government  were  merged  in  the  award— the 
debtor  was  discharged  by  its  payment,  but  the  creditor  finds  he  has  no  remedy  in 
the  courts  of  the  country  to  compel  payment  over  to  him  of  the  money  awarded. 
He  ascertains  that  the  money  is  in  the  possession  of  the  officers  of  our  Government, 
who  can  exercise  their  discretion  as  to  its  disposition.  In  short,  he  finds  that  the 
money  belongs  to  the  Government  and  not  to  him. 

This  result  has  followed  from  the  mere  fact  of  the  presentation  of  the  claim  by 
our  Government,  and  the  receipt  by  its  officers  of  the  money  from  the  debtor  gov- 
ernment in  discharge  of  the  judgment. 

Is  such,  in  point  of  law,  the  position  of  the  parties  and  the  character  of  the  right? 

We  submit  that  the  private  right  of  the  claimant  continues  after  the  award  as 
to  the  proceeds  of  the  j  adgment. 

It  was  his  claim  that  our  Government  presented  to  the  court;  judgment  was 
in  his  favor;  the  money  was  paid  by  the  debtor  for  his  benefit,  and  we  maintain 
that  the  officers  of  our  Government  who  received  it  were  his  trustees. 

The  opposing  argument  sacrifices  substance  to  form.  It  supposes  that  because 
our  Government  presents  the  claim  and  receives  payment  it  has  a  proprietary 
interest  in  and  an  unrestrained  power  of  disposition  over  the  proceeds. 

In  our  estimation  the  case  would  not  have  been  any  different  had  Mexico  paid 
over  the  amounts  due  by  her  to  an  agent  of  her  own  for  distribution  among  those 
having  awards  against  her. 

Surely,  in  such  a  case,  the  Executive  could  not  have  asserted  any  right  over  the 
fund. 

Now,  what  substantially  took  place  as  to  the  award  in  question? 

It  so  happened  that  Mexico  had  claims  to  prosecute  on  behalf  of  its  own  citizens 
against  the  Government  of  this  country.  It  accordingly  stipulated  as  to  the  mode 
of  payment,  that  the  amount,  in  gross,  awarded  on  behalf  of  the  citizens  of  the 
one  country  should  be  deducted  from  the  amounts  awarded  to  the  citizens  of  the 
other  country,  and  the  balance  paid  to  the  Government  in  favor  of  whose  citizens 
the  greater  amount  was  awarded,  to  be  distributed  by  it. 

This  was  a  mode  of  payment  adopted  for  convenience,  and  it  did  not  alter  the 
rights  of  the  private  litigants.  Had  the  commission  only  possessed  jurisdiction  of 
claims  of  citizens  of  the  United  States  against  Mexico,  and  accordingly  awards  had 
only  been  rendered  against  Mexico,  the  case  would  have  been  the  same.  The  obli- 
gation which  rested  upon  Mexico  by  its  payment  was  simply  transferred  to  the 
officer  of  the  Government  who  received  the  money,  and  that  obligation  is  one,  as 
we  have  seen,  capable  of  being  enforced. 

As  showing  the  views  of  our  Government  on  this  subject  as  to  the  rights  of  the 
parties,  it  may  be  well  to  state  that,  as  a  matter  of  practice,  the  money  paid  by 
foreign  governments  to  meet  the  cases  of  individual  awards  does  not  generally  go 
into  the  Treasury,  but  is  held  by  the  Secretary  of  State  and  distributed  by  him  in 
satisfaction  of  the  various  awards. 

Nevertheless,  it  is  true  that  the  payment  is  in  form  a  payment  to  the  United 
States,  and  the  Secretary  of  State  is  but  the  agent  of  the  Government  to  make 
distribution.  It  would  be  entirely  in  the  power  of  the  Government  to  designate 
some  other  agent.  The  agent  designated  in  this  instance  by  the  act  of  1S6S  was 
the  Secretary  of  State.  The  whole  control  exercised  by  the  Secretary  over  the 
money  is  by  virtue  of  that  act,  and  he  can  only  exercise  such  authority  as  is  con- 
ferred by  it. 

A  very  different  question  arises  in  regard  to  the  disposition  of  "peace  money" 
paid  by  one  government  to  another.  In  such  a  case,  although  individual  claims 
may  form  the  foundation  of  the  national  demand,  yet  tlie  government  receiving 
the  money  assumes  none  but  a  moral  obligation  to  indemnify  the  sufferers.  It  is  not 
a  trustee.  It  can  deal  with  the  distribution  of  the  money  according  to  its  own 
notions  of  right  and  justice.  Its  discretioh  in  this  regard  can  not  be  controlled, 
for  what  it  gives  is  out  of  mere  bounty. 

[For  documents  and  papers  in  Appendix  8  see  Appendix  to  Senate  Report  1316, 
Forty-ninth  Congress,  first  session,  pp.  488-531.] 
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Appendix  No.  3. 

[Senate  Ex.  Doo.  No.  109,  Piftiotli  Congress,  first  session.] 

^"t1on?o/ D2'cemb6^r'''l''\8H7  °ISl^'''^^^?\'-}S?-  fa-^n^itM"?'  ™  '''^^Pon^e  to  Senate  resolu- 
Claim?  Commission  anie  J^fiM„iii«'''"''^  '?'  ^^^'  'p'**"'''''  °"  *«>  "^'^''d'  of  the  late  Mexican 
Company.T  especially  those  in  £avor  of  Benjamin  Weil  and  Lu  Abra  Silver  Mining 

To  the  Senate:       ' 

ri^Tn  tl!f  ^'^^^^.-^  i-eport  from  the  Secretary  of  State,  with  its  inclosures,  in 
nf^T=^^,  J  ",'^j:«'°l"*'°n«  °t  tl^«  Senate  of  the  21  st  of  December,  1887,  and  the  l(ith 
ot  Januaiy  1888^  touching  the  awards  of  the  late  Mexican  Claims  Commission, 
Com  an  °'  '°  "  °^  benjamin  Weil  and  La  Abra  Silver  Mining 

It  will  be  seen  that  the  report  concludes  with  a  suggestion  that  these  claims  be 
rererrea  to  the  Court  of  Claims,  or  such  other  court  as  may  be  deemed  proper,  in 
Older  tliat  the  charges  of  fraud  made  in  relation  to  said  claims  may  be  fully 
investigated.  •' 

If  for  any  reason  this  proceeding  be  considered  inadvisable,  I  respectfully  ask 
tnat  some  tmal  and  definite  action  be  taken  directing  the  executive  department  of 
the  (jovernment  what  course  to  pursue  in  the  premises. 

In  view  of  the  long  delay  that  has  already  occurred  in  these  cases  it  would  seem 
but  just  to  all  parties  concerned  that  the  Congress  should  speedily  signify  its  final 
judgment  upon  the  awards  referred  to  and  make  the  direction  contemplated  by 
the  act  of  1878,  in  default  of  which  the  money  now  on  hand  applicable  to  such 
awards  now  remains  undistributed. 

.„  Grover  Cleveland, 

Executive  Mansion, 

Washington,  March  5,  ISSS. 


To  the  President: 

The  undersigned,  to  whom  was  referred  the  resolution  of  the  Senate  of  the  21st 
of  December  last,  requesting  ■ '  any  correspondence  with  the  Government  of  Mexico 
since  January,  1886,  relating  to  the  claims  of  Weil  and  the  La  Abra  Silver  Mining 
Company,"  and  a  statement  of  "  what  amounts  have  been  paid  by  Mexico  under 
the  convention  concluded  July  4,  1868,  with  that  Government  for  the  adjustment 
of  claims,  the  distribution  that  has  been  made  of  said  funds,  and  the  amount 
remaining  undistributed,  and  the  claims  for  which  awards  were  made  under  said 
convention  that  remain  unpaid,"  and  also  a  statement  of  "the  grounds  upon  which 
the  payment  of  any  sums  awarded  to  any  of  said  claimants  under  said  convention 
have  been  withheld,  and  whether  the  sums  so  withheld  are  invested  in  any  interest- 
bearing  funds  or  are  held  in  the  Department  of  State  subject  to  the  further  action 
of  Oougress; '  and  also  the  resolution  of  the  Senate  of  the  16th  ultimo,  requesting, 
"in  addition  to  the  information  asked  for  in  the  Senate  resolution  of  the  21st  of 
December,  1887,  relating  to  moneys  remaining  in  the  hands  of  the  Secretary  of 
State,  paid  in  by  the  Government  of  Mexico,  upon  or  applicable  to  the  awards  in 
favor  of  Benjamin  Weil  and  of  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company,  respectively, 
any  and  all  correspondence  between  said  Secretary  and  the  said  two  respective 
awardees,  or  between  said  Secretary  and  the  respecti\  e  attorneys  of  such  awardees, 
in  regard  to  the  submission  of  said  claims,  respectively,  to  the  Court  of  Claims 
under  the  twelfth  section  of  the  act  of  Congress  approved  the  3d  of  March,  1887, 
entitled  'An  act  to  provide  for  the  bringing  of  suits  against  the  Government  of 
the  United  States,'  and  in  regard  to  the  payment  by  said  Secretary  of  said  money 
upon  said  awards,  respectively,"  has  the  honor  to  submit  the  following  report: 

By  Article  IV"  of  the  convention  under  which  the  commission  was  authorized, 
it  was  provided  that  after  all  thecases  had  been  decided  the  total  amount  awatded 
to  the  citizens  of  one  country  should  be  deducted  from  the  total  amount  awarded 
to  the  citizens  of  the  other,  and  that  the  balance  should  be  paid  by  the  debtor 
Government  to  the  Government  in  favor  of  whose  citizens  the  larger  amount 
should  be  awarded. 

The  total  amount  of  the  awards  rendered  by  the  commission  in  favor  of  citizens 
of  the  United  States  was  $4, 12o, 623.30.  The  total  amount  of  the  awards  in  favor 
of  citizens  of  Mexico  was  $150,498.41.  Thus  the  balance  due  from  Mexico  to  the 
United  States  was  $8,975,123.79.  Of  this  sum  $318,531.87  was  payable  in  United 
States  currency,  $416,065.31  in  United  States  gold,  and  $3,245,536.61  in  Mexican 
gold;  and  the  total  amount  of  the  balance  due  from  Mexico  was  payable  in  annual 
installments  of  $300,000  each,  composed  proportionately  of  the  above  currencies. 
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But  Mexico  had  made  an  overpayment  of  $57,499.01  on  account  of  the  expenses 
of  the  commission,  and  this  amount  was  credited  to  her  in  the  payment  of  the 
first  Installment  on  January  31,1877,  the  sum  of  $242,501  in  United  States  gold 
having  been  accepted  on  that  day  by  Mr.  Fish,  Secretary  of  State,  as  payment  in 
full  of  that  installment. 

Subsequently,  in  order  to  avoid  the  inconvenience  of  receiving  Mexican  gold  or 
fluctuating  values  of  its  equivalent,  it  wUs  determined  by  a  protocol,  signed  Jan- 
nary  31, 1878,  that  the  Mexican  dollar  should  be  taken  as  equivalent  to  $0.983939 
United  States  gold,  and  that  the  awards  payable  in  Mexican  gold  should  be  paid 
at  this  rate  in  United  States  gold.  At  this  rate  the  value  of  the  awards  payable 
in  Mexican  gold,  as  above  stated,  was  $3,193,400.35;  and  this,  added  to  the  sums 
above  stated  aa  originally  payable  in  United  States  currency  and  United  States 
gold,  made  the  total  amount  payable  by  Mexico  in  United  States  gold  and  cur- 
rency $3,923,997.43. 

Deducting  from  this  sum  the  amount  overpaid  by  Mexico  on  account  of  the 
expenses  of  the  commission,  the  amount  actually  payable  by  her  in  United  States 
currency  and  gold  was  $3,865,498.43. 

Upon  this  amount  Mexico  has  now  paid  $3,495,293.61,  leaving  an  actual  balance 
remaining  unpaid  and  not  yet  due  of  $870,204.81.  This  is  payable  in  two  install- 
ments: one,  due  in  1889,  of  $396,066.05;  the  other,  due  in  1890,  of  $74,138.76. 

It  is  proper  here  to  state  that  when,  by  the  protocol  of  January  31, 1878,  above 
referred  to,  the  amount  payable  by  Mexico  to  the  United  States  in  Mexican  gold 
and  United  States  gold  and  currency  was  reduced  to  the  standard  of  United  States 
gold  and  currency  alone  the  annual  installment  of  $300,000,  fixed  by  the  treaty, 
was  reduced  to  the  same  standard. 

Thus  the  Mexican  indebtedness  of  $3,865,498.43,  which  represents  the  amount  of 
her  indebtedness  in  United  States  gold  and  currency  after  deducting  her  overpay- 
ment on  expenses,  will  be  discharged  by  fourteen  annual  installments,  which 
(deducting  from  the  first  installment  the  amount  overpaid  by  Mexico  as  aforesaid) 
are  as  follows: 

First  installment __ $338,567.06 

Twelve  installments  of  $296,066.0T5  each 3, 552, 793. 60 

Final  installment '   74|l38!76 


3,865,498.42 


The  payments  of  Mexico  toward  the  extinguishment  of  this  net  indebtedness 
amount  to  $3,495,393.61,  made  up  as  follows: 

Payment  of  January  gl  ,1877  ( United  States  gold)  .  _  _ $243, 501 .  00 

Payment  of  January  31, 1878  (United  States  gold  and  currency) 393|  133. 11 

Ten  installments  of  $396,066.05  each  (United  States  gold). 2,960,660.50 


3,495.393.61 


It  should  be  noticed  that,  the  slight  overpayment  on  the  first  installment  was 
due  to  its  being  paid  in  United  States  gold,  without  regard  to  the  depreciated 
values  of  Mexican  gold  and  United  States  currency,  and  was  credited  on  the  sec- 
ond installment. 

Of  the  total  amount  thus  far  received  from  Mexico,  the  sum  of  $627,009.08 
remains  undistributed  and  is  not  invested  in  aHy  interest-bearing  funds.  Of  this 
sum,  $20,167.81  is  retained  on  account  of  the  failure  to  find  the  beneficiaries  and 
$30,574.13  to  await  the  result  of  pending  litigation  1>,  tween  rival  beneficiaries 
The  remainder,  $586,367.15,  the  undistributed  balance  of  the  moneys  paid  by 
Mexico  on  the  awards  in  favor  of  Benjamin  Weil  and  La  Abra  Silver  Mining 
Company,  is  held  to  await  the  action  of  Congress.  And  it  may  be  observed  that 
this  remainder  exceeds  by  $316,063.84  the  amount  still  due  from  Mexico  on  all  the 
awards  of  the  commission,  including  those  in  question. 

The  amount  of  the  award  in  favor  of  Benjamin  Weil  was  $487,810.68  in  Mexican 
gold,  the  equivalent  of  which,  at  the  rate  adopted  in  the  protocol  of  .Tannarv  .qr 
1878,  is  $479,975.95.  -       ' 

The  amount  of  the  award  in  favor  of  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company  was 
$683,041.33  in  Mexican  gold,  the  equivalent  of  which  in  United  States  eold  at.  thp 
rate  above  referred  to,  is  $673,070.99.  *      ,    •-  tuc 

The  sum  total  of  the  two  awards  in  United  States  gold,  which  is  to  be  taken  as 
the  standard  of  the  values  stated  in  this  report,  is  $1,153,046.94.  This  is  more  than 
one-fourth  of  the  total  amount  of  the  awards  of  the  commission  in  favor  of  the 
United  States. 

The  amount  paid  by  Mexico  on  account  of  the  Weil  award  is  $416,145,40. 
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The  amonnt  paid  on  account  of  La  Abra  award  is  $582,694.45. 

The  total  amonnt  paid  by  Mexico  on  the  two  awards,  promptly  as  from  time  to 
time  they  have  fallen  due,  is  $998,839.85. 

This  amonnt  includes,  as  paid  by  Mexico,  the  small  proportion  paid  by  the  United 
States  on  each  award  in  order  to  make  up  the  deficiency  created  by  the  unneces- 
sarily complicated  treaty  method  of  settlement,  which,  in  providing  that  the 
total  amount  of  the  awards  in  favor  of  one  Government  should  be  deducted  from 
the  amount  of  the  awards  in  favor  of  the  other,  compelled  each  Government  in 
the  end  to  pay  a  certain  sum  to  its  own  citizens.  The  result  was  merely  to  produce 
intricacy  in  the  accounts  of  the  two  Governments,  without  the  pecuniary  liability 
of  either  being  in  any  degree  diminished.  Consequently,  in  stating  the  amonnt 
paid  on  each  award,  the  debtor  Government  mav  be  treated  as  having  paid  the 
whole. 

In  the  case  of  Weil  no  distribution  whatever  was  made  until  August  16, 1880, 
when  the  first  four  installments,  amounting  to  $136,995.96,  were  paid  by  checks 
signed,  in  the  absence  of  the  Secretary  of  State,  by  Mr.  John  Hay,  Assistant  Sec- 
retary, under  the  special  direction  of  President  Hayes,  dated  August  14, 1880,  copy 
of  which  is  herewith  inclosed  (inclosure  1).  The  fifth  installment  of  this  award, 
amounting  to  $34,893.68,  was  paid  on  March  8,  1881,  by  Mr.  Blaine,  Secretary  of 
State*  No  further  installments  have  since  been  distributed.  The  total  amount 
paid  out  on  this  award  is  $171,889.64.  The  sum  retained  on  this  award  (seven 
installments  of  $34,893.68  each)  is  $244,255.76. 

In  the  case  of  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company  the  sum  of  $132,965.32,  being 
the  first  and  second  and  $38,858.77  of  the  third  installment,  was  paid  on  Septem- 
ber 17, 1879,  by  Mr.  Evarts,  Secretary  of  State.  The  remaining  $10,000  of  the  third 
installment  was  held  to  await  the  result  of  pending  litigation,  and  at  the  close  of 
that  litigation  was  paid  out  in  the  following  sums,  namely:  $2,909.94  on  December 
6,  1879;  $2,690.06  on  January  20,  1880;  and  $4,400  on  February  14,  1881. 

Of  the  fourth  installment  $33,858.77  was  paid  by  Mr.  John  Hay,  Assistant  Sec- 
retary of  State,  on  August  16, 1880,  under  the  order  of  President  Hayes,  of  the 
14th  of  that  month,  above  referred  to.  The  remaining  $15,000,  which  was  held  to 
await  the  result  of  pending  litigation,  was  distributed  on  January  26,  1881,  in 
accordance  with  the  decision  of  the  supreme  court  of  this  District,  rendered  on 
that  day,  upon  the  claims  of  rival  beneficiaries. 

Of  the  fifth  installment  $41,824.62  was  paid  on  March  5,  1881,  by  Mr.  Evarts. 
The  remainder,  $7,034.15,  was  paid  on  November  25,  1881,  by  Mr.  Blaine,  after  the 
close  of  litigation.  No  further  installments  have  since  been  distributed.  The 
total  amount  paid  out  on  this  award  is  $240,683.06.  The  sum  retained  thereon 
(seven  installments  of  $48,858.77)  is  $342,011.39. 

It  thus  appears  that  no  money  was  paid  out  on  the  Weil  claim  prior  to  August 
16,  1880,  and  that  the  fourth  installment  of  La  Abra  award  had  likewise  been  held 
back  until  that  date,  the  aggregate  amount  thus  retained  on  both  awards  being 
$185,854.73,  of  which  $170,854.73  was  paid  out  on  that  day  and  the  remaining 
$15,000  as  soon  thereafter  as  litigation  was  concluded. 

The  difference  between  the  statement  of  payments  by  Mexico  in  Mr.  Romero's 
note  of  March  11,  1887  (inclosure  2),  and  that  hereinabove  given  arises  from  the 
fact  that  his  note  was  written  before  the  payment  of  the  twelfth  installment, 
which  was  made  in  January,  1888.  It  is  to  be  further  observed  that  he  uses  through- 
out the  nominal  or  face  value  of  the  annual  installments  paid  by  Mexico,  and  not 
their  value  as  expressed  in  United  States  coin  and  currency,  as  provided  in  the 
agreement  of  January  31, 1878.   . 

It  is  unnecessary  here  to  review  the  evidences  which  have  been  presented  to  this 
Department  tending  to  impeach  the  character  of  the  claims  in  question,  and  which 
have  been  from  time  to  time  communicated  to  Congress  and  printed  by  its  direc- 
tion. It  is  sufiBcient  to  state  that  Congress,  on  the  18th  of  June,  1878,  in  passing 
an  act  to  provide  for  the  distribution  by  the  Secretary  of  State  of  the  awards  of 
the  commission  (Stat.  L.,  vol.  20,  p.  144)  embodied  in  the  act  the  foUowing 

"  Sec.  5.'  And  whereas  the  Government  of  Mexico  has  called  the  attention  of  the 
Government  of  the  United  States  to  the  claims  hereinafter  named  with  a  view  to 
a  rehearing:  Therefore,  Be  it  enacted,  That  the  President  of  the  United  States  be, 
and  he  is  hereby,  requested  to  investigate  any  charges  of  fraud  presented  by  the 
Mexican  Government  aS  to  the  cases  hereinafter  named,  and  if  he  shall  be  of  the 
opinion  that  the  honor  of  the  United  States,  the  principles  of  public  law,  or  con- 
siderations of  justice  and  equity  require  that  the  awards  in  the  cases  of  Benjamin 
Weil  and  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company,  or  either  of  them,  should  be  opened 
and  the  cases  retried,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  him  to  withhold  payment  of  said  awards, 
or  either  of  them,  until  such  case  or  cases  shall  be  retried  and  decided  in  such  man- 
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ner  as  the  Governments  of  the  United  States  and  Mexico  may  agree,  or  until  Con- 
gress shall  otherwise  direct. 

"And  in  case  of  such  retrial  and  decision,  any  moneys  paid  or  to  be  paid  by  the 
Republic  of  Mexico  in  respect  of  said  awards,  respectively,  shall  be  held  to  abide 
the  event,  and  shall  be  disposed  of  accordingly;  and  the  said  present  awards  shall 
be  set  aside,  modified,  or  affirined,  as  may  be  determined  on  such  retrial:  Provided, 
That  nothing  herein  shall  be  construed  as  an  expression  of  any  opinion  of  Congress 
in  respect  to  the  character  of  said  claims,  or  either  of  them." 

Under  this  section  an  investigation  of  the  charges  of  fraud  in  relation  to  the 
claims  in  question  was  made  by  Mr.  Evarts,  Secretary  of  State,  who,  in  a  report 
dated  April  15,  1880,  which  was  communicated  to  the  Senate,  stated  that  grave 
doubts  as  to  the  substantial  integrity  of  the  two  claims  existed,  and  that  the  honor 
of  the  United  States  required  that  they  should  be  further  investigated  by  this 
Government. 

More  than  two  years  having  elapsed  since  the  report  of  Mr.  Evarts,  without 
action  by  Congress  upon  his  recommendation  of  an  investigation  by  the  United 
States  of  the  allegations  of  fraud,  Mr.  Frelinghuysen,  Secretary  of  State,  on  the 
13th  of  July,  1882,  trying  the  other  alternative  form  of  investigation  offered  by 
the  act  above  quoted,  concluded  with  the  Mexican  envoy,  Mr.  Romero,  a  treaty 
between  the  United  States  and  Mexico  to  provide  for  an  international  rehearing  of 
the  cases  referred  to. 

This  treaty,  which  was  pending  in  the  Senate  from  July  30,  1882,  till  April  21, 
1886,  was  on  the  latter  day  rejected. 

Since  the  rendition  of  the  two  awards  in  question  the  claimants  have  insisted 
that  the  Secretary  of  State  should  distribute  the  moneys  paid  thereon  by  Mexico 
on  the  following  grounds: 

(1)  That  the  Mexican  Government  had  full  opportunity  for  defense  before  the 
commission;  and 

(2)  That  under  the  treaty  the  action  of  the  commission  is  final. 

Both  these  arguments  were  iirged  before  Mr.  Evarts  when,  in  August,  1879,  as 
Secretary  of  State,  he  reported  to  the  President  (see  Senate  Ex.  Doc.  No.  1.50, 
Forty-sixth  Congress,  second  session,  p.  2)  that  the  honor  of  the  United  States 
required  that  the  two  cases  should  be  further  investigated  by  the  United  States. 
He  conceded  the  finality  of  the  award  from  an  international  point  of  view,  and  said 
that— 

"As  between  the  United  States  and  Mexico,  the  latter  Government  has  no  right 
to  complain  of  the  conduct  of  these  claims  before  the  tribunal  of  commissioners 
and  umpire  provided  by  the  conveotion,  or  of  the  judgments  given  thereupon,  so 
far  as  the  integrity  of  the  tribunal  is  concerned,  the  regularity  of  the  proceedings, 
the  full  opportunity,  in  time  and  after  notice,  to  meet  the  case  of  the  respective 
claimants,  and  the  free  and  deliberate  choice  exercised  by  Mexico  as  to  the  meth- 
ods, the  measure,  and  the  means  of  defense  against  the  same." 

The  arguments  of  the  claimants  were  thus  fully  admitted.  But  there  was 
another  aspect  of  the  case  which  those  arguments  did  not  reach.  This  aspect  was 
defined  by  Mr.  Evarts,  as  follows: 

"I  am,  however,  of  opinion  that  the  matters  brought  to  the  attention  of  this 
Government  on  the  part  of  Mexico  bring  into  grave  doubt  the  substantial  integ- 
rity of  the  claim  of  Benjamin  Weil  and  the  sincerity  of  the  evidence  as  to  the 
measure  of  damages  insisted  upon  and  accorded  in  the  case  of  the  La  Abra  Silver 
Mining  Company,  and  that  the  honor  of  the  United  States  does  require  that  these 
two  cases  should  be  further  investigated  by  the  United  States  to  ascertain  whether 
this  Government  has  been  made  the  means  of  enforcing  against  a  friendly  power 
claims  of  our  citizens  based  upon  or  exaggerated  by  fraud."  (Senate  Ex.  Doc.  No. 
150,  Forty -sixth  Congress,  second  session,  p.  2.)" 

It  is  fair  to  assume  that  the  rejection  by  the  Senate  of  the  treaty  signed  by  Mr. 
Frelinghuysen  for  an  international  rehearing  of  the  awards  was  in  no  sense  an 
expression  of  opinion  adverse  to  their  investigation,  which  Mr.  Evarts  had  recom- 
mended. It  is  rather  to  be  regarded  as  an  approval  of  the  opinion  which  he  also 
expressed— that  the  investigation  should,  under  the  circumstances,  be  made  by 
this  Government  for  itself,  as  a  matter  affecting  solely  its  own  honor. 

It  is  a  remarkable  fact  that  whenever,  since  the  distribution  of  the  Mexican 
fund  was  commenced,  the  deliberate  judgment  of  the  ofBfial  authorized  by  Con- 
gress to  make  such  distribution  has  been  recorded  upon  the  two  awards  in  ques- 
tion, it  has  uniformly  been  to  the  effect  that  the  evidences  that  the  United  States, 
in  presenting  the  claims,  had  been  made  the  victim  of  fraudulent  imposition, 
were  of  such  a  character  as  to  require  investigation  by  a  competent  tribunal 
possessing  appropriate  powers  for  that  purpose. 

The  payment  of  thfe  fifth  installment  of  the  Weil  award  by  Mr.  Secretary  Blaine 
is  no  exception  to  this  statement,  for, having  been  made  on  the  8th  of  March,  1881, 
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the  third'day  after  his  entrance  upon  the  discharge  of  the  duties  of  his  office,  it 
can  scarcely  be  supposed  to  have  been  an  expression  of  his  deliberate  judgment 
upon  the  charges  ot  fraud  arrived  at  after  his  personal  investigation  and  consider- 
ation. Nor  can  the  payment  by  Mr.  Evarts  of  certain  installments  of  La  Abra 
award  be  regarded  as  inconsistent  with  his  recommendation  of  investigation  in 
that  case,  smce  the  allegations  of  fraud  in  relation  thereto  affect  only  the  measure 
of.  damages,  and  not,  as  in  the  Weil  case,  the  question  whether  any  ground  of 
claim  ever  existed. 

The  sole  question  now  presented  for  the  decision  of  this  Government  is  whether 
the  United  States  will  enforce  an  award  upon  which  the  gravest  doubts  have  been 
cast  by  its  own  officers,  in  opinions  rendered  under  express  legislative  direction, 
until  some  competent  investigation  shall  have  shown  such  doubts  to  be  unfounded, 
or  until  that  branch  of  the  Government  competent  to  provide  for  such  investiga- 
tion shall  have  decided  that  there  is  no  ground  therefor. 

The  duty  of  the  Government  to  refuse  to  enforce  an  inequitable  and  uncon- 
scionable award  has  been  repeatedly  maintained  in  the  most  authoritative  manner. 
In  the  oases  of  Atocha  and  Gardiner,  awards  under  the  treaty  with  Mexico,  of 
1848,  were  set  aside,  the  first  by  act  of  Congress,  the  second  by  the  courts.  Two 
awards  under  the  claims  convention  with  China  of  1858  were  reopened  in  behalf 
of  rejected  claimants.  And  in  the  case  of  the  Caroline  the  Secretary  of  State 
returned  to  Brazil,  against  the  claimant's  protest,  money  paid  under  a  diplomatic 
settlement.     (Senate  fieport  No.  1376,  Fortieth  Congress,  first  session.) 

As  the  relevancy  of  the  cases  of  Atocha  and  Gardiner  to  the  present  question 
has  sometimes  been  denied,  it  is  prober  to  state  their  character.  The  treaty  of 
Guadalupe  Hidalgo  contains  the  follow-ng  provisions: 

•'Article  XIV. 

"The  United  States  do  furthermore  discharge  the  Mexican  Republic  from  all 
claims  of  citizens  of  the  United  States  not  heretofore  decided  against  the  Mexican 
Government  which  may  have  arisen  previously  to  the  date  of  the  signature  of  this 
treaty,  which  discharge  shall  be  final  and  perpetual,  whether  the  said  claims  be 
rejected  or  be  allowed  by  the  board  of  commissioners  provided  tor  in  the  follow- 
ing article,  and  whatever  shall  be  the  total  amount  of  those  allowed. 

"Article  XV. 

"The  United  States,  exonerating  Mi-^xico  from  all  demands  on  account  of  the 
claims  of  their  citizens  mentioned  in  the  preceding  article,  and  considering  them 
entirely  and  forever  canceled,  whatever  their  amount  may  be.  undertake  to  make 
satisfaction  for  the  same  to  an  amount  not  exceeding  three  and  one-quarter  mil- 
lions of  dollars.  To  ascertain  the  validity  and  amount  of  those  claims  a  board  of 
commissioners  shall  be  established  by  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  icliose 
awards  sludlhe  final  and  conchisice:    *    *    *" 

It  is  contended  that  because  the  board  of  commissioners,  organized  under  an  act 
of  Congress  passed  in  pursuance  of  these  stipulations,  was  appointed  wholly  by  the 
United  States,  and  was  in  this  sense  a  domestic  tribunal,  the  action  of  this  Gov- 
ernment and  of  its  judicial  tribunals  in  reopening  its  awards  is  wholly  irrelevant 
in  the  present  discussion. 

The  stipulations  of  the  treaty  of  ISiiS  on  the  subject  of  the  finahty  of  the  awards 
to  be  rendered  thereunder  are  as  follows; 

"Article  II. 

.^  *  •>:-  X  *  *  * 

"The  President  of  the  United  States  of  America  and  the  President  of  the  Mexi- 
can Republic  hereby  solemnly  and  sincerely  engage  to  consider  the  decision  of  the 
commissioners  conjointly,  or  of  the  umpire,  as  the  case  may  be.  as  absolutely  final 
and  conclusive  upon  each  claim  decided  upon  by  them  or  him,  reBpe(rtively,  and 
to  give  full  efliect  to  such  decisions  without  any  objection,  evasion,  or  delay 
whatsoever.     *    *    * 

"Article  V, 

"The  high  contracting  parties  agree  to  consider  the  result  of  the  proceedings  of 
this  commission  as  a  full,  perfect,  and  final  settlement  of  every  claim  upon  either 
Government  arising  out  of  any  transaction  of  a  date  prior  to  the  exchange  of  the 
ratifications  of  the  present  convention;  and  further  engage  that  every  such  claim, 

S.  Doc.  231,  pt-  1 41 
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whether  or  not  the  same  may  have  been  presented  to  the  notice  of,  made,  pre- 
ferred, or  laid  before  the  faid  commission,  shall,  from  and  after  the  conclusion  of 
the  proceedings  oc  the  said  commission,  be  considered  and  treated  as  finally  set- 
tled, barred,  and  thenceforth  inadmissible." 

The  clear  object  of  the  provisions  above  quoted  from  the  treaty  of  Guadalupe 
Hidalgo  and  from  the  treaty  of  1868  was  to  make  a  perfect  and  final  settlement  of 
claims  as  between  the  contracting  parties;  and  on  this  subject  there  is  no  question 
pending.  The  Government  of  Mexico  has  punctually  paid,  as  it  fell  due,  each 
installment  of  the  two  awards  under  consideration,  and  the  money  is  now  held 
subiBct  to  the  direction  of  Congress.  The  only  difference,  therefore,  between  the 
Atocha  and  Gardiner  cases  and  the  cases  of  Weil  and  La  Abra,  as  now  presented 
for  decision,  is  that  In  the  two  cases  first  named  the  money  which  the  claimant 
sought  to  obtain  was  to  be  paid  directly  by  the  United  States  from  its  Treasury, 
while  ;in  the  two  cases  last  named  the  money  has  been  reueived  by  the  Secretary  of 
State  6f  the  United  States  from  Mexico.  But  all  the  cases  are,  It  is  respectfully 
siibmitted,  alike  in  that  the  money  which  the  claimants  seek  to  obtain  is  under 
the  control  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  and  the  demands  for  its  dis- 
tribution are  demands  against  that  Government.  From  this  point  of  view,  there- 
fore, the  question  is  not  international,  but  domestic;  and  it  is  not  less  so  because 
its  decision  touches  the  pecuniary  interests  of  Mexico  as  well  as  the  honor  of  the 
United  States. 

The  principles  above  stated  are  expressed  with  great  force  and  weight  in  the  case 
of  i'relinghuysen  v.  Key  (110  U.  S.,63),  in  which  Chief  Justice  Waite,  delivering 
the  judgment  of  the  court,  said: 

"International  arbitration  must  always  proceed  on  the  principles  of  national 
honor  and  integrity.  Claims  presented  and  evidence  submitted  to  such  a  tribunal 
must  necessarily  bear  the  impress  of  the  entire  good  faith  of  the  government  from 
wh  oh  they  come,  and  it  is  not  to  be  presumed  that  any  government  will  for  a 
moment  allow  itself  knowingly  to  be  made  the  instrument  of  wrong  in  any  such 
proceeding.  No  technical  rules  of  pleading  as  applied  in  municipal  courts  ought 
ever  to  be  allowed  to  stand  in  the  way  of  the  national  power  to  do  what  is  right 
under  all  the  circumstances.  Every  citizen  who  asks  the  intervention  of  his  own 
government  against  another  for  the  redress  of  his  personal  grievance  must  neces- 
sarily subject  himself  and  his  claim  to  these  requirements  of  international  comits'." 

Again,  in  the  course  of  the  same  judgment,  the  Chief  Justice  said: 

"As  between  the  United  States  and  the  claimants,  the  honesty  of  the  claims  is 
always  open  to  inquiry  for  the  purpose  of  fair  dealing  with  the  government  against 
which,  through  the  United  States,  a  claim  has  been  made.'' 

Upon  the  adjournment  of  the  last  Congress  without  action  upon  the  bills  pend- 
ing in  both  Houses  to  provide  for  the  investigation  of  the  t  xo  awards  in  question 
by  the  United  States,  the  attorneys  for  the  claimants  at  once  applied  for  the  dis- 
tribution of  the  moneys  paid  by  Mexico  on  the  awards  and  in  the  hands  of  the  Secre- 
tary of  State.  The  letters  of  the  attorneys  are  herewith  transmitted.  (Inclosures 
3  and  4. ) 

Coincidently  the  Secretary  of  State  received  from  those  in  Congress  having  the 
bills  referred  to  especially  in  charge  the  following  communications: 

(1)  A  letter  from  Mr.  Sherman,  chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Rela- 
tions of  the  Senate,  dated  March  5,  1887,  inclosing,  as  embodying  the  views  of  a 
majority  of  that  committee,  a  resolution  reported  therefrom  by  Mr.  Morgan  reiiuest- 
ing  the  President  to  withhold  further  payments  on  the  awards  in  question  until 
the  allegations  of  fraud  in  relation  thereto  "shall  have  been  duly  investigated  by 
the  courts  of  the  United  States,  under  the  direction  of  the  President,  or  under  the 
further  direction  of  Congress."  Copy  of  this  letter  with  its  inclosure  is  hereto 
annexed.     (Inclosure  5.) 

(2)  A  letter  from  Mr.  Morgan,  of  the  Senate,  to  Mr.  Bayard  explaining  the  fail- 
ure of  that  body  to  act  on  the  resolution  above  referred  to.     (Inclosure  6.) 

(3)  A  letter  from  Mr.  William  M.  Springer,  who  had  introduced  in  the  House  of 
Representatives  certain  bills  to  provide  for  an  investigation  of  the  awards,  and 
who  also  requested  suspension  of  payment  upon  them.     (Inclosure  7.) 

(4)  A  letter  of  the  same  purport  as  the  above  from  Mr.  O.  R.  Singleton,  chair- 
man of  the  subcommittee  to  whom  was  committed  the  consideration  of  the  two 
cases  in  the  House  of  Representatives.     (Inclosure  S. ) 

These  letters  appear  to  leave  no  doubt  as  to  the  reason  why  the  further  direction 
of  Congress,  as  contemplated  in  the  act  of  1878,  in  respect  to  the  distribution  of  the 
awards  in  question,  was  not  given  at  the  last  session. 

Upon  examination,  however,  of  the  general  legislation  that  had  been  adopted 
certain  provisions  were  found  which,  it  was  thought,  might  secure  a  proper  judi- 
cial investigation  of  the  claims  in  question.  By  the  twelfth  section  of  the  act 
approved  March  3,  1887,  entitled  "An  act  to  provide  for  the  bringing  of  suits 
against  the  Government  of  the  United  States,"  it  is  provided  that— 
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"When  any  claim  or  matter  may  be  pending  in  any  of  the  Exei'utive  Depart- 
ments which  involves  controverted  questions  of  fact  or  law,  the  head  of  such 
Department,  ifilli  the  conaent  of  the  claimauis,  may  transmit  the  same,  with  the 
vouchers,  papers,  proofs,  and  doouments  pertaining  thereto,  to  said  Court  of 
Cla'ms,  and  the  same  shall  be  there  proceeded  in  under  such  rules  as  the  court 
may  adopt." 

iJesiring  to  avoid  further  delay,  the  Department,  in  pursuance  of  the  act  above 
quoted,  sought  the  consent  of  the  claimants  in  the  Weil  and  La  Abra  cases  to  an 
investigation  and  decision  of  the  allegations  of  fraud  in  relation  thereto  by  the 
Court  of  Claims.     Copy  of  Dei)artmenfs  letter  to  tJie  attorneys  in  the  two  cases 


is  herewith  transu^itted.     (Inclosure  9.) 
To  this  letter  response 


•  responses  were  duly  made  by  the  attorneys  in  behalf  of  their  cli- 
ents declining  the  proffered  investigation.     (Inclosures  10. 11, 13. ) 

To  the  end,  therefore,  that  the  claims  may  be  finally  disposed  of,  I  suggest  that 
a  recommendation  be  made  to  Congress  to  take  action  to  provide  expressly  for 
the  refe;ence  of  the  claims  in  question  to  the  Court  of  Claims  or  such  other  court 
as  may  be  deemed  proper,  in  order  that  a  competent  investigation  of  the  charges 
of  fraud  may  be  made. 
Respectfully  submitted. 

T.  F.  Bayaed. 
Department  of  State, 

Washington,  February  SS,  1SS8. 


[Inclosure  1.— Order  ot  President  Hayes  of  August  14,  1880.] 

Whereas  by  an  act  of  Congress  approved  June  18,  1878,  the  Secretary  of  State 
was  directed  to  distribute  the  awards  made  under  the  convention  concluded 
between  the  United  States  and  Mexico  on  the  4th  of  July,  1868,  I  now,  m  the 
absence  of  the  Secretary  of  State,  authorize  John  Hay,  actmg  Secretary  of  State, 
to  pay  to  the  persons  entitled  to  receive  the  same  the  first  four  installments  of  the 
award  in  favor  of  Benjamin  Weil  and  the  fourth  installment  of  the  award  in  favor 
of  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company,  made  under  the  aforesaid  convention. 

R.  B.  Hayes. 

Washington,  August  U,  18S0. 


[Inclosure  2.— Translation.    Mr.  Romero  to  Mr.  Bayard.] 

Mexican  Legation, 
Washington,  D.  O. ,  March  11, 1887.     (Received  March  13.) 

Me  Seceetary:  The  adjournment  of  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  with- 
out any  final  action  on  the  message  of  the  President  of  May  11  last,  respecting  the 
claims  of  Benjamin  Weil  and  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company  against  the  Gov- 
ernment of  Mexico,  would  seem  to  make  it  proper  that  I  should  present  to  you 
some  considerations  suggested  by  the  present  status  of  these  cases. 

Krst  of  all,  I  desire  to  recall  the  fact  that  my  Government  has,  during  the  past 
eleven  years,  since  the  adjournment  of  the  mixed  commission  organized  under 
the  treaty  of  July  4,  1868,  faithfully  and  unhesitatingly  complied  with  the  terms 
of  said  tieaty  and  promptly  paid  the  installments  of  awards  adjudged  by  that 
commission,  without  regard  to  the  fraudulent  character  of  the  two  claims  m 
qSon   as  will  more  fiflly  appear  from  the  .followmg  tabulated  statement: 

Total  amount  due  from  Mexico  on  awards  of  commission $3, 975, 13.3. 79 

Eleven  Installments  paid  by  Mexico d,dUU,UUl).UU 

Amount  remaining  unpaid iftoo  nirqp       ^^^'^^^•'''^ 

Amount  La  Abra  award ---    *°°°'^*H* 

Amount  Weil  award m,m.m 

Total        -  l-l'O'853-OO 

Amount  distributed  to  said  claimants 412,572.70 

Amount  of  said  two  awards  undistributed 758,279.30 

Overpaid  by  Mexico,  less  amount  undistributed  of  Weil  and 
La  Abra  awards 83,155.51 
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It  thus  appears  that  the  amount  already  paid  by  my  Government  under  said 
treaty  has  been  sufficient  not  only  to  satisfy  in  full  all  the  undisputed  awards  of 
the  commission,  but  in  addition  to  cover  the  sum  distributed  by  your  predecessors 
on  the  two  fraudulent  claims,  and  still  leave  a  considerable  balance  on  deposit  in 
the  Treasury  of  the  United  States.  In  view  of  this  statement,  I  think  that  it  is 
highly  important  to  review  the  antecedents  of  the  subject  in  order  to  determine 
what  is  the  duty  of  the  two  Governments  respecting  the  claims  in  question. 

While,  as  stated,  my  Government  has  continued  from  the  beginning  to  make 
its  annual  payments,  it  has  not  failed  on  all  proper  occasions  to  bring  to  the  atten- 
tion of  the  Government  of  the  United  States  its  allegation  of  the  absolute  fraudu- 
lent character  of  the  claims  of  Benjamin  Weil  and  La  Abra  Mining  Company,  and 
the  character  of  the  evidence  upon  which  it  based  that  allegation.  And  while  it 
has  not,  up  to  this  time,  obtained  final  relief  from  the  conclusive  and  binding 
consequences  of  the  treaty  of  18U8,  respecting  the  awards  rendered  in  these  cases, 
I  am  gratified  to  recognize  that  as  a  result  of  its  repre.^entations  the  different 
departments  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States  have  taken  such  action  and 
made  such  declarations  as  seem  to  warrant,  as  a  natural  consequence  thereof, 
ultimate  relief  from  the  effects  of  said  fraudulent  claims.  That  my  belief  in  such 
ultimate  relief  is  well  founded  I  beg  vouv  attention  to  the  following  facts.  The 
first  of  these  acts  and  declarations  is  found  in  the  act  of  June  18,  1878,  which  in 
its  section  5  provided  in  substance  that  if  the  President,  upon  investigation, 
"found  that  the  honor  of  the  Tnited  States  re  jnired  that  the  two  cases  should  be 
reopened  and  retried."  it  should  be  lawful  for  him  to  withhold  payments  until 
such  retrial,  or  "until  Congress  should  otherwise  direct.''  The  second  of  these 
acts  and  declarations  consists  in  the  conclusions  reached  by  Secretary  Evarts, 
approved  by  President  Hayes,  '-that  the  honor  of  the  United  States  does  require 
that  these  two  cases  should  be  further  investigated."  The  third  of  these  acts  is 
the  declaration  of  President  Arthur,  in  the  treaty  signed  July  18,  1882,  that,  in  his 
opinion,  "the  oases  of  Benjamin  Weil  and  La  Abra  Si.ver  Mining  Company 
should  each  be  reopened  and  retried."  The  fourth  of  these  is  the  declaration  of 
Secretary  Frelinghuysen,  clothed  with  the  solemnity  of  an  oath  (in  the  case  of 
Key  V.  Frelinghuysen),  "that  the  President  believed  that  said  award  was 
obtained  by  fraud  and  perjury."  The  fifth,  in  order  of  time,  is  the  decision  of 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  which  swept  awav  every  defense  which 
the  claimants  had  Interposed,  and  declared  that  "no  technical  rules  *  *  = 
ought  ever  to  be  allowed  to  stand  in  the  way  of  national  power  to  do  what  is  right 
under  all  circumstances;''  and  that,  ■ '  as  between  the  United  States  and  the  claim- 
ants, the  honesty  of  the  claim  is  always  open  to  inquiry  for  the  purpose  of  fair 
dealing  with  the  government  against  which,  through  the  United  States,  a  claim 
has  been  made."  And  although  Congress  has.  as  stated,  adjourned  without  any 
final  action  on  the 'President's  message,  the  declarations  of  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations  of  the  Senate  ought,  in  my  opinion,  to  be  regarded  as  significant 
and  helpful  to  you  in  reaching  a  method  of  relief  in  view  of  the  foregofng  ante- 
cedents. Irefer  especially  to  the  action  of  this  committee,  for  the  reason  that  it 
has  long  had  the  cases  and  the  evidence  of  Mexico  under  consideration  and  is 
fully  possessed  of  the  views  of  the  Senate  as  developed  in  the  discussion  of  the 
proposed  treaty. 

In  the  memorandum  which  I  left  with  you  on  the  21st  of  April  last,  the  opinion 
was  advanced  that  alter  the  declaration  of  the  President  above  referred  to  that 
the  cases  "  should  each  be  opened  andretried,"  the  whole  matter  of  the  awards'  was 
under  the  act  of  1S7S,  set  at  large  until  by  agreement  of  the  two  Governments  the 
retrial  should  be  had,  or  until  Congress,  on  the  failure  of  such  agreement  or  for 
other  reasons,  should  direct  their  payment  by  an  act  of  equal  authority  with  that 
of  1878;  and  that  the  words  "until  .Congress  shall  otherwise  direct "  have  no  force 
or  effect  unless  they  were  intended  to  reserve  to  Congress  control  over  the  subiect 
in  case  no  retrial  should  be  agreed  upon. 

In  support  of  this  view  I  cited  the  opinion  of  the  member  of  Congress  who 
framed  the  section,  the  House  Committee  on  Foreign  Afllairs  of  the  Forty  sixth 
Congress,  and  your  predecessor.  Secretary  Frelinghuysen.  It  adds  great  streno-th 
to  the  opinion  set  forth  m  that  memorandum  to  be  able  to  say  that  the  Committee 
on  Foreign  Relations  of  the  Senate  concurs  fully  therewith,  especially  in  view  of 
the  legal  and  legislative  attainments  and  experience  of  the  members  of  that  com- 
mittee, and  of  the  fact  that  m  the  Weil  case,  wherein  this  point  is  discussed  the 
committee  was  unanimous  in  its  opinion.     In  this  report  it  sava-  "  TVib  tvacu'r  /v^f 

1868)  *  *  *  is  silent  as  to  any  duty  of  the  President  of  the  United  States  ?o 
distribute  the  awards  under  it  to  the  claimants.  *  *  *  m,.  p-jei,  f.r,ni^  <■ 
make  the  distribution  *  *  *  without  the  aid  of  Congress,  and  asked  for  leg  °s* 
lation.  Congress  provided  for  the  distribution,  but  placed  the  Weil  and  La  Abra 
claims  on  exceptional  grounds.     After  Congress  has  thus  dealt  with  these  claims 
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^?\,^?:^  reserved,  in  respect  of  them,  the  discretion  to  '  otherwise  direct'  how  they 
shall  be  disposed  of  after  failure  to  agree  with  Mexico  as  to  the  manner  in  which 
they  may  be  retried,  the  right  of  the  President  to  distribute  the  money  under  any 
power  supposed  to  be  conferred  by  the  treaty  is  by  no  means  clear  to  the  commit- 
tee.      (Senate  Report  No.  1310,  Forty-ninth  Congress,  first  ses.sion.  p.  13.) 

To  one  so  thoroughly  versed  in  legislative  affairs  as  yourself  I  need  hardly  sug- 
gest, in  this  connection,  that  the  failure  of  Congress  to  take  final  action  on  the 
President  s  message  should  not  be  construed  into  an  unwillingness  to  exercise  the 
authority  reserved  to  itself  under  the  act  of  iy;s.  In  fact  the  Committee  on  For- 
eign Relations  reported  to  the  Senate  a  resolution  in  which  it  is  expressly  statett 
that  the  Senate  has  been  unable  to  give  proper  consideration  to  the  subject,  and 
"  m  consequence  of  the  inability  of  the  Senate  to  act "  the  President  is  requested 
to  ■■  suspend  further  payments  under  the  awards."  (See  Congressional  Record, 
March  2.  1887,  p.  2636.)  The  long  history  of  the  French  spoliation  claims  illus- 
trates how  difficult  it  is  to  obtain  affirmative  legislation  even  when  a  multitude 
of  citizens  of  the  United  States  are  interested  in  securing  it.  Burdened  as  Con- 
gress is  with  the  important  affairs  of  this  great  nation  and  its  vast  territory,  it  is 
easy  to  understand  how  the  agents  of  these  perjured  claimants  could  easily  com- 
bine to  obstruct  legislation  and  postpone  action,  in  the  hope  that  upon  the  adjourn- 
ment of  Congress  they  might  reap  the  reward  of  their  fraud.  If,  on  the'  other 
hand,  it  is  made  known  that  these  claimants,  whose  awards  are  clouded  by  the 
opinion  of  the  President  of  the  United  States  that  they  were  "obtained  by  fraud 
Hnd  iDerjury."  can  not  secure  a  distribution  until  they  remove  that  cloud  by  a 
retrial  or  until  Congre  s  authorizes  the  distribution,  they  will  then  cease  their 
woi'k  of  legislative  obstruction  and  yield  to  the  just  demand  of  Mexico  for  a  new 
trial,  or  seek  some  affirmative  legislation  authorizing  the  Executive  to  distribute 
the  money  now  in  the  Treasury. 

Interested  parties  maj'  suggest,  in  this  connection,  that  Secretary  Evarts,  after 
his  conclusion  in  these  cases  had  been  submitted  to  Congress  and  that  body  had 
adjourned  without  final  action  thereon,  under  the  direction  of  the  President  made 
a  distribution  of  the  installments  then  in  hand.  But  it  is  proper  to  bear  in  mind 
that  the  decision  of  the  President  had  not  then  been  made  "that  the  cases  *  *  * 
should  be  opened  and  retried; "  nor  had  he.  after  examining  the  subject  and  the 
further  evidence  in  the  Weil  case  which  had  been  brought  to  light,  expressed  the 
belief  "that  sa'd  award  was  obtained  by  fraud  and  perjury;"  neither  had  the 
Supreme  Court  then  passed  upon  the  supposed  vested  rights  of  the  claimants  and 
the  alleged  finality  of  awards;  nor  had  it  then  recognized  the  full  power  and  plain 
duty  of  the  G-overnment  to  open  up  to  inquiry  at  any  time  the  claims  of  its  citi- 
zens for  the  purpose  of  fair  dealing  with  another  Government. 

It  is  to  be  noted,  in  reviewing  the  history  of  these  cases,  that  while  there  has 
been  some  variance  in  the  views  of  successive  Secretaries  of  State  as  to  the  method 
of  procedure,  there  has  been  a  uniformity  and  concurrence  of  views  as  to  the  pro- 
priety of  a  further  investigation.     On  this  point  the  Senate  committee  says: 

■•  The  examination  of  these  charges  (of  fraud  and  perjury)  made  by  successive 
Presidents  has  led  them  practically  to  the  same  conclusion,  and  that  being  adverse 
to  the  integrity  of  the  claim  (La  Abra) ,  it  is  demanded  by  the  honor  of  the  United 
States  that  its  courts  should  be  required  to  pass  upon  its  merits  with  judicial  care 
and  solemnity."     (Report  14."i4,  p.  4.) 

And  again:  "  The  honor  of  the  United  States  demands  that  this  should  not  be 
done  (payment  of  the  money)  until  our  o-wn  tribunals  have  removed  the  cloud  of 
suspicion  of  fraud  and  perjury  that  rests  upon  the  claim  of  Benjamin  Weil." 
(Report  No.  1316,  p.  14.) 

In  my  memorandum  already  cited  I  referred  to  the  proposal  of  this  legation  in 
the  year  1S86  to  submit  all  questions  involved  in  these  cases,  both  of  law  and  of 
fact'  to  the  decision  of  the  United  States  courts,  and  that  action  thereon  was  only 
i.revented  by  the  attitude  of  Mr.  Secretary  Evarts  in  his  note  to  this  legation 
of  August  4,  1880.  (House  Ex.  Doc.  No.  108,  Forty-eighth  Congress,  first  ses- 
sion pp.  611,  613.)  It  is  gratifying  to  note  tliat  this  distinguished  statesman  and 
inrist,  who  objected  to  any  initiative  on  the  part  of  Mexico  in  this  direction,  has, 
as  Senator,  in  consistency  with  his  position  that  the  investigation  required  by  the 
honor  of  the  United  States  should  be  a  domestic  one,  recognized  the  power  and 
dutv  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States  to  institute  on  its  own  behalf  such 
a  iudicial  retrial.  As  to  the  power  and  duty  of  the  Government  in  this  regard, 
the  report  in  the  Weil  case  uses  the  following  language: 

••  The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  are  satisfied  that  there  is  no  impediment 
o'  law  or  policy  in  the  way  of  Congress  to  prevent  the  full  examination  of  this 
award  to  Benjamin  Weil  in  our  courts,  and  that  the  evidence  presented  to  Con- 
gress to  impeach  the  claim,  both  as  to  fraud  and  perjury,  is  of  so  convincing  a 
natnre  as  to  make  it  our  duty  to  our  own  country  to  require  that  this  should  be 
done."     (Page  11.) 
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And  in  La  Abra  report  it  says:  ' '  The  Government,  for  its  own  protection  against 
its  own  citizens  in  a  manner  affecting  so  seriously  the  honor  of  its  dealings  with  a 
friendl}'  republic,  should  provide  some  just  and  expeditious  way  of  putting  to  the 
test  of  fair  judicial  inquiry,  in  its  own  tribunals,  the  question  whether  the  evi- 
dence presented  by  ^Mexico  is  true,  and  whether  this  award  is  the  result  of  fraud 
and  false  swearing  on  the  part  of  the  agents  and  witnesses  of  this  corporation." 
(Page  4.) 

It  is  gratifying  to  note  that  this  intelligent  committee  has  sustained  the  intima- 
tion heretofore  given  by  this  legation  that  it  is  within  the  power  of  the  Executive 
Department  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States  to  institute  euch  judicial 
inquiry  without  special  legislation  thereon  by  Congress.  On  pages  11  and  13  of 
the  Weil  report  it  gives  the  history  of  the  Gardiner  eciuity  suit,  cited  as  a  clear 
precedent  for  the  retrial  proposed;  shows  that  the  law  department  of  the  Govern- 
ment instituted  its  suit  and  prosecuted  it  to  a  successful  termination  "without 
waiting  for  the  request  of  the  legislative  branch;''  that  the  "final  and  conclusive 
treaty  character  of  the  awards  was  not  interposed  as  a  bar  to  the  judicial  proceed- 
ings,''and  that  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government  exerted  all  its  powers 
"to  bring  Gardiner  to  justice  and  to  recover  the  money  paid  on  his  fraudulent 
claim."  It  cites  also,  as  "an  interesting  fact  '*  '■  *  pertinent  to  the  pending 
question,"  that  the  Mexican  Government  rendered  very  valuable  services  in  aid 
of  the  legal  proceedings  which  resulted  in  the  recovery  of  the  money  fraudulently 
obtained  by  Gardiner,  and  that  the  Government  of  the  United  States  gave  the 
assurance  that,  "should  the  Government  of  Mexico  at  any  future  time  stand  m 
need  of  similar  acts  of  comity,  •"'  *  *  they  will  be  most  cheerfully  and 
promptly  rendered."  And  the  committee  closes  its  review  of  that  case  with  the 
following:  "it  is  a  fitting  opportunity  now  presented  to  redeem  that  solemn 
promise,  and  at  the  same  time  renew  our  zeal  for  justice  that  was  so  conspicuously 
displayed  in  the  Gardiner  case,  where  our  Treasury  was  the  sufferer." 

I  now  desire  to  direct  your  attention  to  a  point  which  has  heretofore  been  pre- 
sented to  your  predecessors  by  this  legation  and  which  has  always  appeared  to  my 
Government  as  fatal  and  conclusive  against  one  of  the  claims,  and  in  regard  to 
which  the  Senate  committee  has  expressed  itself  in  the  most  emphatic  manner. 
On  pages  5  and  6  of  its  report  in  the  'Weil  case  will  be  found  a  statement  of  the 
facts  upon  which  that  claim  was  based,  and  the  committee  expresses  the  opinion 
that  if  these  facts  had  been  known  to  the  Secretary  of  State  before  the  claim  was 
submitted  to  the  commission,  the  Secretary,  so  far  from  permitting  its  enforce- 
ment, would  not  have  allowed  "even  its  presentation  against  Mexico  by  a  man 
then  engaged  in  rebellion.  "Weil  was  then  in  the  active  service  of  Louisiana, 
engaged  in  sending  out  cotton  and  bringing  in  goods  and  arms  and  munitions  of 
war  under  a  general  contract  with  that  State,  in  violation  of  the  laws  of  the 
United  States.  The  cotton  he  alleges  he  was  shipping  was  contraband,  and  its 
capture  by  any  person  in  the  service  of  the  United  States  woiild  have  passed  the 
title  to  the  Government.  Weil's  right  to  it  was  forfeited  by  his  offense  against 
the  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  its  capture  was  all  that  was  necessary  to  be 
done  to  have  secured  a  complete  title  to  the  cotton  in  the  United  States.  *  •■"  * 
The  money  due  under  this  award  represents  that  cotton,  and  the  question  is,  in  view 
of  the  matter,  whether  it  can  be  lawfully  paid  by  the  Secretary  of  State  to  Weil 
or  his  assigns,  in  the  face  of  his  crime  against  the  United  States  by  which  h  s 
cotton  was  forfeited,  without  the  express  consent  of  Congress." 

And  this  view  is  in  entire  consonance  with  the  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court 
upon  the  same  subject.  (See  Young  v.  United  States,  91  U.  S.  Reports,  and  cases 
therein  cited.) 

I  feel  it  my  duty  to  ask  your  consideration  of  the  character  of  the  charges  pre- 
sented by  Mexico,  and  the  evidence  upon  which  those  charges  are  made,  for  upon 
this  point,  in  reality,  the  merits  of  the  whole  question  rest.  And  in  doing  this  I 
prefer  to  quote  in  great  measure  from  the  report  of  the  Senate  committee  for  two 
reasons:  First,  because  the  members  thereof,  from  their  high  character  and  posi- 
tion, can  not  be  exposed  to  the  charge  of  prejudice,  especially  against  their  own 
countrymen  (the  claimants) ;  and,  second,  because  they  have  had  all  the  evidence 
before  them  for  a  number  of  years,  and  fi'om  their  reports  they  show  they  have 
given  it  careful  examination. 

The  charge  of  Mexico  in  the  Weil  case  is,  very  briefly  stated,  that  the  cotton 
which  he  alleges  was  seized  by  Mexico  never  had  any  existence  in  fact,  and  that 
his  whole  claim  is  based  upon  unblushing  fraud  and  perjury;  and  this  charge  has 
been  supported  by  a  mass  of  newly  discovered  evidence, mostly  of  a  documentaiy 
character,  which  was  in  original  form  submitted  to  the  Secretary  of  State.  The 
Senate  committee  says: 

"This  evidence  has  been  sent  to  Congress  as  being  worthy  of  credit,  no  impeach- 
ment of  its  integrity  having  been  intimated  by  the  President.    It  establishes  to 


f  Dan-en      ■-■    ^-    ■>•■    Th=°^"'     J"  ^^'^"'i  ^"?  ^^'^  ^^f'^^^is^ed  by  false  swearmg 
(pAuel).  ^'-°'"""':'^T?„:'^?./"''*t'er„satisaed,_ upon  the  evidence  sub- 

to  this 
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the  satisfaction  of  the  committee  that  the  cJaiin  of  Beniarain  Weil  aeainst  Mexico 
upon  which  an  award  was  made  in  favor  of  the  United  States  by  the  dec^sf-n  of 

n'fac?"ihlt1t  wt'o.^^?nn?"i^^:'  T'""  T''  invention,  hafno  a Jtual  fouMa  i  °n 
intact^.  that  it  wasjiriginati'd  m  traud  and  was  established  by  false 

tee  are  further  satisfied,  upon  the  evi( 

!  Department  of  State,  that  Weils  cla: 

mere  fabrication  in  every  part  of  it— and  as  to 

v.,^.,   ,„^„  .Villi  w  uv  Aliases  m  its  support  (page  6).     *    ■»    *'    In  short    bv  the 

lewly  disooverea  evidence  submitted  by  Mei\^.  it  is  shown  that  in  all  p^oints 

^er  ur^K  pl^HufirS^'^'^^r^^'"*^  ^'^^  '^'^  his  witnesses  are  impeachedSr 
peijuiy  IS  established  and  their  utter  unre  lability  fully  proved;  and  that  the 
a  frn,*;°n^H  '  ''^^■'^t;tion  to  the  m-esent  time  has  been  marked  by  fraud,  consjSracy 
ofthTunlted  States.'"  '"pa^e  <'°  "°  ^°"'^'^'^'^'^«°"  -'  "^  ^--^^  °f  the  Government 
The  charge  of  Mexxo  in  La  Abra  case  is  that,  so  far  from  the  company  havin:' 
been  dispossessed  by  Mexico  of  its  yropertv,  it  voluntanly  abandoned  it  beoau4 
It  was  worthless,  and  the  company  banl.rupt.  As  to  this  charge  and  the  evidence 
submitted  by  Mexico  to  support  it,  the  Senate  committee  says:  'at  is  not  possible 
within  the  proper  limits  of  this  report  to  review  this  newly  discovered  evidence  in 
detail  but  citatons  irom  the  claimants'  own  original  records  and  correspondence 
will  show  that  the  comi  any  has  thus  furnished  the  strongest  evidence  to  overthrow 
its  claim  and  to  prove  that  it  is  founded  on  misrepresentation  and  fraud."  After 
making  citations  from  the  evidence  to  show  that  every  material  allegation  of  the 
c'aimants  was  based  upon  false  swearing  ami  deception,  and  w  as  comp  etely  over- 
Ihrowu  by  the  company's  own  records,  the  committee  fays:  "The  charges  of  fraud 
and  perjury  in  obtaining  this  award  have  been  distinctly  made  by  a  friendly  Gov- 
ernment aganisr  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company,  and  they  have"  been  set  forth  in 
the  plainest  and  most  substantial  manner  in  the  official  correspondence  of  Mexico 
with  the  United  States.  For  several  years  these  charges  have  stood  without  any 
refutation  as  to  the  facts  alleged  by  Me  ico.  *  *  *  If  the  claimants  are  dis- 
posed to  ignore  these  charges,  or  insist  that  they  come  too  late  after  a  fixed  decision 
has  been  rendered  by  the  commission,  it  does  not  follow  that  they  can  thus  con- 
trol the  conduct  of  the  Government  in  passing  them  by  without  examination," 
(Pages  3  and  4.) 

That  the  evidence  of  Mexico  Is  of  a  character  that  makes  it  worthy  to  be  taken 
into  considerafon  by  either  a  court  of  equity  or  a  Iriendly  government  is  plainly 
shown  by  the  Senate  committee  in  the  following  declarations: 

"This  evidence  ( Weil  case)  is  shown  to  be  additional  to  that  filed  by  Mexico,  or 
within  her  possession  or  knowledge  on  the  trial  before  the  commission,  and  from 
its  very  character  by  far  the  greater  part  of  it  could  not  have  been  procured  except 
by  the  cooperation  of  the  claimant,  his  agents,  or  partners  in  business"  (p.  7). 
In  La  Abra  report  it  says:  "This  evidence  has  passed  under  careful  examination 
by  our  Secretaries  of  State,  and  neither  of  them  has  expressed  to  Congress  any 
distrust  of  its  sincerity,  nor  has  it  been  intimated  that  it  was  in  possession  of 
Mexico,  or  within  its  power  to  produce  it,  until  after  the  final  award  had  been 
made  upon  the  claim  of  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company"  (p.  4). 

As  to  the  alleged  laches  of  Mexico  in  omitting  to  submit  this  evidence  to  the 
commission,  in  addition  to  the  above  quotations  the  opinion  of  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations  may  be  seen  from  the  following  extract  from  La  Abra  report, 
which  applies  with  equal  force  to  the  Weil  case:  "  It  is  not,  under  the  circum- 
stances, a  jutt  imputation  against  Mexico  that  she  has  been  too  slow  to  ascertain 
and  present  the  true  state  of  the  facts,  all  of  a  negative  character,  to  answer  the 
demands  growing  out  of  the  alleged  conduct  of  military  and  civil  officials  and  of 
bands  of  marauders  while  her  power  was  thus  strict. en  down  and  her  people 
were  Involved  in  a  great  revolution  forced  upon  them  by  foreign  nations  and  sup- 
ported by  strong  parties  at  home"  (pp.  1  and  3). 

And  in  the  Weil  report  It  makes  this  declaration:  "It  can  make  no  difference  by 
whose  neglect  or  stupidity  the  falsity  of  this  claim  was  permitted  to  escape  detec- 
tion and  exposure  in  the  court  of  arbitration.  Being  in  law  and  in  fact  an  award 
to  the  United  States  against  Mexico  of  a  sum  of  money  due  for  the  capture  of  a 
train  alleged  to  have  been  loaded  with  cotton  that  never  existed,  the  honor  of  the 
country  forbids  us  to  claim  It "  (p.  6). 

It  is  hardly  necessary  for  me  to  state  that  my  Government,  in  presenting  this 
evidence  to  that  of  the  United  States,  and  in  preferring  the  grave  charges  of  fraud 
against  the  claimants,  considers  that  its  honor  and  good  faith  are  involved  In  the 
results,  and,  jealous  as  it  properly  is  of  its  good  name,  it  feels  that  it  has  a  right 
to  demand  that  it  be  afforded  an  opportunity  to  make  good  its  charges  before  they 
are  forever  dismissed  and  the  claimants  allowed  to  receive  the  money  paid  on 
these  awards.    That  such  a  sentiment  is  not  exaggerated  or  misplaced  Is  shown 
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by  the  following  extract  from  La  Abra  Senate  report:  '-Mexico,  while  observing 
in  good  faith  all  her  obligations  under  the  convention,  has  earnestly  and  con- 
stantly ur^ed  upon  the  United  States  that  these  claims  were  fraudulent.  This 
appeal  to  the  spirit  of  justice  can  not  now  be  ignored,  but  should  be  met  by  a  frank 
and  open  examination  by  our  own  courts  of  the  facts  jjresented  by  Mexico  "(p.  7) . 

Having  thus  directed  your  attention  to  the  character  of  the  evidence  upon  which 
the  President  of  the  United  States  in  the  most  solemn  manner  has  declared  his 
"  opinion  that  the  cases  *  *  *  slionld  be  opened  and  retried,'' and  has  exjjressed 
his  belief  that  the  awards  were  ' '  obtained  by  fraud  and  perjury,"  I  have  the  honor 
to  state  that  should  you  or  the  Chief  Executive,  who  now  so  worthily  occupies  the 
Presidency,  consider  it  desirable  to  reexamine  the  grounds  for  that  opinion  and 
belief,  I  shall  have  great  jjleasure  in  again  depositing  in  your  Department  the  orig- 
inal evidence  in  both  cases  for  that  purpose. 

But  I  am  constrained  to  believe,  in  view  of  the  foregoing  antecedents,  that  you 
will  reach  a  just  settlement  of  the  ijuestion  by  some  one  of  the  procedures  indi- 
cated or  suggested  by  those  antecedents,  or  by  some  other  method  consistent  with 
equity  and  international  comity  which  your  superior  intelligence  and  sense  of  jus- 
tice will  indicate.  I  am  greatly  strengthened  in  this  belief  by  your  eminently 
just  and  praiseworthy  conduct  in  regard  to  the  recent  Haitian  awards.  The 
principles  there  announced  are  completely  applicable  to  the  fraudulent  Mexican 
awards,  and  it  is  encouraging  to  note  that  you  make  repeated  reference  to  the 
action  of  your  Government  in  those  cases  to  sustain  your  decision  in  ahnulling 
the  Haitian  awards.  In  no  essential  sense  is  there  any  difference.  It  is  true  the 
Haitian  arbitration  was  had  by  virtue  of  a  diplomatic  agreement  and  that  of  the 
Mexican  and  American  Commission  by  virtue  of  a  treaty.  But  it  is  suggested 
that  neither  the  one  nor  the  other  was'clothed  with  the  full  powers  of  a  judicial 
tribunal. 

Your  attention  is  directed  to  the  fact  that  the  Mexican  and  American  Commis- 
sion adopted  no  rules  for  the  taking  of  testimony.  All  evidence  submitted  was 
purely  ex  parte  and  without  notice  to  the  opposmg  party,  and  it  is  claimed  that 
criminal  prosecutions  could  not  be  maintained  for  false  swearing  in  cases  before 
it.  But  you  have  not  based  your  decision  on  that  ground,  for  you  correctly 
declare  that  "  it  is  a  settled  principle  of  international  law  that  no  sovereignty  can 
in  honor  press  an  unjust  or  mistaken  award,  even  though  made  by  a  judicial 
international  tribunal  invested  with  the  power  of  swearing  witnesses  and  receiv- 
ing or  rejecting  testimony."  And  in  the  close  of  your  report  you  give  practiial 
effect  to  that  doctrine  by  the  declaration  '-that,  essential  as  it  is  that  the  inter- 
course between  nations  should  be  marked  by  the  highest  honor  as  well  as  honesty 
the  moment  that  the  Government  of  the  United  States  discovers  that  a  claim  it 
makes  on  a  foreign  government  can  not  be  honorably  and  honestly  pressed  that 
moment,  no  matter  what  may  be  the  period  of  the  procedure,  that  claim  should 
be  dropped." 

I  deem  it  proper  to  state  before  I  close  this  letter,  which  has,  against  my  will 
assumed  larger  proportions  than  I  desired,  that  I  send  it  to  you  by  especial  instruc- 
tions from  my  Government,  and  that  in  doing  this  the  Mexican  Government 
intends,  as  I  have  communicated  on  different  occasions  to  your  Departmeut  to 
continue  complying,  as  faithfully  as  it  has  done  heretofore,  with  the  oblio-ations 
imposed  upon  it  by  the  treaty  of  July  4,  1868.  '' 

Accept,  sir,  the  renewed  assurances  of  my  highest  consideration. 

M.    ROMEBO. 


[luolosure  3.— Mr.  Phillips  to  Mr.  Bayard.] 

Office  of  W.  Hallett  Phillips 

^Vashiiiytoii,  D.  C,  2!ai-ch  7,  1SS7. 

Sir:-  On  behalf  of  P.  S.  Wiltz,  the  public  administrator  of  the  State  of  Louisiana 
on  the  estate  of  Benjamin  Weil,  deceased,  I  have  respectfully  to  re.juest  the  nav' 
ment  to  me,  as  the  attorney  of  the  public  administrator,  of'  the  amount  now  in 
your  hands  awaiting  distribution  and  justly  payable  to  him  on  account  of  the 
award  obtained  against  the  Republic  of  Mexico  by  the  said  \Yei\.  The  powers  of 
attorney  authorizing  uie  to  maiie  the  collection  are  now  on  file     '  p  s  or 

The  history  of  the  award  is  familiar  to  you:  Its  present 'status  sufficieutlv 
appears  from  your  communication  to  the  President  dated  JMay  (i  isso  In  tbi'! 
after  mentioning  the  obligatory  force  of  the  treaty  undey  which 'the  award  wfl^s 
made,  you  reler  to  the  unsuccessful  effort  to  have  the  award  reo.iened  throu"-h  au 
international  arrangement,  and  to  the  expression  of  opinion  by  the  Executfve  as 
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to  the  power  of  Congress  to  authorize  its  reexamination  through  the  medium  of  a 
doniest  ,c  tribunal.  You  showed  that  the  legislature  had  failed  to  confer  any  such 
authority,  and  the  report  concludes: 

'  To  relieve  the  action  or  our  Government  from  any  ambiguity  of  legislative 
expression,  or  the  Executive  from  any  uncertainty  as  to  his  line  of  duty  in  relation 
to  the  awards  in  favor  of  Benjamin  Weil  and  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company 
under  treaty  with  Mexico,  promulgated  February,  1879,  I  suggest  that  the  atten- 
tion ot  Congress  should  be  earnestly  invoked  to  the  consideration  of  the  present 
status  ot  these  claims  referred  to,  and  the  duty  of  the  Executive  under  an  existing 
treaty,  to  which  the  force  and  effect  of  paramount  law  is  given  by  the  Constitu- 
tion in  the  event  of  the  adjournment  of  the  two  houses  without  further  action  in 
reterence  thereto." 

This  report  was  communicated  by  the  President  to  the  Fortv-ninth  Congress  at 
its  first  session.  The  two  Houses,  however,  adjourned  without  any  action  having 
been  taken  in  the  premises.  Since  then  the  second  session  has  likewise  expired 
without  any  action,  and  ihe  Congress  has  terminated. 

As  far  back  as  isyo,  the  then  Secretary  of  State,  Mr.  Evarts^  in  his  report  to  the 
President,  while  expressing  the  opinion  that  it  was  competent  for  Congress  to 
order  a  ree.xaiuination  of  the  case  if  it  should  choose  to  exercise  the  power,  con- 
cludes: • 

'•In  furtherance,  however,  of  this  opinion,  it  seemed  to  me  apparent  that  the 
Executive  discretion  under  the  act  of  Congress  could  extend  no  further  than  to 
withhold  payments  on  the  awards  until  Congress  should,  by  its  plenary  authority, 
decide  whether  such  an  investigation  should  be  made. 

"Unless  Congress  should  now  make  this  disposition  of  the  matter,  and  furnish 
thereby  definite  instructions  to  the  Department  to  reserve  further  payments  njion 
these  awards  till  the  conclusion  of  such  investigation,  and  to  make  such  further 
order  with  the  same  thereafter  as  Congress  might  direct,  it  would  appear  to  be 
the  dutj'  of  the  Executive  to  accept  these  awards  as  no  longer  open  to  reconsidera- 
tion, and  proceed  in  the  payment  of  the  same  pro  rata  with  all  other  awards  under 
the  convention."    (Ex.  Doc.  103,  Forty-eigtith  Congress,  first  session,  p.  611.) 

Congress  having  adjourned  without  taking  action,  four  installments  of  the 
award  were  accordingly  distributed.  In  a  letter  dated  February  5, 1881,  addressed 
to  the  Mexican  minister,  the  Secretary  says; 

"  The  administration  of  the  payments  to  the  parties  interested  in  the  awards 
belongs  exclusive'y  to  the  Government  of  the  United  States  in  its  obligations  to 
its  own  citizens.  This  administration  is  regarded  by  the  President  as  requiring 
the  distribution  of  the  awards  in  these  cases  (Weil  and  La  Abra)  upon  the  same 
regulations  as  in  all  other  case;  in  the  absence  of  any  direction  b}'  Congress  to  the 
contrary."     (Ex.  Doc.  103,  Forty-eighth  Congress,  first  session,  p.  C29.) 

Carrying  out  the  decision  of  his  ijredecessor,  a  fifth  installment  was  distributed 
by  Secretary  Blaine. 

Further  payments  were  withheld  during  t'le  incumbency  of  Secretary  Freling- 
huysen.  but  the  only  action  taken  by  either  House  of  Congress  was  that  of  the 
Senate  in  refusing  to  ratify  a  treatj'  for  the  reconsideration  of  the  awards. 

A  still  further  opportunity  to  legislate  on  tlie  subject  has  been  given  by  the 
present  Administration,  but  Congress  has  not  seen  fit  to  exercise  any  authority  in 
the  matter,  although  informed  that  in  ca  e  legislation  was  not  had  you  would 
feel  compelled  to  fulfill  the  duty  as  to  the  award  oast  upon  you  by  the  treaty  under 
which  it  was  made  final. 

It  thus  appears  that  every  opportunity  has  been  afforded  to  those  opposed  to  this 
award  to  obtain  adverse  action,  both  in  the  way  of  diplomatic  and  legislative 
action.  An  end  should  be  put  to  this  protracted  controversy,  and  the  public 
administrator  submits  that  there  should  be  no  longer  withheld  from  him  the 
amount  to  which  he  is  entitled  as  the  legal  representative  of  Benjamin  Weil. 
Very  respectful]}', 

W.  Hallett  Phillips, 
Attorney  for  P.  S.  Wilfz,  public  administrator  of  Benjamin  M'eil,  deceased. 


rinclosure  4.— Messrs.  McDonald,  Bright,  and  Fay,  et  al.,  to  the  President  and  Secretary  of 

otate.  J 

Washij.'Gton,  D.  C,  March  — ,  1SS7. 
To  the  President  and  to  the  Secretary  of  State: 

The  undersigned,  in  behalf  of  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company,  a  corporation 
of  New  York,  hereby  makes  application  to  the  President  and  the  Secretary  of 
State  for  the  payment  to  the  said  company  and  to  its  assigns,  respectively,  of  the 
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moneys  now  remaining  in  the  hands  of  the  Secretary  of  State,  under  the  provi- 
sions of  the  act  of  June  18,  1878  (30  Stats.,  144),  being  moneys  due  and  paid  m 
under  and  in  pursuance  of  the  award  by  the  umpire,  Sir  Edward  Thornton,  of  the 
37th  day  of  December,  1875,  made  under  the  treaty  with  Mexico  by  the  United 
StatPS  of  the  4th  of  July,  1868. 

Since  the  officers  of  the  present  Administration  whose  duty  it  becomes  to  dis- 
pose of  the  matters  embraced  within  the  present  application  have  not  been  per- 
sonally connected  with  these  affairs  during  a  great  portion  of  the  long  and  com- 
plicated history  of  these  matters,  we  hare  thought  it  might  be  of  some  service 
to  state  in  this  application,  very  coudensedly,  should  these  olficers hesitate  regard- 
ing; this  payment,  some  of  the  leading  features  of  .that  history.  iS  an  aid  to  the 
officers  in  making  disposition  of  this  application.  This  statement  is  by  no  meaus 
designed  as  an  argument,  and  is  simply  meant  as  an  index  to  some  of  the  features 
ot  the  public  records  which  fix  irpon  this  liabi  ity  of  Mexico  to  American  citizens 
its  controlling  character. slics.     These  may  be  condensed  as  follows: 

1.  The  claim,  as  you  well  know,  was  one  made  by  this  New  York  corporation 
against  the  G-overnment  ot  Mexico,  for  that,  in  violation  of  international  law  and 
ot  treaty  obligations,  the  Government  officials  of  Mexico  caused  and  suffered  the 
expu'sion  of  tlie  company's  agents  from  the  possession  and  enjoyment  of  a  mining 
property  in  .Mexico. 

3.  Ihe  treaty  of  July  4,  1868,  which  provided  for  the  adjudication  of  this  claim, 
in  Ar.icle  V  stipulated  that  "the  result  of  the  proceedings  of  the  commission 
should  be  considered  as  a  full,  perfect,  and  final  settlement  of  every  claim  upon 
either  Government  arising  out  of  any  transactions  of  a  date  prior  to  the  exchange 
of  the  ratifications  of  the  present  convention,"  and  this  whether  the  claims  so 
eiisting  were  presented  for  award  or  not.  And  the  conclusion  of  the  second 
article  of  the  treaty  engaged  that  the  two  Governments  "  hereby  solemnly  and 
sincerely  engage  to  consider  the  decision  of  the  commissioners  conjoint' y,  or  of 
the  umpire,  as  the  case  may  be,  absolutely  final  and  conclusive  upon  each  cl?im 
decided  upon  by  them  or  him,  respectively,  and  to  give  full  effect  to  such  decision 
without  any  objection,  evasion,  or  delay  whatsoever." 

o.  It  will  be  perceived  by  the  first  article  of  this  treaty  that  the  claims  to  be 
adjudicated  by  the  commission  were  the  claims  respectively  of  corporations,  com- 
panies, or  private  individuals,  citizens  of  the  United  States,  upon  the  Government 
of  the  Mexican  Republic  arising  from  injuries  to  their  person  or  property  by 
authorities  of  the  Mexican  Republic;  and  the  converse  claims  upon  the  Govern- 
ment of  the  United  States,  by  individuals,  etc.,  citizens  of  Mexico,  arising  from 
injuries  by  the  authorities  of  the  United  States.  So  that  the  claims  to  be  tried 
were  claims  against  the  two  Governments  respectively,  as  Governments,  and  were 
not  claims  by  citizens  against  citizens. 

4.  It  will  be  further  seen  by  an  inspection  of  the  treaty  that  by  Article  IV  it 
was,  in  substance,  stipulated  that  the  total  of  the  awards  against  the  one  Govern- 
ment in  favor  of  the  citizens  of  the  other  Government  should  be  subtracted,  the 
smaller  total  from  the  larger,  and  that  the  Government  whose  aggregate  indebt- 
edness under  the  awards  should  be  the  larger  of  the  two  should  be  required  to 
pay  to  the  other  Government  only  the  balance  or  excess  of  the  aggregate;  and  to 
pay  §300,000  within  twelve  months  of  the  close  of  the  commission,  without  interest, 
and  the  residue  to  be  paid  in  annual  installments,  without  interest,  not  exceeding 
$300,000  a  year.  The  result,  therefore,  of  this  feature  of  the  treaty  is  that  the 
claims  are  in  legal  effect  the  claims  of  the  citizens  of  one  government  against 
another  government,  and  our  Government  has  satisfied  all  the  claims  of  Mexico 
by  using,  to  the  extent  reiuired,  awards  in  favor  of  American  citizens  in  satisfac- 
tion of  the  entire  aggregate  of  awards  in  favor  of  Mexican  citizens. 

5.  It  will  be  observed  that  by  the  sixth  article  of  the  treaty  the  entire  expenses 
of  the  commission  and  contingent  expenses  were  to  be  defrayed  by  the  two  Gov- 
ernments ''by  a  ratable  deduction  on  the  amount  of  the  sums  awarded  by  the 
commission."  So  that  the  result  was  that  in  proportion  as  the  aggregate  of  the 
awards  in  favor  of  the  United  States  citizens  exceeded  the  awards  in  favor  of  the 
citizens  of  Mexico,  so  the  expenses  thrown  upon  the  United  States  Government 
were  to  be  in  the  same  proportion  in  excess  of  the  expenses  thi-own  upon  Mexico. 

And  your  records  will  show  that  Mexico,  in  the  settlement  of  the  expenses] 
took  the  benefit  of  the  entire  awards  in  favor  of  the  Weil  and  La  Abra  claims 
and  retains  that  benefit  up  to  this  time  in  the  settlement  of  these  expenses. 

6.  Your  records  will  show  that  the  first  meeting  of  these  commissioners  "was  the 
31st  of  July,  lb60.  That  the  first  limitation  upon  the  duration  of  this  commssi"n 
of  two  years  and  six  months,  expired  January  31,  18T3.  That  a  treaty  was  made 
April  39,  1871;  another  November  87,  1873;  another  November  30.  1874;  bv  which 
three  conventions  an  extension  of  time  was  given  by  the  United  States'  to"  Mexico 
for  presenting  testimony  to  the  commission,  up  to  the  31st  of  January,  1876  and 
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by  a  convention  of  April  39,  187(1,  a  further  time  was  given  to  the  umpire  for  decid- 
ini^-  the  cases,  up  to  tlie  20th  of  November,  1876. 

7.  The  result  of  these  conventions  was  to  allow  to  Mexico  for  presenting  her 
evidence  to  the  commission  and  umpire  an  additional  four  years  and  six  months. 

9.  An  inspection  of  the  records  will  further  show  that  even  before  this  period 
from  the  first  meeting  of  the  commission  July  al,  t8(iJ,  to  the  31st  of  July,  1876, 
a  period  of  seven  years,  Mexico  professes  to  have  discovered  and  known  of  all  the 
alleged  frauds  set  up  against  the  payment  of  this  award  which  she  has  at  any  time 
since  discovered,  and  took  testimony  in  the  endeavor  to  establish  these  accusa- 
tions and  was  defeated  in  regard  to  them. 

10.  It  will  be  farther  observed  that  the  alleged  facts  making  the  basis  of  the 
accusations  of  Me.nco  were  all  facts  alleged  to  have  occurred  in  her  own  tei-ritory, 
amongst  her  own  people,  were  then  of  recent  occurrence,  were  of  that  physically 
overt  and  not  irious  character  which  could  be  seen  and  readily  proved  or  disproved 
according  to  the  truth,  being  such  as  the  quesfiou  whether  the  mine  was  bovight, 
was  paid  for,  whether  expensive  machinery,  etc.,  was  brought  to  the  mine,  what 
these  were  worth,  whether  ores  were  yielded,  the  character  of  the  ores,  whether 
there  was  any  violence  or  disorder  that  enforce  d  the  abandonment  of  this  property, 
whether  this  property  was  leit  In  Mexico  and  has  been  takeu  possession  of  by  the 
Mexicans,  and  the  like.  So  that  the  seven  years  given  by  extension  after  extension 
of  the  treaty  was  most  ample  for  the  production  of  all  possible  and  honest  testi- 
mony. A  perusal  of  the  minority  report  of  the  Senate,  made  during  the  Forty- 
ninth  Congress,  and  of  the  majority  report  of  the  committee  of  the  House,  which 
are  named  below,  show  that  if  yon  take  even  the  testimony  of  citizetis  of  Mexico  in 
favor  of  La  Abra  award  it  abundantly  and  conclusively  establishes  the  integrity 
of  this  claim  to  the  full  amount  awarded. 

11.  It  Will  be  further  observed  that  this  very  issue,  to  wit,  fraud  or  not  fraud 
on  the  part  of  the  claimant,  was  tried  on  the  above-named  and  other  testimony, 
and  it  was  decided  by  the  umpire  that  there  was  no  fraud. 

12.  It  will  be  fuitlier  observed  that  Mexico  has  never,  even  in  the  extravagant 
and  outrageous  pretensions  set  up  by  her  in  resistance  of  this  award,  asserted 
either  that  (1)  the  company  did  not  purchase  this  mine;  (3)  that  the  company 
did  not  pay  for  it;  (o)  that  the  company  did  not  establish  most  expensive  and  val- 
uable works  at  the  mine  and  work  the  same;  (4)  that  the  company  did  not  abandon 
the  mine  and  its  excavated  ores;  and  that  the  Mexicans  did  not  take  possession  both 
of  the  mine  and  of  all  the  works  and  valuable  machinery,  and  have  retained  these 
ever  since— the  onl  y  defense  of  Mexico  being  that  the  company  was  not  compelled  to 
abandon,  bv  the  wrongs  of  Me.  ico,  and  that  the  award  was  excessive;  both  of 
which  issues  were  tried  and  decided  by  the  umpire. 

13.  Observe  next  how  Mexico  has  abided  by  that  solemn  covenant  in  article  3, 
stipulating  that  she  would  regard  and  treat  the  award  "as  absolutely  final  and 
conclusive  upon  each  claim  decided  *  *  *  without  any  objection,  evasion,  or 
delay  whatsoever."  .     ,  ., 

These  attempts  at  "  evasion  and  delay    may  be  summarized  thus: 

(1)  Alter  the  award  of  Sir  Bdward,  made  December  37,  1875  (Ex.  Doc.  103, 
Forty-ei"hth  Congress,  first  session,  p.  44) ,  she  immediately  resorted  to  an  attempt 
at  "evasion  and  delay"  by  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  before  him;  overruled,  Octo- 
ber 20.  1-70.     (Ex.  Doc.  10.3,  pp.  120-128.) 

(3)  The  next  conspicuous  attempt  at  "delay'-  was  the  resort  to  our  diplomatic 
deijar'ment  and  to  Congress,  by  means  of  the  employment  of  counsel,  presenta- 
tion of  printed  briefs  and  arguments,  etc.,  which  resulted  m  section  ;j  of  the  act 
of  June  18.  1878  (20  Stats.,  145).  ,  ,  .    „ 

Th(  se  resorts  and  appliances  for  evading  this  award  are  shown,  amongst  other 
thiiiirs  bv  Document  No.  19,  contained  in  the  above  Ex.  Doc.  103,  p.  135.  and  m 
the  pape/s  referred  to  in  that  letter  of  Cuellar  to  ilr  Evarts  Also  by  Document 
No  -'i  P  155  (Ex.  Doc.  103) ,  letter  of  Cuel'ar  to  Mr.  Evarts:  Document  No.  6  (Ex. 
Doc^lO;-;  P  I'lti)  Mr.  Evarts  to  Cuellar;  and  Document  No.  23,  p.  lo3  (Ex.  Doc. 
103)'  being  the  letter  of  Mr.  Evarts  to  chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Affairs  laving  before  Congress,  amongst  other  things,  these  accusations  of  fraud 
filed  by  Mexico  with  the  State  Department  to  secure  further  "evasion  and  delay  . 

Thus  was  brought  about  section  5  of  the  act  of  June  30.  1878. 

The  Ex  Doc  No.  103.  disclosing  transactions  from  the  date  ot  said  act  ot  June 
18  1878 "to  the  13th  of  August,  1878  (Ex.  Doc.  103,  p.  .581 K  discloses  m  a  large 
measure  the  remarkable  efforts  of  Mexico  before  the  State  Department  to  induce 
if  to  reach  the  conclusion  of  law  and  fact  contemplated  by  said  section  5,  to  wit, 
that  the  "honor  of  the  United  States,  the  principles  of  public,  law^  or  considera- 
tions of  iustice  and  equity  require  that  the  awards  in  the  cases  of  Benjamin  Weil 
and  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company,  or  either  of  them,  should  be  opened  and 
the  cases  retried  ■■  *  *  in  such  manner  as  the  Governments  of  the  United 
Stater  and  Mexico  may  agree  upon." 
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14.  The  conclusion  reached  by  the  Government  under  this  section  5  is  embraced 
in  Mr.  Evarts's  letter  of  August  13,  1879  (Ex.  Doc.  108,  p.  581),  in  which  it  will  be 
seen  that  our  Government  reached  the  conclusion  expressed  in  these  words: 

"  I  conclude,  therefore,  that  neither  the  principles  of  public  law  nor  considera- 
tions of  justice  or  equity  require  or  permit,  as  between  the  United  States  and 
Mexico,  that  the  awards  in  these  cases  should  be  opened  and  the  cases  retried 
before  a  new  international  trilmnal  or  under  any  new  convention  or  negotiations 
respecting  the  same  between  the  United  States  and  Mexico." 

And  further,  that  in  the  case  of  La  Abra  the  conclusion  was  reached  that  the 
evidencessubmittedby  Mexico  "do  bring  into  grave  doubt  *  *  *  the  sincerity 
of  the  evidence  as  to  the  measure  of  damages  insisted  upon  and  accorded  in  the 
case  of  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company,  and  that  the  honor  of  the  United  States 
does  require  that  these  two  cases  (Weil  and  La  Abra)  should  be  further  investi- 
gated by  the  United  States." 

15.  The  same  Ex.  Doc.  103,  disclo^ng  transactions  up  to  the  date  of  Mr.  Evarts's 
letter  of  the  loth  of  April,  18S0  (Ex.  Doc.  lOB,  p.  607).  disclose?  the  strenuous 
efforts  made  by  Mexico  to  induce  a  decision  by  your  Department,  acting  as  the 
domestic  tribunal  contemplated  by  Mr.  Evarts's  letter  of  the  loth  of  August,  1879, 
to  decide  that  the  award  in  the  La  Abra  claim  was  exaggerated  in  amount.  To 
the  forcible  and  enlightened  statements  contained  in  this  letter  of  the  Secretary 
of  State,  of  the  13th  of  April,  1880  (E?.  Doc.  103,  p.  607).  should  the  President  and 
Secretary  dedre  further  to  look  into  this  matter,  wa  invite  attention. 

]  6.  After  this  decision  by  Mr.  Evarts  of  the  18th  of  August  payments  to  the  com- 
pany and  to  its  assigns  began  to  be  again  made.  Thereupon  Mexico  b^gan  a  new 
system  of  "  evasion  and  delay  "  by  appealing  to  Congress,  seeking  in  Congress  to 
secure  an  overruling  of  the  action  of  the  executive  and  diislomatic  branches  of  the 
Government.  These  resorts  to  Congress  were  repeated,  persis  ent,  and  multiform. 
For  example,  in  the  Forty-seventh  Congress  bills  were  introduced  in  the  Senate 
(Nos.  799  and  893) ,  proposing  to  refer  to  the  Court  of  Claims  the  question  of  vaca- 
ting the  award ,  and  on  the  23d  of  March.  1883,  Senate  Report  No.  811,  Forty -seventh 
Congress,  first  session,  reported  adversely  to  these  bills. 

This  report  (No.  311)  was  unanimous  from  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations, 
the  words  of  the  report  being: 

"In  the  opinion  of  the  committee  the  Court  of  Claims  can  not  be  clothed  with 
jurisdiction  to  modify  or  annul  the  action  of  the  commission  organized  under  the 
treaty. " 

And  this  report  recommended  the  indefinite  postponement  of  the  bills,  and  the 
Senate  so  ordered. 

17.  In  the  House  of  Representatives,  during  the  same  Congress,  Mr.  Evarts,  as 
attorney  for  Carmen  Mining  Company,  an  American  claimant  against  Mexico, 
whose  case  had  been  lost  through  the  alleged  fraud  of  Mexican  ofScials  and  the 
larceny  of  the  claimant's  evidence,  attempted  to  secure  for  such  Carmen  Mining 
Company  a  new  trial  by  the  aid  of  Congressional  action  as  embodied  in  House  bill 
2117,  and  the  House  Committee  of  Foreign  Affairs  rejected  this  on  the  ground  that 
Congress  had  no  jurisdiction  over  the  matter,  the  action  being  similar  to  that  of 
the  Senate  above  named. 

18.  In  the  Forty-sixth  Congress  Senate  bill  No.  1684  was  introduced,  proposing 
to  refer  to  the  Court  of  Claims  this  La  Abra  award,  and  on  the  10th  of  June,  1880, 
the  Judiciary  Committee  of  the  Senate,  in  Report  No.  712,  Forty-sixth  Congress! 
second  session,  reported  unanimously  against  the  bill,  and  the  Senate  adopted  that 
report  and  indefinitely  postponed  the  bill  on  the  ground  that  tlipre  was  no  juris- 
diction in  Congress  to  exercise  the  treaty  power  in  or  through  the  action  of  the 
courts.     In  that  report,  amongst  other  things,  the  committee  says: 

"This  would  involve  an  investigation  by  Congress  of  facts  of  an  international 
character,  which,  in  the  opinion  of  the  committee,  properly  belongs  to  the  execu- 
tive department,  and  which  it  was  the  intention  of  the  fifth  section  of  the  act  of 
June,  1878.  to  leave  with  that  department.  The  bill  under  consideration  proposes 
to  withdraw  these  two  claims  from  the  domain  of  international  jurisdiction,  and 
place  them  before  a  tribunal  organized  and  existing  by  virtue  of  the  laws  of  this 
country,  and  in  this  way  it  would  seem  designed  to  avoid  the  opening  up  of  other 
questions  of  complaint  that  are  known  to  exist  on  behalf  of  citizens  of  the  United 
States  whose  claims,  for  various  causes,  failed  to  receive  favorable  consideration 
by  the  said  commission  under  the  treaty  creating  the  commission. 

"  The  second  article  of  the  treaty  bound  the  two  Governments  absolutely  and 
conclusively  by  the  final  awards  of  the  commission  and  umpire  in  all  cases  com- 
ing within  its  provisions:  and  it  would  seem  right  that  if  it  is  to  be  set  aside  as  to 
any  of  the  claims,  it  ought  to  be  by  a  new  convention  in  which  provision  should 
be  made  tor  doing  justice  to  all  claimants." 
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19.  Thus  terminated,  for  the  moment,  these  efforts  by  Mexico  at  "evasion  and 
delay,    soiTght  through  the  interposition  of  Congress  as  against  the  treaty-maldng 

Then  the  efforts  at  delay  and  evasion  were  renewed  in  a  new  resort  to  the  treaty- 
making  power.  This  brings  the  synopsis  of  this  matter  down  to  the  existence  of 
the  present  Administration. 

20.  You  are  perfectly  familiar  with  the  fact  that  a  new  treaty  was  made,  pro- 
viding for  a  new  trial;  that  this  treaty,  in  the  first  vote  of  the  Senate,  was 
defeated;  that  a  motion  to  reconsider  this  rejection  of  the  treaty  was  made, 
which  carried  the  matter  over  during  a  period  of  many  months.  At  last  the  Sen- 
ate came  to  a  second  vote  upon  the  treaty,  when  it  was  rejected.  Then  came  a 
new  resort  to  Congress,  like  the  one  above  named,  that  was  finally  defeated  by  the 
reports  of  the  Senate  and  House  alleging  nonjurisdiction  in  Congress  to  make  a 
new  treaty  either  by  direct  act  of  Congress  or  through  the  employment  of  the 
courts  by  Congress,  for  the  purpose  of  setting  aside  treaty  obligations  and  creating 
new  ones  through  the  judgment  of  the  courts. 

This  new  resort  to  evasion  came  in  the  shape  of  Senate  bill  No.  S208,  proposing 
to  send  to  the  courts  of  the  District  of  Columbia  the  trial  of  the  question  whether 
the  award  was  obtained  through  '-false  swearing."  and  to  make  a  decree  setting 
aside  the  award  and  directing  the  President  to  return  the  money  to  Mexico,  etc. 

A  similar  bill  was  introduced  in  the  House,  both  bills  in  the  Forty-ninth  Con- 
gress, just  expired. 

The  report  of  the  majority  and  minority  of  the  Senate  and  of  the  House  upon 
these  two  bills  is  before  the  Department  of  State.  In  the  Senate  there  were  two 
reports,  a  majority  of  the  committee  reporting  in  favor  of  the  bill  and  a  minority 
agiiinst  it.  In  the  House  there  were  two  reports,  a  ma;'ority  reporting  against  the 
bill  and  the  minority  in  favor  of  it, 

The  Secretary  of  State,  in  his  letter  to  the  President  of  the  6th  of  May,  1886, 
transmitted  by  the  President  to  Congress,  calls  the  attention  of  Congress  to  this 
matter.  That  Congress  has  expired  without  any  action  upon  either  of  these 
reports.  In  this  letter  of  the  Secretary  of  State,  transmitted  by  the  President  to 
Congress,  is  the  following  language: 

' '  It  seems  proper  here  to  observe  that  by  the  voluntary  negotiation  of  this  second 
treaty,  Mexico  submitted  the  question  (whether  these  claims  should  be  readjudged 
or  not)  to  the  treaty-making  power  of  the  United  States,  of  which  it  was  well 
known  that  two-thirds  of  the  Senate  was  an  essential  part  and  that  the  relief 
sought  from  the  effects  of  the  former  treaty  could  only  be  secured  by  obtaining 
■such  a  constitutional  majority  in  its  favor."  (See  Senate  Ex.  Doc.  l-JO.  Forty-ninth 
Congress,  first  session,  p.  4.) 

The  undersigned,  in  behalf  of  American  citizens  who  have,  in  the  matters  here 
referred  to,  been  most  grievously  wronged,  earnestly  protest  against  longer  delay 
in  graying  this  money. 

We  think  these  citizens  are  entitled  to  make  this  protest,  not  only  owing  to  the 
grievances  to  which  they  have  been  subjected  in  the  retention  of  this  money  for  so 
many  years  since  the  date  of  the  award,  but  also  in  view  of  the  decisions  above 
referred  to,  that  Congress  has  no  jurisdiction  of  this  subject-matter,  and  of  the 
decision  by  the  dinlomatic  branch  of  the  Government,  through  the  treaty- making 
power,  that  no  treaty  granting  a  new  trial  ought  to  be  made. 

Besides  and  above  all  this,  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  has  twice 
over  repeated  that  which  was  decided  by  the  Senate  in  the  adoption  of  the  reports 
above  named,  to  wit.  that  Congress  has  no  jurisdiction  to  control  the  treaty  power 
in  regard  to  the  payment  of  this  money,  this  being  explicitly  laid  down  in  Fre- 
linghuysen  r.  Key  (110  U.  S.,  p.  74),  where  that  court,  sieaking  of  this  act  of  1878, 
says  that  that  act  "  does  not  undertake  to  set  any  new  Jimits  on  the  powers  of  the 
Executive.''  nor  to  "encroach"  on  the  power  of  the  President  and  Senate  regard- 
ing matters  within  the  treaty-making  power. 

This  is  again  repeated  in  regard  to  this  act  in  Ailing  et  al.  v.  United  States  (114 
U  S  5fW).  where  the  court  expressly  declares  in  words  that  the  act  of  1878  does 
not  control  the  President's  and  Secretary's  power  to  pay  out  this  money.  Justice 
Miller,  speaking  of  the  act  of  1878.  says: 

"Not  only  is  the  Court  of  Claims  forbidden  to  entertain  jurisdiction  of  this 
claim,  but  the  Secretary  of  State  is  by  law  authorized  and  directed  to  do  all  that 
can  be  done  for  the  claimants  without  further  legislation." 

Thus  the  court,  in  eft'ect,  decides  that  section  5  of  the  act  of  1878  contains  noth- 
ing either  in  the  words  "until  Congress  shall  otherwise  direct."  or  elsewhere, 
which  at  all  affects  or  controls  the  duty  of  the  Executive  in  regard  to  the  payment 
of  this  money.  .  . 

In  respect  of  this  act  of  1878  and  its  re  ations  to  the.  case  as  it  now  stands,  we 
also  call  attention  to  the  concluding  language  of  the  last  paragraph  of  the  opinion 
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of  the  Supreme  Court  in  the  case  of  Frelinghuysen  v.  Key,  which  is  in  these 
words: 

"All  we  decide  is  that  it  was  within  the  discretion  of  the  President  to  negotiate 
again  with  Mexico  in  respect  of  the  claims,  and  that  as  long  as  the  two  Govern- 
ments are  treating  on  the  questions  Involved  he  may  properly  withhold  from  the 
relators  their  distributive  shares  of  the  moneys  now  in  the  hands  of  the  Secretary 
of  State." 

An  examination  of  this  case  will  show  that  at  the  time  this  litigation  was  pro- 
ceeding and  this  decision  was  rendered  the  two  Governments  were  negotiating 
in  regard  to  a  new  trial  of  the  case,  and,  as  will  be  seen  by  the  langaage  above 
quoted,  the  court  holds  that  while  these  negotiations  were  pending  the  President 
migiit  properly  withhold  from  the  relators  their  distributive  shares. 

The  negotiations  then  pending  took  the  form  of  a  treaty,  which  was  submitted 
to  the  Sena  e  for  ratification  and  was  rejected,  as  above  stated.  The  effect,  there- 
fore, of  this  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court,  and  the  plain  inference  from  the  lao- 
guage  above  quoted,  is  that  that  treaty  having  failed,  and  no  new  negotiations 
being  now  proposed,  the  President  may  not  now  properly  withhold  the  paji-ment 
to  the  relators  of  their  distributive  shares.  Or,  in  other  words,  it  is,  in  effect,  a 
decision  that  these  claimants  are  entitled  to  have  this  money  paid  over  to  them. 

McDonald,  Bright  &  Fay, 
Shellabarger  &  Wilson, 
John  N.  Staples, 

Attor-neijs  of  La  Abra  Company. 


[Inclosure  5. — Mr.  Sherman  to  Mr.  Bayard.] 

United  States  Senate,  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations, 

March  5,  1887.     (Received  March  7.) 
Sir:  I  have  the  honor  to  inclose  herewith  a  copy  of  Senate  Miscellaneous  Docu- 
ment No.  88,  Forty-ninth  Congress,  second  session,  being  a  resolution  reported 
from  this  committee  by  Mr.  Morgan  on  the  1st  instant,  requesting  the  President 
to  withhold  further  payments  on  the  Weil-La  Abra  awards,  etc. 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  have  instructed  me  to  invite  j'our  atten- 
tion to  th9  resolution  as  embodying  the  views  of  a  majority  of  the  committee. 
I  am, 

John  Sherman, 

Chairman. 


[Inclosare  in  Mr.  Sherman's  letter.] 

Resolved,  That  in  consequence  of  the  inability  of  the  Senate  to  act  upon  Senate 
bills  Nos.  230 r  and  2308,  "to  amend  act  for  the  distribution  of  awards  under  a 
treaty  with  Mexico,"  so  as  to  give  said  measures  proper  consideration,  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  be  reijuested  to  suspend  further  payments  under  the 
awards  named  in  said  bills  to  the  representatives  or  persons  claiming  under  Ben- 
jamin Weil  and  the  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company,  respectively,  until  the  ques- 
tion of  fraud  in  obtaining  said  awards  by  the  claimants,  respectively,  or  their 
agents  and  attorneys,  shall  have  been  duly  investigated  by  the  courts  of  the  United 
States,  under  the  direction  of  the  President,  or  under  the'f  urther  direction  of  Con- 
gress. 


[Inclosure  6.— Mr.  Morgan  to  Mr.  Bayard.] 

United  States  Senate  Chamber, 
Washington,  March  5,  1887.     (Received  March  7.) 
Sir:  The  inclosed  resolution'  could  not  have  been  considered  in  the  Senate  for 
want  of  time  after  it  was  reported  from  the  committee.    I  tried  to  have  it  consid- 
ered and  was  prevented  by  the  interposition  of  an  appropriation  bill,  which  dis- 
placed the  resolution  after  it  was  called  up  and  laid  before  the  Senate. 

When  it  was  adopted  by  the  committee  the  chairman  was  also  directed  to  send 
a  copy  to  you,  as  indicating  their  wishes  and  requests  to  you  as  Secretary  of  State. 


'  Foi'this  resolution,  see  inclosure  5,  supra. 
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Fearing  that  Mr.  Sherman,  who  is  chairman  of  the  committee,  will  leave  Wash 
SeVomLfttee:       '^''  '°"'''"''''  "^"*  **  '^  ^"^'  ''"'^  *°  aavise'7ou  of  the  a^t^n 
>,o^°-':'!?"/®  '"  ^h  ■^''^  '^  needed,  as  it  seems  to  me.  to  authorize  the  President  to 
ilTf  \f  *''''"'"^'^  in  our  own  courts  wliether  these  ••laimants  are  hones  lyenti 
tied  to  the  money  paul  by  Mexico  to  >vara  their  demands.  nonestiy  enti- 

irustmg  that  you  umy  see  your  way  clear  to  follow  the  precedent  in  +h9  Gar 
dmerj=ase,  and  cause  the  courts  to  pass  upon  the  honesty  of  the  claims  of  thes^ 

^^^'^*'=-'  J^'o.  T.  Morgan, 

tluolosure  7. -Ml-  Sjn-inger  to  Mr,  Baj'ard.] 

-.„    ,  .     ^  House  op  Representattve:;, 

IT  ashmgton,  D.  C,  March  0,  1SS7.     (Received  Jlarch  5  ) 

+3if  ■  ■^®^''  *p^?^°'t?  °^-^'''-  ^®,l?''??  °f  Congress  I  introduced  two  bills  in  relation 
to  the  claim  of  the  Benjamin  Weil  and  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company  These 
bills  were  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs,  and  reports  were  made 
on  them  during  the  last  session.  Owing  to  the  immense  numb3r  of  bills  pending 
in  Congress  and  the  short  tune  allowed  during  the  second  session  for  deliberation 
It  was  impossible  to  give  these  bills  any  consideration  in  the  House.  ' 

1  therefore  respectfully  request  that  you  will  withhold  the  payment  of  any 
moneys  duo  on  the  awards  m  those  cases  until  Congress  shall  have  an  opportunity 
to  further  examine  the  question  or  until  the  courts  shall  have  passed  upon  their 
validity  and  integrity. 

It  is  believed  by  those  who  have  examined  these  awards  that  they  are  fraudu- 
lent and  constitute  no  just  claim  against  the  Republic  of  .Mexico.     This  being 
probable,  the  honor  of  our  Government  re  luires  that  the  payments  should  not  be 
enforced  until  opportunity  has  been  had  for  thorough  investigation. 
I  have,  etc., 

Wm.  M.  Speinger. 


[Inolosure  8.— Mr.  Singleton  to  Mr.  Bayard. 

Washington,  iKarc/i  7,  tSS7.  (Received  March  10.) 
Sir:  In  view  of  the  recent  adjournment  of  Congress  without  final  action  on  the 
cases  of  Weil  and  La  Abra,  I  deem  it  my  duty  to  say  to  you  that,  so  far  as  the 
House  of  Representatives  is  concerned,  the  failure  to  act  was  not  due  to  any  disin- 
clination to  entertain  the  charge  made  by  the  Mexican  Government  of  fraud  in 
these  cases,  and  to  provide  a  method  for  a  judicial  adjudication  thereof,  but  that 
such  failure  was  due  solely  to  the  inability  of  the  House,  for  want  of  time,  to  prop- 
erly consider  and  decide  upon  the  questions  involved. 

When  the  message  of  the  President  of  May  11  last  reached  the  House,  it  was 
at  a  stage  of  business  when  the  Calendar  was  crowded  with  a  vast  amount  of 
important  matters  having  precedence  over  these  cases.  Besides,  the  subject  was 
an  entirely  new  one  to  the  members  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs;  it 
involved  the  examination  of  a  great  mass  of  evidence  and  documents,  and,  in  view 
of  the  advanced  period  of  the  first  session,  it  was  very  difficult  for  the  members 
of  the  committee  to  give  them  even  a  cursory  consideration.  When  reports  were 
hurriedly  made  to  the  House,  they  were  necessarily  assigned  such  a  position  on  the 
Calendar  that  it  was  impossible  to  have  them  reached  and  properly  considered  at 
the  second  or  short  session.  The  terms  in  which  the  subject  was  submitted  to 
Congress  by  the  Executive  led  the  claimants  and  their  agents  to  adopt  the  policy 
of  obstruction  and  delay,  hoping  that  if  Congress  failed  to  act  you  would  be 
induced  to  pay  over  to  them  the  installments  now  in  your  hands;  and  this  fact 
increased  the  difficulty  of  reaching  a  consideration  of  the  subject. 

I  desire  further  to  state  to  you  that,  as  chairman  of  the  subcommittee  to  whom 
was  assigned  the  charge  of  these  cases,  I  gave  them  alaborious  and  careful  examina- 
tion, and  I  became  thoroughly  convinced  that  both  of  them  were  absolutely  fraud- 
ulent and  without  any  merit  to  recommend  them  to  the  favorable  consideration 
of  our  Government.  I  earnestly  hope,  therefore,  that  j'ou  will  withhold  the  pay- 
ment of  the  awards  until  a  fair  opportunity  is  afforded  Congress  to  determine 
what  legislation  is  called  for,  or  until  the  integrity  of  the  awards  is  ascertained 
by  a  judicial  investigation  set  on  foot  by  the  Executive.    I  am  fully  satisfied  that 
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under  the  act  of  June  18,  1878,  and  the  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  these 
cases,  it  is  not  only  within  the  power,  but  that  it  is  the  positive  duty  of  the  Presi- 
dent to  withhold  payment  until  Congress  shall  take  further  action  or  until  there 
is  a  judicial  reexamination. 

Mexico,  while  promptly  paying  the  annual  installments,  has,  in  the  most  solemn 
manner,  preferred  charges  of  fraud  and  perjury  against  the  claimants,  and  alleged 
the  absolu  ely  fraudulent  character  of  the  claims,  and  has  submitted  documentary 
evidence  to  substantiate  these  charges.  The  President,  upon  an  examination  of 
the  charges  and  evidence,  has  decided  that  the  honor  of  our  country  required  that 
the  cases  be  opened  and  retried.  I  believe  you  will  agree  with  me  that  Mexico  is 
entitled,  as  a  matter  of  international  courtesy,  to  have  these  charges  judicially 
examined,  and  that  until  the  retrial  decided  by  the  President  as  called  for  is  had 
the  honor  of  our  country  will  not  have  been  satisfied. 

The  labor  which  I  have  bestowed  upon  these  cases  as  chairman  of  the  subcom- 
mittee has  deeply  impressed  upon  me  the  importance  of  a  just  and  honorable  set- 
tlement of  this  subject,  and  that  no  just  or  honorable  settlement  can  be  reached 
except  by  putting  the  inteavity  of  these  claims  to  the  test  of  a  judicial  examina- 
tion in  our  own  courts.  The  power  to  do  this  is  recognized  by  the  Supreme  Court, 
and  the  precedent  for  Executive  action  in  this  direction  is  found  in  the  celebrated 
Gardiner  case.  Feeling  as  I  do  that  a  great  wrong  will  be  done  to  a  neighboring 
Republic  and  a  stigma  of  dishonor  fastened  upon  our  nation  if  these  perjured  and 
dishonest  claimants  are  allowed,  through  the  agency  of  our  Government,  to  reap 
the  reward  of  their  conspiracy  and  fraud,  I  have  felt  it  due  to  you  that  I  should 
state  thus  frankly  to  you  my  views. 

Very  respectfully,  O.  R.  Singleton. 


[Inclosure  9.— Mr.  Bayard  to  Mr.  Phillips.] 

Department  of  State, 
Washington,  September  jS,  1887. 

Sir:  By  the  twelfth  section  of  the  act  of  Congress  approved  March  3,  1887, 
entitled  "An  act  to  provide  for  the  bringing  of  suits  against  the  Government  of 
the  United  States,"  it  is  provided  that  '■  when  any  claim  or  matter  may  be  pending 
in  any  of  the  Executive  Departments  which  involves  controverted  questions  of 
fact  or  law,  the  head  of  such  Department,  with  the  consent  of  the  claimants,  may 
transmit  the  same,  with  the  vouchers,  papers,  proofs,  and  documents  pertaining 
thereto,  to  said  Court  of  Claims,  and  the  same  shall  be  there  proceeded  in  under 
such  rules  as  the  court  may  adopt."  And  it  is  further  provided  that  "  when  the 
facts  and  conclusions  of  law  shall  have  been  found  the  court  shall  report  its  find- 
ings to  the  Department  by  which  it  was  transmitted." 

In  view  of  the  delays  that  have  occurred  in  the  creation  by  Congress  of  a  specific 
method  for  the  determination  of  the  questions  that  have  been  raised  in  the  case  of 
Benjamin  Weil,  growing  out  of  the  award  in  his  favor  by  the  late  Mexican  com- 
mission, I  am  prepared  to  say  that  the  Department,  being  anxious  to  dispose  of  the 
questions  at  issue,  which  so  deeply  affect  the  character  of  the  claim  and  the  honor  . 
of  this  Government,  by  whom  it  was  presented,  is  ready,  without  awaiting  special 
legislation,  to  refer  the  controverted  matters  arising  out  of  the  claim  in  question 
to  the  Court  of  Claims  under  the  act  of  Congress  al  ove  referred  to. 

To  this  end  I  now  inquire  whether,  as  the  representative  of  the  claimant  in  the 
case  of  Benjamin  Weil,  you  will  consent  in  behalf  of  your  client  to  such  reference? 
I  am,  etc., 

T.  P.  Bayard. 

Note. — A  similar  letter  mutatis  mutandis  was  sent  the  same  day  to  Messrs. 
McDonald,  Bright  &  Fay  et  al.,  attorneys  for  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company. 


[Inclosure  10.— Messrs.  Shellabarger  &  Wilson  to  Mr.  Bayard.] 

Washington,  D.  C,  September  lV,  1SS7.  (Received  September  30.) 
Dear  Sir:  We  received,  in  theabsence  of  Senator  McDonald  from  this  city,  who 
received  your  letter  of  the  32d  instant,  inquiring  whether,  "  as  the  representatives 
of  the  claimants  in  the  case  of  the  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company,  you  "  fwel 
"  will  consent  in  behalf  of  your  "  [our]  ' '  client.s  to  a  reference  of  said  claim  to  the 
Court  of  Claims  under  the  act  approved  the  3d  of  March,  1887.  entitled  'An  act  to 
provide  for  the  bringing  of  suits  against  the  Government  of  the  United  States.'" 
Your  said  letter  to  him  was  referred  by  Mr.  McDonald's  partner  to  us. 
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We  since  the  receipt  of  your  letter,  have  had  no  opportunity  to  consult  either 
wath  the  said  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company  or  with  our  associate  counsel 
regarding-  your  inquiry.  Besides,  the  assent  to  which  your  inquiry  alJudes  is  one 
which  counsel  are  not,  by  the  nature  and  scope  of  their  employment,  empowered 
to  give  or  refuse.  Hence  when  we  received  your  letter  we  immediately  forwarded 
a  c^opy  thereof  to  the  secretary  of  the  company,  the  Hon.  Sumner  Stowe  Ely,  whose 
address  is  226  East  Thirtieth  street,  New  York,  and  have  suggested  to  him  to  have 
the  company,  by  a  resolution  of  the  board,  to  direct  what  answer  shall  be  made  to 
your  inquiry;  and  an  answer  will  be  sent  as  soon  as  a  meeting  of  that  board  can 
be  procured  and  an  appropriate  answer  decided  upon  and  prepared.  This  may 
and  probably  will,  involve  some  delay,  as  a  quorum  of  the  board  is  not  always 
present  in  ISfew  York.  •' 

This  note  is  sent  in  obedience  to  the  courtesy  due  to  you  as  explanation  of  the 
delay  which  must  occur  in  making  answer  to  your  letter. 
We  are,  etc , 

Shellabargeb  &  Wilson. 

[Inolosure  11.— Mr.  Phillips  to  Mr.  Bayard.] 

Washington,  October  1, 1881.    (Received  October  1.) 

Sir:  I  have  the  honor  of  acknowledging  the  receipt  of  your  letter  of  the  32d 
ultimo,  relative  to  the  award  of  Benjamin  Weil,  and  have  duly  considered  its 
contents. 

The  representatives  of  Weil  appreciate  the  consequence  of  a  final  determination 
of  the  question  of  the  distribution  of  the  moneys  now  in  your  hands  and  paid  by 
Mexico  on  account  of  the  Weil  award. 

They  had  hoped  that  such  determination  would  have  been  made  on  the  adjourn- 
ment of  Congress  without  action,  after  you  had  called  its  attention  to  the  status 
of  the  case,  "  and  the  duty  of  the  Executive  under  an  existing  treaty,  to  which  the 
force  and  effect  of  paramount  law  is  given  by  tlie  Constitution,  in  the  event  of  the 
adjournment  of  the  two  Houses  without  further  action  in  reference  thereto." 

The  proposition  now  made  by  the  honorable  Secretary  is  "that  in  view  of  the 
delays  that  have  occurred  in  the  creation  by  Congress  of  a  specific  method  for  the 
determination  of  the  questions  that  have  been  raised  in  the  case  of  Benjamin  Weil, 
the  Department,  being  anxious  to  dispose  of  the  questions  at  issue,  is  ready,  with- 
out awaiting  special  legislation,  to  refer  the  controverted  matters  arising  out  of 
the  claim  to  the  Court  of  Claims,  under  the  act  of  Congress  referred  to." 

Your  inquiry  is  whether,  as  the  representative  of  the  claimant,  I  will  consenton 
behalf  of  my  client  to  such  reference. 

I  understand  the  "controverted  matters  and  questions  at  issue  "  are  those  which 
touch  the  validity  of  the  original  cause  of  action,  and  are  the  same  as  were  urged 
by  the  agents  of  the  Mexican  Government  before  the  international  commission 
which  determined  the  cause,  and  subsequently  before  Congress  and  the  Executive, 
as  grounds  for  setting  aside  the  award. 

As  counsel  for  the  representatives  of  Weil,  I  could  not  give  my  consent  to  now 
referring  those  questions  for  reevamination  to  the  Court  of  Claims  without  sacri- 
ficing the  position  they  have  maintained  consistently  throughout  this  controversy. 
Their  contention  has  always  been  that  the  questions  you  mention  were  finally 
determined  bj'  the  adjudication  of  the  international  commission  which  rendered 
the  award,  and  that  it  is  not  in  the  power  of  Congress  by  legislation  to  refer  those 
questions  to  a  domestic  tribunal  to  be  inquired  into  or  determined  anew. 

Certainly,  if  it  is  not  competent  for  Congress  to  make  such  a  disposition  of  the 
award,  it  would  not  be  competent  for  the  Court  of  Claims  to  take  jurisdiction  on 
a  reference  by  your  Department,  even  with  the  consent  of  the  parties  in  whose 
favor  the  award  was  rendered. 

I  respectfully  submit  that  the  nonaction  of  Congress  in  the  premises  for  so 
many  years,  instead  of  being  treated  as  a  mere  delay  in  providing  a  tribunal  to 
reopen  the  award,  ought  properly  to  be  considered  as  tantamount  to  a  declaration 
that  legislation  in  the  matter  should  not  be  enacted.  The  agents  of  Mexico  for 
thirteen  years  have  persistently  used  every  effort  and  every  argument  to  induce 
such  legislation,  but  without  success. 

In  the  face  of  this  attitude  of  Congress  it  could  hardly  be  expected  that  the  rep- 
resentatives of  the  claimaut  would  voluntarily  consent  to  submit  the  award  to  the 
reexamination  of  a  tribunal  upon  which  Congress,  although  pressed  so  to  do.  has 
failed  to  confer  jurisdiction  for  that  purpose.  In  this  point  of  view,  it  becomes 
immaterial  to  consider  whether  the  Department  could,  under  any  circumstances, 

S.  Doc.  231,  pt.  1 42 
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submit  the  award  to  the  reexamination  of  the  Court  of  Claims  without  being 
accorded  what  it  has  frequently  demanded  as  necessary— the  special  authorization 
of  Congress.  Section  1066  of  the  Revised  Statutes  expressly  provides  that  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  shall  not  extend  to  any  claim  growing  out  of  a  treaty 
stipulation.  ,  , ,  , , 

I  also  respectfully  submit  that  when  the  Senate  refused  to  reopen  the  award  by 
declining  to  ratify  the  treaty  negotiated  for  that  purpose  the  power  of  the  Govern- 
ment, both  executive  and  legislative,  became  exhausted.  As  cogently  pointed  out 
in  your  letter  to  the  President,  by  the  voluntary  negotiation  of  this  second  treaty 
Mexico  submitted  the  question  (whether  these  claims  should  be  readjudged  or  no) 
to  the  treaty-making  power  of  the  United  States,  knowing  that  the  relief  sought 
from  the  effects  of  the  former  treaty  could  only  be  secured  by  obtaining  a  consti- 
tutional majority  in  its  favor.  The  coordinate  treaty-making  branch  of  the  Gov- 
ernment declined  to  exercise  the  jurisdiction  invoked  by  the  President.  It  would 
seem  to  follow  that  such  jurisdiction  is  necessarily  exclusive  of  any  authority  over 
the  subject-matter  on  the  part  of  the  domestic  tribunals  of  this  countiy. 

W.  Hallett  Phillips, 
Counsel  for  P.  S.  Wiltz,  Public  Administrator  of  Be.njamin  Weil, 

deceased,  and  for  Alice  Weil,  Natural  Tutrix, 


[Inolosure  12.— Messrs.  McDonald,  Bright  &  Fay  et  al.  to  Mr.  Bayard.] 

Washington,  D.  C,  October  19, 1887.  (Received  October  19.) 
Sir:  On  the  28th  of  September  ultimo  Messrs.  Shellabarger  &  Wilson  commu- 
nicated to  you  the  fact  that  in  the  absence  of  ex-Senator  McDonald  (who  received 
your  letter  of  the  32d  of  September  ultimo),  that  letter  had  been  referred  by  Mr. 
Fay  to  Messrs.  Shellabarger  &  Wilson,  and  that  owing  to  the  fact  that  the  assent 
to  which  your  letter  alludes,  to  submit  to  the  Court  of  Claims,  under  section  13  of 
the  act  of  3d  of  March,  1887,  the  claim  of  La  Abra  Company,  evidenced  by  the 
award  in  its  favor  by  Sir  Edward  Thornton,  was  a  matter  not  within  the  scope 
of  their  employment,  they  had  referred  your  letter  for  answer  to  the  corporation 
in  New  York. 

Today  we  received  from  New  York  the  response,  by  the  corporation,  to  your 
communication  of  the  22d  ultimo,  which  we  herewith  hand  you.  This  response 
has  been  by  us  examined,  and  the  conclusion  reached  by  the  board  in  declining 
said  assent  meets  with  our  approval,  as  also  do  the  reasons  assigned  in  the  com- 
munication for  withholding  said  assent. 

We  are,  etc.,  McDonald,  Bright  &  Fay. 

Shellabarger  &  Wilson. 
P.  S. — Colonel  Staples,  who  was  one  of  the  parties  addressed  hy  your  letter,  has 
seen  the  rough  draft  of  the  above-named  communication  by  the  board,  and  which 
draft  was  substantially  that  herewith  communicated  to  you,  and  he  approved  the 
same.  We  can  not  find  that  he  is  now  in  the  city,  and  the  absence  of  his  signa- 
ture above  is  explained  by  said  fact  of  his  absence. 

S.  &  W. 


Office  op  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company, 

New  York,  October  IS,  1887. 
At  a  former  meeting  of  the  board  of  trustees  of  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Com- 
pany, a  corporation  organized  under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  New  York,  a  com- 
munication from  the  Hon.  Thomas  F.  Bayard,  Secretary  of  State  of  the  United 
States,  was  laid  before  said  board  for  its  consideration,  of  which  the  following  is 
a  copy: 

Department  of  State, 
Washington,  September  23, 1887. 
Gentlemen:  By  the  twelfth  section  of  the  act  of  Congress,  approved  March  3, 
1887, entitled  "An  act  to  provide  for  the  bringing  of  suits  against  the  Government 
of  the  United  States,"  it  is  provided  that  "  when  any  claim  or  matter  may  be 
pending  in  any  of  the  Executive  Departments  which  involves  controverted  ques- 
tions of  tact  or  law,  the  head  of  such  Department,  with  the  consent  of  the  claim- 
ant, may  transmit  the  same,  with  the  vouchers,  papers,  proofs,  and  documents 
pertaining  thereto,  to  said  Court  of  Claims,  and  the  same  shall  be  there  proceeded 
in  under  such  rules  as  the  court  may  adopt: "  and  it  is  further  provided  that 
"  when  the  facts  and  conclusions  of  law  shall  have  been  found,  the  court  shall 
report  its  findings  to  the  Department  by  which  it  was  transmitted." 
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In  view  of  the  delays  that  have  occurred  in  the  creation  by  Conerress  of  a  sDecifio 

Tht'Laibra  silver  M?nWr"  "'  *^"  "l"^'*^""^  ''^^^  ^^^«  ^^'^  rafed  in  the^ase  of 
late  ^*eti^an  roTrn^^^n^^T  ^''"'''  Si'o^'ng  out  of  the  award  in  its  favor  by  the 
i-oii,tnT«nn.fTir  °":-^''™P^®P^™^  to  say  that  the  De,  artment,  being  anx- 
Xfm  and  thehmior^o?  thf 'p''  '^'  ««"«  which  so  deeply  affect  the  charkcterif  the 
n  ff?w.iH„  li°'i?r  Of  this  Qovernment,  by  whom  it  was  presented,  is  ready,  with- 
out awaiting  special  legislation,  to  refer  the  controverted  matters  arising  out  of 

re'e?led"ta  '^  ""  '  ^°'"''  °^  °'^"^^-  ""'^"'^  ^'^^  '"''  "^  C°°g''"««  ^^ove 

ra^R°nf''ihfi'}*l^T.I  ini^ij-e  whether,  as  the  representative  of  the  claimants  in  the 

clfen?s,t\nch^eCnc"f   ''"""^  """"P"""'  ^°"  ^'"  *=°°^«'^*'  ""^  ''^'^^l^  °*  ^"'^'^ 
I  am,  gentlemen,  your  obedient  servant, 

Messrs.  McDonald,  Bright  &  Pay,  ^'  ^'  ■^^"^^^''• 

Messrs.  Shellabargee  &  Wilson,  and 
John  N.  Staples,  Esq., 

Attorneys  for  the  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company. 

And  the  said  communication  having  been  thus  considered  by  said  board,  and 
also  at  Its  present  meeting  on  this  15th  day  of  October,  1887,  at  the  city  of  New 
lork.  it  was  unanimously  ordered  that  the  following  reply  be  signed  by  the  presi- 
dent and  secretary  of  said  company  and  be  made,  viz: 

New  York,  October  16, 1887. 

Sir:  Your  communication  of  the  22d  day  of  September,  1887,  addressed  to  Messrs. 
McDonald,  Bright  &  Fay,  Shellabarger  &  Wilson,  and  John  N.  Staples,  esq. .  inquir- 
ing whether  consent  will  be  given  to  the  reference  of  the  claim  of  La  Abra  Silver 
Mining  Company  to  the  Court  of  Claims  for  action  in  that  court  under  the  twelfth 
section  of  the  act  of  Congress  approved  March  3, 1887,  having  been  referred  by  the 
gentlemen  to  whom  it  was  addressed  to  the  board  of  trustees  of  said  company  for 
its  action  thereon,  said  company  by  its  said  board  makes  most  respectful  reply. 

S.iid  section  12  provides  that  • '  when  any  claim  or  matter  may  be  pending  in  any 
of  the  Executive  Departments  which  involves  controverted  questions  of  factor  law, 
the  head  of  such  Department,  with  the  consent  of  the  claimant,  may  transmit  the 
same,  with  the  vouchers,  papers,  proofs,  and  documents  pertaining  thereto,  to 
said  Court  of  Claims  and  the  same  shall  be  there  proceeded  with  under  such  rules 
as  the  court  may  adopt.  When  the  facts  and  conclusions  of  law  shall  have  been 
found,  the  court  shall  report  its  findings  to  the  Department  by  which  it  was 
transmitted." 

In  making  reply  to  the  Secretary's  letter  the  board  is  met  at  the  threshold  with 
the  fact  that  the  board  is  advised  by  its  counsel  that  it  is  at  least  a  matter  of  the 
gravest  doubt  whether,  by  consent  of  parties  or  otherwise,  the  Court  of  Claims 
could  take  jurisdiction  of  the  "claim"  or  "matter"  which  the  Secretary  proposes 
to  submit  under  such  section.  This  doubt  is  said  to  arise  out  of  the  following 
considerations: 

First.  Whether  this  is  a  "  matter  "  or  "claim "  against  the  United  States,  within 
the  purview  of  said  section  12;  or  whether,  on  the  other  hand,  it  is  a  claim  against 
Mexico. 

Second.  Whether  it  was  the  de.sign  of  the  said  act,  even  assuming  that  this  is  a 
claim  against  the  United  States  and  not  against  Mexico,  to  confer  jurisdiction 
upon  the  Court  of  Claims,  a  purely  judicial  tribunal  of  the  Government,  to  give 
advice  touching  this  matter,  as  to  which  if  any  discretions  exist  (and  claimant 
denies  there  are  any)  regarding  it  or  regarding  the  payment  of  this  money,  then 
these  discretions  are  wholly  and  exclusively  within  the  treaty-making  and  politi- 
cal powers  of  the  United  States  and  the  Executive  thereof. 

Third.  Whether  the  jurisdiction  of  said  court  under  said  section  is  not  excluded 
by  the  provisions  of  section  ]066  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States,  pro- 
hibiting jurisdiction  to  that  court  in  matters  arising  out  of  treaties. 

If  for  these  or  any  other  reasons  the  said  court  is  prohibited  from  taking  juris- 
diction of  said  matter,  by  consent  of  parties  under  said  section,  then  the  proposed 
reference  to  the  court  would  be,  in  every  possible  view  of  the  matter,  not  only  a 
vain  thing,  but  would  result  in  an  indefinite  continuation  of  the  delays  already  so 
ruinously  inflicted  upon  the  claimant,  said  company. 

But  however  the  law  may  be  regarding  the  question  of  the  possibility  of  con- 
ferring jurisdiction  under  section  12,  the  other  reasons  against  giving  the  consent 
suggested  by  the  Secretary's  letter  are  so  conclusive  that  the  board  does  not  care 
to  rest  its  objection  to  giving  consent  principally  upon  this  question  of  jurisdiction. 

These  reasons  will  now  be  stated: 
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(1)  The  award  in  question  was  rendered  by  Sir  Edward  Thornton,  as  the  umpire 
of  the  commission  established  under  the  treaty  between  the  United  States  and 
Mexico  of  July  4,  186S,  after  a  full,  fair,  and  deliberate  trial,  wherein  the  investi- 
gations and  search  for  and  the  taking  of  testimony  and  the  deliberations  of  the 
umpire  together  extended  through  a  period  of  nearly  six  years,  the  time  for  taking 
testimony  and  other  preparations  of  the  case  having  been  repeatedly  extended,  to 
wit,  on  the  t!)th  of  April,  1871.  3rth  of  November,  1872,  and  30th  or  November, 
1874;  these  extending  the  time  up  to  the  a  1st  of  January,  1876,  in  order  to  insure 
a  thorough  investigation  and  a  fair  trial  of  the  case.  And  Mexico  had  the  fullest 
opportunity  in  time,  and  after  notice,  to  meet  the  case  of  the  company,  and  unde- 
niably did  give,  and  by  such  methods  and  in  such  manner  and  form  as  she  chose, 
all  the  evidence  that  she  desired  to;  and  the  evidence  thus  procured  by  both  par- 
ties was  fully  and  carefully  considered  by  the  umpire,  whose  competency,  integ- 
rity, and  impartiality  are  not  questioned  by  Mexico,  and  are  unquestionable. 

(2)  The  very  charges  of  fraud  that  are  now  being  made  by  Mexico  were  made 
while  this  trial  was  pending.  The  very  reasons  that  she  is  urging  now,  why  this 
award  should  not  be  paid,  were  urged  during  the  pendency  of  the  case,  and  with 
reference  to  all  of  them  evidence  was  taken  by  both  parties  at  great  expense,  and 
all  of  these  questions  upon  the  evidence  thus  taken  were  submitted  to  the  umpire 
for  his  consideration  and  determination. 

(3)  After  the  rendition  of  said  award,  and  after  the  renewal  by  Mexico  of  the 
allegations  of  false  and  fraudulent  testimony  on  the  part  of  the  said  company, 
which  she  had  made  during  the  progress  of  said  trial,  Mexico  concluded  with  the 
United  States,  on  the  20th  of  April,  1876,  a  supplemental  treaty  for  extending  the 
functions  of  said  umpire.  By  the  force  and  terms  thereof,  she  expressly  promised 
to  pay  said  award;  and  again,  thereafter,  in  the  settlement  of  the  accounts  pur- 
suant to  said  treaty  for  the  expenses  of  said  commission,  on  the  14th  day  of  Decem- 
ber, 1876,  Mexico  was  allowed,  and  took  the  benefit  of,  upward  of  $28,000,  included 
in  said  account  as  the  percentage  of  said  expenses  chargeable  against  said  award, 
which  was  receivable  by  her  only  on  the  theory  of  the  validity  and  binding  force 
on  her  of  said  award;  and  by  these  acts  of  Mexico,  of  recognition  and  ratification 
of  said  award,  and  of  taking  the  substantial  benefit  which  accrued  to  her  from 
and  because  of  the  ratification,  after  she  had  made  said  allegations  and  with  the 
knowledge  which  those  allegations,  if  true,  presume,  she  is  estopped  and  concluded, 
in  the  forum  of  conscience  and  honor,  as  well  as  of  law,  from  asserting  against 
said  award  the  fraud  alleged,  even  if  any  in  fact  existed;  but  the  existence  of 
which  is,  and  always  has  been,  explicitly  denied  by  said  company,  and  also  dis- 
proved before  the  umpire. 

(4)  Notwithstanding  the  facts  aforesaid,  Mexico  repeated  her  said  allegations  of 
false  and  fraudulent  testimony,  and  claimed  to  have  discovered  new  evidence  on 
the  merits  of  the  case,  and  thereupon,  in  1882,  a  convention  providing  for  a  vaca- 
tion of  said  award,  and  a  retrial  of  the  case  on  the  merits,  was  negotiated  with 
Mexico  by  the  then  Secretary  of  State  of  the  United  States,  and  was  submitted  by 
the  President  to  the  Senate  for  ratification;  and  said  convention  was  brought 
twice  to  a  direct  vote  therein,  and  each  time  it  was  rejected  by  the  Senate;  and, 
on  the  part  and  behalf  of  Mexico,  sundry  bills,  based  on  the  same  allegations, 
have  been  introduced  at  divers  times  into  both  Houses  of  Congress,  seeking  to 
accomplish  the  same  end  as  said  convention,  each  one  of  which  failed  to  become  a 
law,  and  this  generally  owing  to  adverse  reports  by  committees  of  the  Houses  of 
Congress. 

(.">)  It  is  incontrovertible  that  said  award  is  the  property  of  said  company,  and 
not  that  of  the  United  States,  and  that  the  moneys  payable  by  Mexico  and  receiv- 
able by  the  United  States  under  said  treaty  are  not  the  moneys  of  the  United  States, 
and  are  received  by  the  United  States  in  trust  for  the  awardees  under  said  treaty 
( 13th  Opinions  of  Attorney-General,  23-34) ,  and  as  the  medium  of  transmission 
thereof  in  payment  to  them  of  their  said  respective  awards;  that,  by  the  Consti- 
tution of  the  United  States,  said  treaty  is  a  "supreme  law,"  and  it  is  enjoined 
upon  the  President  to  "  take  care  that  the  laws  be  faithfully  executed; "  and  that 
said  award  can  only  be  made  "  final "'  and  effective,  as  this  treaty  provides  it  shall 
be,  by  the  payment  thereon  of  said  money,  according  to  the  intent  and  require- 
ment of  said  treaty;  but  that  pending  the  consideration  of  the  convention  above 
alluded  to  by  the  Senate,  as  the  coordinate  branch  of  the  treaty-making  power,  the 
execution  of  the  said  treaty,  as  to  said  company,  was  interrupted  by  withholding 
from  said  awardee  its  share  of  said  moneys;  and  since  the  rejection  of  said  con- 
vention by  the  Senate  the  execution  of  the  treaty  as  to  said  company  lias  not  been 
resumed.  And  seldom  has  this  obligation  to  take  care  that  the  laws  be  faithfully 
executed  been  more  explicitly  recognized  and  asserted  than  has  been  done  by  the 
present  Administration  with  reference  to  this  very  treaty,  award,  and  moneys  now 
in  question ;  and  which  was  done  in  and  by  the  concluding  paragraph  of  your  letter 
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to  the  President,  of  the  6th  of  May,  1886  (Senate  Ex.  Doc.  140,  Forty-ninth  Con- 
gress, first  session) ,  wherein,  speaking  of  what  your  duties  would  be  in  the  event, 
which  has  since  happened  (the  adjournment  of  Congress  without  legislation  in 
the  matter),  you  remind  Congress  that  it  is  "  the  duty  of  the  Executive,  under  an 
existing  treaty,  to  which  the  force  and  effect  of  paramount  law  is  given  by  the 
Constitution,"  to  go  forward  and  execute  that  "paramount  law,"  "  in  the  event 
of  the  adjoiirnment  of  the  two  Houses  without  further  action  in  reference 
thereto." 

(6)  If  said  court  could  lawfully  take  jurisdiction  in  the  matter  of  said  award, 
yet  the  rules  of  procedure  before  said  court  under  said  act,  the  kind,  mode  of 
taking,  and  admissibility  of  evidence  which  it  will  receive,  and  the  scope  and 
limit  which  it  will  give  to  and  impose  upon  any  case  referred  to  it  under  said  sec- 
tion, are  now  in  great  part  unformed,  undefined,  and  utiknown,  and  it  consent  to 
such  reference  were  given,  it  would  be  a  consent  to  embark  upon  a  sea  of  uncer- 
tainty infinitely  more  uncertain  than  attaches  to  the  ordinary  and  proverbial 
uncertainties  of  the  law. 

(7)  If  the  pi-oposed  reference  under  said  section  12  is  not  designed  to  open  up 
the  original  merits  of  the  case,  and  send  the  parties  to  a  new  trial  of  the  ques- 
tions finally  tried  and  decided  by  the  umpire,  then  the  reference  to  the  court 
is  not  only  useless,  but,  owing  to  the  delay  and  protracted  withholding  of  the 
moneys  of  claimant  which  it  would  necessarily  involve,  it  would  be  extremely 
unjust.  This  is  so,  because  if  a  trial  on  the  original  merits  is  not  designed 
by  this  reference,  and  the  award  is  in  said  court  to  be  accorded  the  finality 
which  the  treaty  expressly  stipulates  it  shall  have,  then  there  is  absolutely  no 
controverted  question  of  fact  or  of  law  to  be  referred  to  or  decided  by  the  court. 

(8)  If  the  primary  design  of  this  proposed  reference  under  section  12  is  to  open 
up  the  original  merits  of  this  claim,  and  to  have  in  said  court  a  new  trial 
thereof  (as  the  whole  history  of  this  controversy  since  the  date  of  this  award 
sbows  is  the  design  of  the  proposed  reference),  then,  in  making  up  the  issue  in 
said  court,  one  or  the  other  of  two  things  must  occur,  viz: 

Either  the  United  States  must  be  the  real  defendant  and  must  take  upon  itself 
to  overthrow  the  finality  of  the  award  as  given  by  the  treaty,  by  setting  up 
and  treating  as  a  fact  that  the  award  was  procured  by  fraud  of  claimant,  and 
must  assume  the  burden  of  making  that  proof.  Thus  our  Government  must 
make  itself  the  assailant  of  its  own  citizens  in  regard  to  this  accusation  ot 
fraud  preferred  by  Mexico.  For  the  Government  of  the  United  States  to  take 
such  a  position  in  such  a  case  against  its  ovm  citizens  under  all  the  conditions 
of  this  case  and  especially  in  view  of  the  character  of  the  trial  Mexico  has 
had  before  the  umpire,  of  the  two  refusals  by  the  Senate  to  indorse  the  accu- 
sation of  fraud,  and  to  grant  such  second  trial,  and  of  the  refusal  by  Congress 
during  a  period  of  years  to  indorse  such  accusation,  or  make  provision  for  the 
Government  taking  snch  position  against  its  own  citizens,  is  a  position  which 
the  Executive  would  surely  be  reluctant  to  take.  io    ^(.  io  „^t  r.^^ 

Or  if  on  the  other  hand,  by  this  reference  under  section  12  it  is  not  pro- 
nosed  that  the  United  States  Government  shall  become  the  assailant  of  its  own 
citizens  and  is  proposed  that  Mexico  shall  be  allowed  to  intervene  and  become 
accuser  and  real  defendant,  then,  by  this  reference,  we  have  this  spectacle  pre- 
sented Mexico,  ever  since  this  award  was  made,  has  had  open  to  her  the 
courts  of  thTs  country  (Curtis  on  Jurisdiction  of  U.  S.  Courts,  p.  18) ,  to  bring 
suit  in  equity  or  otherwise  against  this  company  tor  the  overthrow  of  the 
award  upon  any  grounds  on  which  a  court  of  equity  or  of  law  would  over- 
throw a  iudgment  or  an  award  as  between  private  litigants;  and  yet,  with 
these  doorrolen,  she  has  carefully  and  persistently  omitted  to  make  resort  to 
such  court  and  has  sought,  by  appeals  to  the  political  and  diplomatic  departments 
of  the  governments,  to  procure  a  destruction  of  the  award  through  the  ex  parte 
docume^^^IaSd  accusations  secretly  filed  by  her  in  he  State  Department  and 
before  committees  of  Congress,  and  has  been  as  persistently  denied  .^  .    ,     , 

IgrAeSrif  the  proposed  reference  under  section  13  is  designed  (as  it  indeed 
is^  to  force 'upon  the  claimant  a  retrial  of  the  question  of  fraud  or  no  fraud 
•  '  ^^l?L  the  award  bv  means  of  testimony  relative  to  the  merits  of  the 
riafm  aS  to  beTa'se,  tLn  tSat  is,  as  already  remarked  a  retrial  of  pre- 
Hse^  ?he  same  issues  that  were  tried  before  the  umpire  where  Mexico  had 
durL  said  ™il  years,  the  opportunity  of  gathering,  producing  arguing  and 
during  ^^^i' .?'j;-i^fl„Hjj,ony  i^  support  of  -the  same  identical  charge  of  fraud 
^nd'?flsehood  To  fsHws^claiman^t  to  consent,  after  the  lapse  of  these  years 
^^d  the  death  of  nearly  all  material  witnesses,  to  set  aside  the  judgment  is  no 
and  the  aeatn  or  "eaiiy  ^  litigant  who,  after  years  of  expensive  litiga- 

Hon  TasTtlasT  hones  ly  obtained  a  toal   judgment  In  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States,  to  set  the  same  aside,  and  this  upon  a  mere  clamor  of  "fraud, 
such  as  is  ever  raised  by  a  defeated  litigant. 
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(10)  But  this  last  statement  is  not  a  statement  of  the  full  extent  of  the  hard- 
ship which  would  be  involved  in  giving  this  consent  to  the  vacation  of  the 
final  award.  The  giving  of  such  consent  now  would  not  be  merely  consenting 
to  yield  up  the  benefits  of  a  final  judgment  of  the  highest  court  known  to  the 
international  law,  but  would  be  doing  so  after  the  Senate  of  the  United  States, 
with  all  the  accusations  and  all  the  newly  discovered  evidence  of  Mexico  before 
it,  and  after  the  most  protracted  and  fullest  discussion  by  it  of  all  the  evidence 
(the  Senate  having  power  infinitely  more  ample  than  could  be  possessed  in  any 
court  to  take  testimony  if  it  so  desired),  has  deliberately  and  twice  refused  to  set 
aside  the  award. 

(11)  Again,  if  this  proposed  new  trial,  under  section  12,  is  to  be  one  based  exclu- 
sively upon  the  evidence,  documents,  etc.,  now  before  the  State  Department,  then 
the  proposition  to  have  such  a  trial  in  the  Court  of  Claims,  which  results  in  no 
judgment,  and  only  in  advice  and  recommendation,  is  one  which  assumes  that  the 
State  Department,  the  President,  and  all  the  advisory  officers  of  the  Government 
are  not  as  competent  to  reach  a  conclusion  regarding  what  said  existing  testimony 
on  file  requires  at  their  hands,  as  is  the  Court  of  Claims.  It  would  be  an  abdica- 
tion, on  the  part  of  the  Executive,  of  the  high  political  powers  which  Mexico 
invokes,  and  claims  to  exist,  for  the  overthrow  of  this  award,  even  since  the  treaty 
power  has  refused  to  overthrow  it;  and  would  be  an  attempt  to  have  the  Court  of 
Claims,  on  the  same  evidence  now  before  the  State  Department,  instruct  that 
Department  what  are  its  political  and  diplomatic  duties.  This  can  not  be,  and  we 
are  confident  is  not  the  view  of  the  Secretary. 

(12)  If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  proposed  trial  in  the  Court  of  Claims  is  not 
desiijned  to  be  one  based  solely  upon  the  existing,  and  in  large  part  the  ex  parte 
testimony  now  on  file,  and  is  designed  to  be  a  trial  in  which  new  testimony  is  to 
be  taken  under  the  rules  yet  to  be  made  by  the  Court  of  Claims,  then  such  new 
trial  (if  to  be  a  fair  one,  tipon  any  principles  of  justice,  fairness,  or  equity  known 
to  courts  of  law  or  of  equity,  in  this  or  any  other  civilized  country),  is  now  liter- 
ally and  physically  an  impossibility.  This  is  so.  for,  amongst  others,  the  foUovring 
reasons,  and  which  of  themselves  preclude  a  reasonable  possibility  of  said  consent 
being  given,  viz: 

One  is  that  since  the  said  trial  before  the  umpire  many  of  the  company's  wit- 
nesses are  dead.  Among  those  of  the  utmost  importance  to  the  company  who  have 
died  are  George  C.  Bissel,  a  superintendent  of  mines  adjoining  La  Abra  mines; 
John  P.  Cryder,  a  lawyer  and  miner  residing  in  Mexico;  Francis  F.  Dana,  for 
twenty  years  a  resident  of  Mexico,  and  a  lieutenant-colonel  in  the  Mexican  ai-my 
in  the  war  of  the  French  invasion;  A.  W.  Adams,  the  agent  of  the  company  in  the 
taking  of  the  testimony  of  its  witnesses;  George  C.  Collins,  the  president  of  the 
company  during  the  period  when  the  claim  arose;  Thomas  J.Bartholow,  the  first, 
and  Charles  H.  Exall,  the  last,  superintendent  of  the  company,  and  the  alleged 
author  of  the  alleged  letters  constituting  the  alleged  newly  discovered  evidence  of 
Mexico.  Much,  and  the  most  important  part,  of  the  evidence  of  these  witnesses 
can  not  now  be  supplied,  and  especially  that  of  the  said  superintendents.  Their 
testimony  as  to  the  newly  discovered  evidence,  to  wit,  the  letters  alleged  to  be 
theirs,  would  be  indispensable.  Those  witnesses  just  enumerated,  who  are  dead, 
are  the  only  witnesses  who  could  possibly  know  anything  about  the  truth  or 
falsity  of  the  newly  discovered  evidence  upon  which,  mainly,  .Mexico  has  based 
this  demand  for  a  new  trial. 

Another  reason  is  the  impossibility  of  the  company  now  taking  testimony  in 
Mexico.  The  transactions  to  be  proved  occurred  twenty  years  ago,  and  it  is  nearly 
twelve  years  ago  since  the  award  was  made.  The  proposed  evidence,  if  taken  at 
all,  must  be  sought  in  a  mountainous,  almost  inaccessible,  mining  district  in  the 
State  of  Durango,  and  among  a  semibarbarous  people,  which  (as  is  the  case  in  all 
mining  localities)  is  a  constantly  changing  population.  After  such  a  lapse  of 
time  in  such  a  locality  and  among  such  a  people  and  after  the  failure  of  memory, 
the  disappearance  and  death  of  witnesses,  the  taking  of  such  testimony  is  palpa- 
bly and  literally  impossible.  Add  to  all  this  the  enormous  expense  attending 
the  quest  for  evidence  and  the  taking  thereof ,  audit  needs  but  be  stated  to  anyone 
having  the  slightest  experience  regarding  trials  in  human  courts  to  make  it  obvi- 
ous that  the  obstacles  to  the  procurement  of  such  evidence  (whatever  the  facts 
may  be)  are  simply  insurmountable. 

But  if  these  obstacles  were  not  insuperable,  the  hostility  of  the  Mexican  officials 
would  be.  Before,  when  there  was  comparatively  no  excitement  about  the  case 
of  said  company,  other  than  such  as  resulted  from  the  fact  that  the  company  was 
American,  the  quest  for  evidence  had  to  be  made  under  armed  protection  to  the 
life  of  the  company's  agent,  and  at  the  expense  of  an  accompanying  armed  guard, 
hired  at  the  seaport  Mazatlan.  And  to  deter  and  prevent  any  testimony  being 
given  in  favor  of  said  company,  the  Mexican  judge  of  that  district  threatened  and 
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intimidated  the  witnesses  wlw  were  brought  before  him  by  the  company's  afcent, 
and  he  declared  that  he  would  take  no  testimony  for  the  company  when  its  attor- 
ney was  present,  and  declared  that  none  should  be  taken  in  his  court  that  would 
aid  the  company,  and  he  incited  manifestations  of  mob  and  other  violence,  such 
as  endangered  the  life  of  witnesses,  attorneys,  and  others  evincing  friendliness  to 
the  company.  Besides  all  this,  it  switnesses  were  spirited  away  and  kept  from 
testifying.  All  these  supremely  disgraceful  proceedings  are  matters  of  record  and 
are  before  you  in  the  case.  And  now,  after  the  hue  and  cry  which  has  been  made 
about  this  case,  no  witness  resident  in  Mexico,  and  especially  in  that  district,  who 
sUould  hereafter  testify  the  truth  in  favor  of  this  American  company,  would  be 
]  ermitted  to  live  in  that  country  or  dare  to  testify,  and  no  man  competent  to 
ascertain  and  select  the  proper  evidence  would  hazard  his  life  by  going  there  and 
attempting  to  obtain  it.  The  recent  foul  murder  of  the  superintendent  of  mines 
of  an  American  company  (Mr.  Baldwin),  situate  in  the  same  State  of  Durango, 
and  in  the  same  general  locality,  "for  no  other  crime  than  that  he  was  an  Ameri- 
can," is  only  one  more  of  the  many  evidences  that  the  hostility  in  that  district, 
which  expelled  the  Abra  Company,  there  still  bears  sway,  and  with  all  the  full- 
ness of  its  pristine  vigor. 

With  reference  to  this  murder  of  Mr.  Baldwin,  we  feel  justified  in  quoting  from 
the  New  York  Herald  of  the  31st  of  September,  1887  (6th  page  and  6th  column), 
as  follows: 

"Congressman  W.  W.  Morrow,  of  San  Francisco,  has  forwarded  a  communica- 
tion to  Secretary  Bayard,  giving  the  details  of  the  murder,"  and  the  Herald  quotes 
from  Morrow's  communication  as  follows: 

"  It  appears  that  Leon  Baldwin,  while  engaged  in  a  peaceable  and  legitimate 
occupation  in  the  State  of  Durango,  was  most  foully  murdered  by  a  band  of  Mexi- 
cans, for  no  other  crime  than  that  he  was  an  American.  These  outrages  on 
American  citizens  are  increasing  in  frequency,  and  becoming  more  inhuman  and 
barbarous  in  character.  I  respectfully  suggest  that  our  Government  take  some 
decided  and  effective  measures  to  secure  protection  for  the  life  and  property  of 
American  citizens  in  Me."iioo." 

Assuming  the  correctness  of  that  newspaper  report  and  quotation,  then  the  Sec- 
retary has  before  him  some  recent,  tangible,  and  responsible  evidence  that  the 
extreme  hostility  to  Americans,  which,  we  allege,  still  exists  in  that  mining  district. 
We  refer  to  this  in  connection  with  what  is  disclosed  in  the  record  in  this  case  of 
the  same  character,  for  the  purpose  of  emphasizing  our  assertions  that  to  grant. 
Mexico  a  new  trial  now  is  equivalent  to  destroying  this  award  and  all  rights  which 
have  accrued  under  it.  This  is  so  not  only  on  account  of  the  impossibility,  because 
of  their  death,  of  securing  the  testimony  of  witnesses  who  knew  the  facts,  but  also 
because  even- if  witnesses  are  living  whose  testimony  would  be  useful  in  the  trial 
of  said  cause,  that  testimony  can  not  be  now  procured  in  behalf  of  any  American. 

(13)  The  proposed  reference  is,  as  we  know,  meant  on  the  part  of  Mexico  to  be 
one  ignoring  the  finality  of  said  award,  and  is  to  subvert  it  by  the  grant  of  a  retrial 
of  the  case  on  the  merits.  No  matter  what  form  or  name  may  be  given  to  the 
reference  to  the  court,  we  know  that  the  only  thing  demanded  by  Mexico  is  a  trial 
Of  the  same  accusations  of  fraud  which  she  urged  before  the  umpire,  and  as  to 
which  she  was  there  defeated,  and  a  trial  of  which  would  be  a  retrial  of  the  whole 

case.  . ,     „  ■       1    J 

And  thus  said  company,  by  the  proposal  that  it  consent  to  said  reference,  is  asked, 
in  effect,  to  voluntarily  set  aside  a  judgment  in  its  favor  honestly  rendered  and 
obtained,  and  this  after  a  protracted  and  most  expensive  litigation,  and  which  was 
undertaken,  and  the  expenses  therein  incurred,  upon  the  faith  of  a  solemn  treaty, 
still  in  force  as  the  supreme  law,  guaranteeing  that  the  judgment  should  be  final 
and  be  made  effectual  without  cavil  or  delay.  And  said  company  is  invited  to 
give  this  consent  because  of  allegations  of  matters  of  fraud  which  said  company 
not  only  denies,  but  disproved  before  the  umpire,  and  because  of  alleged  newly 
discovered  evidence,  all  of  which  is  ex  parte  and  but  mere  hearsay,  and  the  chief 
nart  even  of  that  said  company  insists  is  forged  and  fictitious.  And  these  alleged 
matters  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  has  decided  m  another  case  (98 
US  61)  would  not  be,  even  if  true,  competent  as  evidence  for  the  setting  aside 
of  anv  final  judgment;  and  this  pretended  newly  discovered  evidence  would  not 
be,  even  if  honest  and  competeat.  sufficient  to  authorize  any  court  ot  law  or  equity 
in'this  country  to  grant  a  new  trial.  ,    .,,     ,  n  -^    r^ 

And  in  this  connection  we  may  with  propriety  quote  the  language  of  the  Com- 
mittee of  Foreign  Affairs  of  the  House  of  Representatives  (House  Report  No.  3474 
Forty  ninth  Congress,  first  session) ,  used  in  dealing  with  this  very  matter  ot  newly 
discovered  evidence  and  its  effect,  which  is  as  follows:  ..  .,,    •  .    . 

'•But  this  remains  when  all  that  can  be  reasonably  said  in  favor  of  the  luterfer- 
ence  proposed  has  been  considered,  that  there  was  ample  evidence  before  Sir 
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Edward  Thornton,  that  is  not  impugned  by  any  new  evidence,  to  have  sustained 
and  warranted  his  award;  that  the  award  did  not  embrace  damages  on  account  ot 
the  items  that  have  been  surcharged  or  apparently  falsified;  that  that  award  was 
far  below  what  was  claimed— that  it  was  far  below,  in  amount,  the  damages 
which,  in  the  opinion  of  the  unimpugned  witnesses,  the  claimants'  company  suf- 
ferred;  that  it  did  not  embrace  speculative  damages;  that  the  mistreatment  of  the 
company  by  Mexican  officials  and  people  is  proved  by  their  own  testimony,  and 
that  conceding  all  that  by  reasonable  intendment  the  newly  discovered  evidence 
proves,  the  award  made  had  ample  foundation  in  testimony  not  successfully 
impeached,  and  was  not  in  excess  of  fair  compensation  for  losses  suffered  accord- 
ing to  that  testimony." 

And  this  committee  in  the  same  report  uses  the  following  language,  which  is  so 
forcible  upon  the  proposition  now  being  considered  that  we  venture  to  quote  it 
here: 

"Were  this  case  reopened  by  any  form  of  procedure,  abundance  of  evidence  woul  d 
be  found  nnimpeached  in  the  records  before  Sir  Edward  Thornton  to  .justify  his 
judgment.  The  new  case,  like  the  old  one,  would  be  a  case  where  truth  had  to  be 
sought  under  a  mass  of  contradictions,  and  at  the  end  of  it  (whatever  that  end 
might  be),  there  would  be  as  much  room  to  question  the  propriety  of  the  decree 
as  there  is  now.  Indeed,  such  a  case  as  this  can  never  be  ended  save  by  the  finality 
that  belongs  to  adjudication.  Affidavits  and  counter  affidavits  (allegations  of 
intimidation  and  extortion),  recantations  and  recriminations  and  reassertions 
bestrew  the  record,  and  no  one  who  reads  its  heaps  of  testimony  (taken  without 
regard  to  technical  rules,  and  with  no  sort  of  discrimination  between  direct  and 
hearsay  evidence)  can  reach  any  other  conclusion  than  that  the  details  of  exact 
truth  are  impossible  of  ascertainment,  and  that  any  decision  should  be  predicated 
upon  the  few  landmark  facts  which-are  established. 

"This  Sir  Edward  Thornton  evidently  well  appreciated.  He  did  not  discuss 
the  minutlaB  ot  evidence  or  refer  to  that  of  any  single  witness.  He  did  not  award 
the  speculative  damages  claimed  or  follow  counsel  in  any  of  the  niceties  of  their 
argumentation.  With  the  spirit  of  a  wise  chancellor  he  looked  at  the  facts  which 
rose  up  out  of  the  debris  of  testimony,  and  upon  them  rested  his  judgment. 
Those  facts  remain,  and  that  judgment,  in  our  opinion,  should  stand;  and  we  fail 
to  see  that  the  honor  or  conscience  of  the  United  States  is  concerned  to  disturb  it. 

"  Mexico  had  full  and  fair  hearing.  The  great  mass  of  cases  was  decided  in  her 
favor,  and  the  only  maxim  which  we  conceive  is  now  wisely  applicable  to  this 
claim  is  that  which  tells  us  it  is  to  the  interest  of  the  Commonwealth  that  litiga- 
tion should  cease. " 

These  remarks  of  the  committee  are  fully  sustained  by  the  record  in  this  case 
and,  in  the  light  of  the  record,  to  consent  to  a  retrial  of  this  case  would  be  an 
inexcusable  exercise  of  any  authority  possessed  by  this  board. 

(14)  To  consent  to  the  granting  of  a  new  trial  in  such  a  case  would  be  to  volun- 
tarily (in  the  languageof  the  court  in  another  case,  Morrel,  administratrix,  i\  Sher- 
burne et  al,  1  N.  is.,  199,  opinion  by  Levi  Woodbury)  "  impose  upon  said  company 
the  expense  and  inconvenience  of  another  trial,  and  to  launch  again  upon  the  sea 
of  litigation,  to  be  lost  or  saved  as  accident  and  opinion  might  afterwards  happen 
to  injure  or  befriend  them,  their  claims  to  the  property  in  dispute,  which  has 
become  indefeasible  by  the  laws  then  in  being."  To  consent  now  to  said  new  trial 
would  be  voluntarily  to  surrender  the  rights  for  which,  through  many  years  and  at 
much  expense,  it  has  been  contending,  its  rights  of  property  as  a  citizen  under  the 
laws  of  the  land  as  they  existed  when  those  rights  became  vested,  and  that,  too, 
when  by  reason  of  the  death  of  witnesses,  the  impossibility  of  procuring  testimony 
in  Mexico,  and  the  other  circumstances  above  mentioned,  which  render  any  fair 
trial  on  the  party  of  said  company  impossible,  such  consent  would  be  not  only 
a  destruction  ot  the  judgment,  but  also,  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  a  total  aban- 
donment of  the  claim  for  which  the  judgment  was  given.  The  history  of  litigation 
between  private  parties  and  between  a  private  party  and  a  nation  will  be  searched 
in  vain  for  a  precedent  for  such  a  voluntary  act.  And  for  the  trustees  of  said 
company  to  give  its  consent  would  be  a  flagrant  breach  on  their  part  of  their  offi- 
cial duty  and  trust,  if  not  also  absolutely  ultra  vires. 

(15)  We  agree  with  your  letter  that  the  matter  of  the  payment  of  this  judg- 
ment affects  deeply  the  honor  of  this  nation.  It  affects  it  in  the  same  way  and 
sense  in  which  the  honor  of  the  innocent  holder  of  another's  money,  which  had 
been  obtained  from  its  owner  by  robbery,  is  affected  in  surrendering  the  money 
so  held  to  the  owner  thereof. 

The  United  States  did  not  become  the  judge  or  a  guarantor  of  the  justice  of  the 
claims  of  American  citizens  submitted  to  the  arbitrament  of  the  tribunal  created 
under  said  treaty.    To  ascertain  and  decide  which  of  them  were  wholly  or  partly 
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just  or  unjust  was  the  vocation  of  that  tribunal  and  the  very  object  of  its  creation. 
Necessarily  under  any  snoh  treaty  the  claims  must  reach  that  tribunal  through 
the  tormahty  of  a  reterence  thereto  by  the  Government  of  the  respective  claim- 
ants, and  as  a  preliminary  to  that  ench  claimant  must  file  his  claim  with  the 
proper  ofhcer  ot  his  Government:  but  neither  Government  by  such  reference 
became  a  party  plaintiff  in  the  litigation  or  a  sponsor  for  the  claims.  The  Abra 
L-ompany  employed  its  own  counsel,  procured  its  own  testimony,  bore  its  own 
®fl'.'^"?^S' an'3  Prosecuted  its  case  precisely  tlie  same  as  is  done  by  any  other  party 
plaintitt  in  a  suit  in  any  municipal  court,  and  it  has  paid  its  pro  rata  share 
ot  aU  the  expenses  of  both  Governments  incurred  by  them  in  fnrnishiijg  the 
machinery  of  an  international  court  to  adjudicate  the  claims  of  their  respective 
citizens. 

And  in  the  prosecution  of  its  claim  the  Abra  Company  did  nothing  in  a  corner. 
All  Its  testimony  was  openly  given,  and  it  was  taken  in  strict  conformity  with  the 
rules  promulgated  by  the  commission,  and  which  were  especially  framed  to  pre- 
vent testimony  by  false  and  worthless  witnesses:  and  a  close  scrutiny  of  the  orig- 
inal depositions  on  the  part  of  said  company  on  file  in  the  Department  of  State 
and  a  comparison  of  that  conformity  by  them  with  the  looseness  and  utter  dis- 
regard of  those  rules  in  their  most  essential  requirements  which  pervade  the 
Mexican  depositions  is  in^  ited.  Of  the  26  witnesses  who  testified  in  support  of 
the  company's  claim  the  testimony  of  14  of  them  was  given  in  Mexico,  9  of  whom 
were  Mexicans  and  5  residents  of  that  country,  as  the  records  show.  All  the 
testimony  was  accessible  to  Mexico  and  duly  became  known  by  her,  and  owing 
to  facts  in  part  hereinbefore  detailed,  the  falsing  of  testimony  of  said  witnesses 
for  the  company  in  Mexico,  who  they  were,  and  what  they  testified  to  was  imme- 
diately notorious  in  that  land. 

Prior  to  the  taking  of  the  first  depo.sition  taken  on  the  part  of  said  company  it 
voluntarily,  without  any  requirement  that  it  do  so,  notified  the  Hon.  Caleb  Gush- 
ing, who  was  then  the  counsel  of  Mexico  in  cases  presented  under  said  treaty,  of 
the  time  and  place  where  such  depositions  would  be  taken,  to  the  end  that  Mexico 
might  be  represented  thereat  if  she  desired,  and  received  from  that  gentleman  a 
disclaimer  of  any  right  or  intention  to  attend  at  the  taking  of  any  of  the  evidence 
for  the  company.  It  did  more.  Though  printing  was  not  required  by  the  rules 
of  the  commission,  the  company  printed  in  book  form  its  voluminous  evidence, 
and,  lest  the  so  doing  might  seem  to  secure  for  it  some  undue  advantage,  and 
Mexico  having  refused  to  print  the  evidence  taken  by  her  or  to  join  in  the 
expense  of  printing  it,  the  company  itself  printed  her  evidence  also,  the  whole 
forming  a  volume  of  250  closely-printed  pages  of  extra  large  size,  and  at  an 
expense  to  the  compauy  of  over  §1,400,  and  of  which  the  greater  part  was  caused 
by  the  printing  of  Mexico  s  evidence  and  the  necessary  prior  translation  of  it 
from  the  Spanish;  and  of  the  printed  case  thus  made  the  company  furnished 
gratuitously  to  the  representatives  of  Mexico  the  copies  of  it  they  desired.  Thus 
the  company  voluntarily  and  at  much  expense  gave  to  its  claim  and  testimony 
the  widest  publicity  possible,  and  which  would  have  been  given  only  by  honest 
men  in  the  prosecuion  of  an  honest  case. 

And  if  any  witness  for  the  company  has  testified  falsely  (the  company  denies 
that  any  has) ,  his  deposition,  and  in  an  available  form,  has  all  the  time  been  on 
file  as  a  part  of  the  records  of  said  international  court  and  accessible,  and  the 
courts  of  each  country  have  been  open  and  its  laws  ample  for  his  conviction  and 
punishment  for  the  perjury.  And  certainly  at  least  those  of  the  nine  Mexicans 
who  testified  in  Mexico  for  the  company  could,  if  they  did  swear  falsely,  as 
Mexico  alleges  they  did,  but  which  the  company  denies,  have  been  convicted  by 
her  for  the  oflfense.  And  a  conviction  for  perjury  in  material  evidence  would 
have  been  such  judicial  proof  of  its  falsity  as  would  have  given  Mexico  a  founda- 
tion for  an  appeal  to  the  Government  of  the  United  States.  This  course,  so 
obviously  the  proper  and  natural  one  to  be  pursued  by  Mexico  if  any  witness  had 
testified  falsely  and  she  had  a  real  greivance  in  consequence,  and  which  she 
honestly  sought  to  redress,  Mexico  has  not  taken,  and  has  studiously  refrained 
from  attempting.  No  conviction  has  been  procured  or  son^ht,  and  the  only 
reasonable  inference  from  her  own  nonaction  is,  that  no  per.jury  existed  to  be 
established.  Instead  of  that  course,  and  in  marked  contrast  with  the  openness 
and  publicity  manifested  and  courtfed  by  said  company  throughout  the  prosecu- 
tion of  its  case,  Mexico  has  sought,  and  preferied  her  alleged  grievance  under 
the  screen  and  secrecy  which  confidential  communications  to  the  State  Depart- 
ment aflEord,  and  therein,  under  that  cloak,  has  traduced  and  vilified,  in  the  most 
approved  billingsgate,  the  gentlemen  who  compose  said  company— men  of  whom 
the  Hon  Benjamin  Wilson,  in  his  speech  in  the  House  on  this  same  matter  m 
1879  asserted,  speaking  from  his  personal  knowledge,  "  were  the  peers  of  any 
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gentlemen  of  this  House  or  in  the  land."  With  regard  to  the  alleged  new  evidmcc, 
it  is  sufficient  for  the  purpose  of  Ihis  point  of  our  letter  to  say.  in  the  langu,  ge 
of  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs  of  the  House  above  quoted,  "but  th  s 
remains,  when  all  that  can  be  reasonably  said  in  favor  of  the  interference  pro- 
posed has  been  considered,  that  there  was  ample  evidence  before  Sir  Edward 
Thornton  that  is  not  impugned  by  any  new  evidence  to  have  sustained  and  war- 
ranted his  award,"  and  which  is  no  more  than  must  be  said  by  anyone  who, 
with  a  mind  of  judicial  fairness,  will  read  the  whole  testimony;  and  which  also 
has  been  twice  declared  by  the  Senate,  in  effect,  by  its  rejection  of  the  convention 
aLove.  mentioned.  By  the  negotiation  of  that  convention,  Mexico  voluntarily 
suliiiiitted  to  the  treaty-making  power  of  the  United  States  the  question  whether 
the  claim  of  said  company  should  be  readjudged  or  not;  and  no  new  facts  having 
since  been  adduced  by  her,  the  plainest  principles  of  the  commonest  justice,  good 
faith,  and  her  honor  (if  national  honor  is  to  be  a  factor,  and  she  is  one  tithe  as 
sensitive  about  her  own  as  she  is  for  that  of  the  United  States)  alike  require  that 
she  abide  by  the  result  of  that  submission. 

And  in  the  light  of  the  record  evidence  of  this  case,  of  the  repeated  decisions 
that  said  award  is  just  and  ought  not  to  be  disturbed,  and  of  the  facts  hereinbefore 
stated,  and  especially  of  thp  unmistakable  evidences  above  mentioned,  of  the  sin- 
cerity and  good  faith  of  said  company  in  the  presentation  and  prosecution  of  its 
claim,  it  is  impo.  sible  for  it  to  be  said,  with  any  show  of  reason  or  justice,  that  by 
or  through  the  filing  of  said  claim  by  said  company  in  the  State  Department,  and 
the  transmission  of  it  by  that  Department  to  the  commission  for  hearing  and 
decision,  or  by  any  relation  which  the  United  States  has  borne  to  the  case,  the 
United  States  has  been  imposed  upon  by  its  citizen,  or  been  made  the  instrument 
of  any  imposition  whatever  on  Mexico.  And,  to  re;)Uote  from  said  report  of  said 
House  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs,  "  We  fail  to  see  that  the  honor  or  conscience 
of  the  United  States  is  concerned,"  except  in  the  way  and  sense  which  we  have 
already  above  mentioned. 

In  concluding  this  response  to  the  Secretary,  it  is  due  to  say  that,  in  respectfully 
declining  to  give  the  consent  alluded  to  in  his  letter,  the  deference  which  is  felt 
by  each  of  the  members  of  the  board  for  the  Secretary  personally  and  as  an  officer 
is  real  and  very  sincere;  and  this  declination  and  nothing  contained  in  this  com- 
munication imply  or  involve  the  slightest  doubt  of  tlie  full  and  sincere  purpose 
of  the  Secretary,  and  of  the  Administration  of  which  he  is  a  part,  to  discharge 
every  obligation  owing  in  this  important  matter  to  our  citizens,  to  justice,  and  to 
the  obligations  of  the  public  law. 

This  Administration  is  not  responsible  for  the  origin  nor  for  much  of  the  con- 
tinuance of  that  crime  against  American  citizenship  and  against  all  law,  public 
and  municipal,  in  which  this  claim  originated,  and  has  had  its  continuance,  a  con- 
tinuance already  so  long  that  a  generation  of  men  has  nearly  passed  away  since  the 
wrong  was  begun;  and  the  now  owners  of  these  withheld  moneys,  through  the 
death  of  their  husbands  and  fathers,  have  come  in  a  great  part  to  be  widows  and 
heirs. 

The  perpetuation  of  this  crime  against  these,  involved  in  this  withholding,  is  as 
yet  in  no  important  degree  at  the  door  of  the  present  Administration  or  of  the 
now  custodian  of  these  funds:  but  such  perpetuation  belongs  to  Mexico  and  to 
the  indulgence  extended  to  her,  owing  to  her  persistent  clamor  of  fraud,  by  yonr 
predecessors. 

In  speaking  of  the  origin  of  this  claim  as  a  crime  against  our  citizens  and  against 
all  law,  and  this  persistent  withholding  as  a  continuance  of  it,  we  measure  our 
words  and  violate  no  proprieties  of  statement  required  in  communications  to  the 
chief  officials  of  our  Government.  This  is  so  because  the  fact  that  this  claim  had 
its  origin  in  murder,  robbery,  and  other  high  offenses  on  the  part  of  Mexican  citi- 
zens and  subjects,  and  in  flagrant  violation  of  treaty  and  of  all  law,  you  yourself 
can  even  yet  to  day  see — see  not  merely  in  the  records  of  your  Department  sub- 
mitted to  the  umpire,  but  see  also  in  the  possession  held  to-day  by  the  despoilers 
of  that  immensely  valuable  property  of  said  company — property  in  part  paid  for 
in  gold  and  in  part  carried  over  difficult  mountain  passes  on  pack  mules  a  distance 
of  160  miles  and  placed  at  these  purchased  mines.  The  judgment  of  the  umpire, 
reached  after  a  six  years'  search  for  and  scrutiny  of  proofs,  the  testimony  of  Mex- 
ican witnesses  of  highest  character  swearing  to  this  robbery,  the  duplicated  action 
of  the  Senate  in  twice  refusing  to  set  this  judgment  aside,  and  the  fact  that  with 
your  own  eyes  you  may  yet  see  the  despoilers  in  possession  of  the  property  of  said 
company,  all  unite  in  authorizing  us  to  say,  without  being  guilty  of  any  extrava- 
gance of  speech,  that  this  debt  and  this  protracted  withholding  of  the  payment 
thereof  involve  much  in  the  way  of  an  enormity  beyond  ordinary  torts,  involve 
crimes  against  the  despoiled  of  a  magnitude  rarely  disclosed  in  civil  transactions 
between  states. 
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May  we,  Mr.  Secretary,  in  concluding  this  commtinication,  once  more  appeal  to 
you  in  behalf  of  the  owners  of  this  fund,  and  whom  we  as  trustees  represent,  to 
allow  this  money  to  be  paid  to  these  owners. 
For  the  board  of  trustees. 

Very  respectfully,  your  obedient  servants, 

J.  G.  Baldwin,  President. 
SuMNBR  Stow  Ely,  Secretary. 
Hon.  Thomas  F.  Bayaed, 

Secretary  of  State. 

For  the  reasons  above  imperfectly  stated,  and  many  others  which  can  not  here, 
without  unduly  extending  this  communication,  be  enumerated,  the  board  now 
declines  to  consent  to  the  reference  of  said  case  to  the  Court  of  Claims,  and  now 
hereby  instructs  its  counsel  to  forward  this  communication  to  the  honorable  Sec- 
retary, as  the  reply  of  said  company  to  his  said  letter  addressed  to  them  as  the 
representatives  of  said  company. 

By  order  of  the  board  of  trustees  of  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company. 

[SEAL.]  Sumner  Stow  Ely,  Secretary. 


Views  of  the  Minority. 

Mr.  Brown  submitted  the  following  minority  report: 

Weil's  petition  was  filed  before  the  United  States  and  Mexican 
claims  commissioners  on  27th  April,  1870.  In  this  all  the  particulars 
of  the  claim  were  set  forth.  The  description  of  the  property,  its  quan- 
tity and  value,  the  time  when  and  the  place  where  it  was  taken,  are 
given  in  detail. 

The  evidence  to  support  the  claim  was  filed  on  3d  August,  1870. 

The  case  was  not  disposed  of  by  the  commission  until  1875. 

When,  in  1875,  the  case  was  submitted  for  decision  the  Mexican  Gov- 
ernment had  obtained  its  evidence  to  support  its  allegation  that  the 
claim  was  unfounded.     It,  however,  declined  to  submit  that  evidence. 

Its  commissioner,  Zamacona,  said : 

There  is  much  evidence,  both  documentary  and  of  testimony,  contradictory  of 
the  occurrence  on  which  the  claim  is  founded. 

The  reason  he  gave  for  its  nonproduction  was  that  there  then  was 
sufacient  evidence  upon  which  to  judge  of  the  claim,  and  opening  the 
door  to  new  testimony  would  only  serve  to  show  the  claimant  wherein 
his  case  was  weak.     (Ex.  Doc.  Fo.  103,  Forty-eighth  Congress,  first 

session. )  -,  ^.t,      i  ■ 

The  American  commissioner  thus  disposes  ot  the  claim: 

I  must  decide  on  the  proofs  and  documents  filed  in  the  case,  and  on  nothing  else. 
These  remain  without  contradiction  by  the  Government,  and,  to  remove  allmisap- 
nrehensions,  I  state  that  I  am  willing  to  give  every  opportunity  m  my  power  as  a 
commissioner  to  the  Government  to  make  a  full  and  ample  investigation  of  this 
c™and  respond  to  it,  and  verv  much  wish  that  this  might  be  done.  But  as  this 
is  declined,  1  must  act  on  the  proofs  before  me. 

Refusing  the  opportunity  thus  offered  by  the  American  commis- 
sioner the  Mexican  Government  made  the  utterly  vain  attempt  to 
induce  the  umpire  to  consider  the  evidence  which  it  had  declined  to 

submit  to  the  commission.  .     ^  n    ^     -u         t,    +i. 

The  Question  again  occurs  on  this  statement  of  facts  shown  by  the 
record  What  principle  of  honor,  of  public  law,  of  justice,  or  equity, 
can  iu'stify  measures  for  a  retrial  of  this  case? 

After  years  of  expensive  and  protracted  litigation  before  a  tribunal 
aoreed  upon  by  the  two  Governments,  and  after  the  death  of  the  claim- 
ant MeS  presents  herself  in  the  attitude  of  a  defendant  who,  with 
Ml  knowledge  of  the  case  presented  and  the  evidence  to  sustain  it. 
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witli  the  counter  evidence  in  his  hands,  declines  to  produce  it,  or  to 
accept  the  offer  of  the  court  "to  give  every  opportunity  to  make  a  full 
and  ample  investigation,"  and  then,  when  an  adverse  judgment  is 
rendered,  appeals  to  some  other  tribunal  to  regard  all  that  has  been 
done  as  of  no  effect,  and  to  retry  the  case. 

The  records  of  municipal  and  national  jurisprudence  will  be 
searched  in  vain  for  a  principle  which  would  justify  relief  from  the 
judgment  of  a  court  or  the  award  of  such  a  tribunal  as  we  are  consid- 
ering on  the  undisputed  facts  now  presented. 

The  limitation  to  the  general  rule  governing  relief  against  judg- 
ments everywhere  obtains,  that  to  entitle  the  party  to  this  relief  it  is 
not  sufficient  that  the  facts  alleged  are  material,  but  they  must  be 
such  as  that  he  could  not,  by  reasonable  diligence,  get  knowledge  of 
when  he  was  put  upon  inquiry;  for  if,  by  such  reasonable  diligence, 
a  party  could  have  obtained  knowledge  of  the  facts,  equity  will  not 
relieve  him,  since  that  would  be  to  encourage  culpable  negligence. 
(1  Story  Eq.,  see.  146.) 

Much  less  will  he  be  entitled  to  relief  when  the  proof  offered  came 
to  his  knowledge  and  was  in  his  possession  at  the  time  of  the  trial. 

Our  own  Supreme  Court  thus  states  this  universal  rule: 

A  court  of  equity  can  never  be  invoked  to  remedy  the  consequence  of  laches  or 
neglect  or  the  want  of  reasonable  diligence.  Whenever,  therefore,  a  competent 
remedy  or  defense  shall  have  existed  at  law,  the  party  who  may  have  neglected  to 
use  it  will  never  be  permitted  to  supply  the  omission,  to  the  encouragement  of 
useless  and  expensive  litigation  and,  perhaps,  to  the  subversion  of  justice.  (Sam- 
ple V.  Barnes,  14  How.,  75.) 

Again : 

To  entitle  the  party  to  relief,  he  must  show  that  he  had^  good  defense,  which  he 
was  prevented  from  availing  himself  of  by  fraud  or  accident  unmixed  with  negli- 
gence of  himself  or  his  agent.     (Hendrickson  v.  Hinckley,  17  How.,  445.) 

The  object  of  the  bill  under  consideration  is  to  authorize  one  of  the 
domestic  tribunals  of  this  country  to  investigate  and  set  aside  the 
award  made  by  the  international  commission  in  favor  of  Benjamin 
Weil.  Under  any  state  of  the  facts  my  opinion  is  that  the  subject  is 
not  one  which  Congress  can  or  ought  to  legislate  upon.  The  bill  pro- 
poses to  allow  this  award  to  be  assailed  on  grounds  which  would  not 
constitute  valid  objections  if  offered  in  the  courts  of  the  country  against 
judgments  generally.  In  this  particular  case,  and  in  favor  of  one 
party,  the  bill  departs  from  the  general  law  of  the  land. 

It  gives  that  party  advantages  which  it  would  not  be  entitled  to  if 
it  went  into  our  courts  as  any  other  suitor,  and  these  advantages  are 
given  against  our  own  citizens. 

I  think  it  can  not  be  denied  that  if  Mexico  has  any  just  ground  of 
complaint,  the  courts  of  this  country  are  open  to  that  Government. 
Senator  Morgan,  in  a  letter  to  the  Secretary  of  State,  dated  March  5, 
1887,  says:  "No  change  in  the  law  is  needed,  as  it  seems  to  me  to 
authorize  the  President  to  have  it  determined  whether  these  claimants 
are  honestly  entitled  to  the  money  paid  by  Mexico  toward  their 
demands." 

It  is  no  answer  now  to  say  that  if  Mexico  has  this  remedy  the  pro- 
posed legislation  is  necessary,  because  Mexico  applied  for  permission 
to  bring  suit  and  such  permission  was  denied.  If  the  right  to  sue 
existed,  it  was  by  virtue  oi  the  laws  of  this  country.  To  enforce  such 
right  no  permission  of  any  oflBcer  of  the  Gov^nment  was  necessary,  nor 
could  a  refusal  be  of  any  force  or  effect. 
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These  considerations,  however,  only  go  to  the  question  of  the  pro- 
priety of  the  proposed  action  by  Congress.  The  greater  question  is 
one  of  power  and  jurisdiction. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  in  interpreting  the  act  of 
1878,  declares  explictly  that  it  manifests  no  disposition  on  the  part  of 
Congress  to  encroach  on  the  powers  of  the  treaty-making  branch  of  this 
Government;  that  "at  most"  it  only  amounted  to  a  "request  "to  the 
Executive.  It  also  decided  that  it  was  competent  for  the  Executive 
to  negotiate  a  new  treaty  providing  for  the  investigation  of  this  award. 
Such  a  treaty  was  negotiated.  In  its  discussion  the  whole  case  of 
JMexico  was  submitted  and  considered  anew.  The  treaty  was  rejected. 
It  is  now  proposed  by  act  of  Congress  to  authorize  that  which  the 
treaty-making  branch  of  the  Government,  acting  in  the  exercise  of  its 
constitutional  power,  has  refused  to  authorize. 

It  seems  to  me  to  be  a  plain  proposition,  that  as  the  award  was  made 
pursuant  to  a  convention  between  the  respective  countries,  such  award 
can  only  be  invalidated  by  the  same  means. 

It  is  a  significant  fact  that  Congress  has  never  up  to  this  time 
attempted  by  legislation  to  set  aside  awards  made  by  international 
commissions,  although  such  commissions  have  been  numerous  and 
frequent  dissatisfaction  has  been  expressed  regarding  the  decisions  of 
particular  cases. 

The  action  of  Congress  in  regard  to  the  Venezuela  awards  has  been 
cited  as  a  precedent  in  the  present  case.  "We  submit  that  it  is  an 
express  declaration  on  the  part  of  Congress  that  the  matter  is  not  a 
proper  one  for  legislation,  but  falls  within  the  sphere  of  the  treaty- 
making  branch  of  the  Government.  The  act  of  1873  declared  the 
Venezuela  awards  to  be  final  and  valid.  The  act  of  1878  repeals  the 
former  act,  with  a  proviso  "that  nothing  herein  contained  should  be 
construed  as  an  expression  of  any  opinion  on  the  part  of  Congress  in 
respect  to  the  validity  of  the  awards  or  as  to  the  propriety  of  the  nego- 
tiation by  the  Executive  of  a  new  convention  in  respect  to  the  same." 

(20  Stats.,  241.)  ,     ^  ■    ,-u    ^■.^ 

The  act  of  1878  regarding  the  Mexican  award  involved  m  the  biU 
under  discussion  recognizes  the  same  principle.  The  first  section  pro- 
vides for  a  distribution  of  the  moneys  paid  by  Mexico  to  the  Secretary 
of  State,  as  the  representative  of  this  Government,  to  the  various  par- 
ties holding  awards.  ^  j,x,  Tur  -1  A 
The  fifth  section  authorizes  him  to  withhold  payment  of  the  W  eil  and 
La  Abra  awards  only  in  the  event  of  Mexico  and  the  United  States 
agreeing  on  a  new  trial.  Nor  do  I  think  that  by  the  final  words  of  the 
section  "or  until  Congress  shall  otherwise  direct,"  it  was  intended 
as  is  argued,  to  tie  up  the  payment  of  the  awards,  in  any  event,  until 
Congress  should  by  additional  legislation  direct  the  payment. 

To  my  mind,  it  is  evident  that  the  act  only  contemplated  the  reopen- 
insr  of  the  awards  by  a  new  convention  between  the  respective  Govern- 
ments. The  act  declares  that  "in  case  of  such  retrial,  any  moneys 
Diid  bv  Mexico  in  respect  of  said  awards  shall  be  held  to  abide  the 
event  and  shall  be  disposed  of  accordingly."  If  the  contention  were 
correct,  it  would  lead  to  the  conclusion  that,  even  in  case  the  new  con- 
vention had  been  consummated  and  the  awards  confirmed,  still  the 
money  could  not  be  paid  without  the  further  direction  of  Congress- 
k  conclusion  which  is  directly  opposed  to  the  wording  of  the  act  and 
to  the  construction  hitherto  placed  upon  it  by  the  Executive  charged 
witlT its  execution  Not  only  was  part  distribution  of  this  money  made 
by  LcXies  E^^^^^^^  and  Blaine  without  such  further  direction,  but 
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in  addition  at  the  last  Congress  we  had  the  declaration  of  the  present 
Secretary  of  State,  Mr.  Baj'^ard,  in  effect  that  in  case  Congress  adjonrned 
without  action  in  the  matter  he  should  feel  it  his  duty  to  regard  the 
awards  in  question  as  of  equal  final  and  binding  effect  with  the  other 
awards  of  the  commission,  and  he  would  proceed  to  make  distribution 
accordingly.  In  what  I  have  now  stated  is  embodied  in  a  condensed 
form  most  of  the  propositions  which  it  was  my  desire  to  put  upon  rec- 
ord in  dissent  from  the  views  of  the  ma.Jority. 

Biit  the  great  importance  of  the  principles  of  international  law  and 
of  judicial  and  administrative  action  which  are  involved  in  the  present 
case  induces  me  to  fortify  the  positions  which  I  have  stated  by  going 
somewhat  further  into  details.  This  I  shall  do  mainly  by  appeal  to 
the  language  of  others ;  this  because  of  the  fact  that  I  find  in  sucli 
language  quite  as  forcible  presentation  of  the  position  I  take  as  I  would 
be  enabled  to  prepare  in  my  own  language. 

I  first  quote  from  the  report  of  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary  of 
the  Senate,  made  on  the  10th  day  of  June,  1880,  recommending  the 
indefinite  postponement  of  Senate  bill  No.  1682,  and  which  was  quite 
similar  to  the  bill  now  under  consideration,  and  which  referred  the 
matter  of  the  investigation  of  this  Weil  claim  to  the  Court  of  Claims. 

The  Judiciary  Committee  which  made  this  report  was  then  composed 
of  Allen  Gr.  Thurman,  chairman,  Joseph  E.  McDonald,  Thomas  F. 
Bayard,  A.  H.  Garland,  L.  Q.  C.  Lamar,  David  Davis,  George  F. 
Edmunds,  Roscoe  Conkling,  and  Matt  H.  Carpenter. 

The  report  of  this  committee  was  unanimous;  was  reached  after 
great  consideration. 

An  inspection  of  that  report  will  show  that  it  based  the  rejection  of 
a  bill,  in  substance  identical  with  the  present  bill,  upon  the  same  con- 
siderations, in  the  main,  which  I  have  already  stated. 

One  of  the  objections  of  the  committee  to  said  bill  was  that  it  under- 
took to  refer  questions  of  an  international  character  to  Congress  for 
investigation,  the  investigation  of  which  belonged  exclusively  to  the 
Executive  or  the  treaty-making  power.  Another  was  that  the  fifth  sec- 
tion of  the  act  of  the  18th  of  June,  1878,  intended  to  leave  this  investi- 
gation exclusively  with  the  State  Department,  or  treaty-making  power. 
Another  objection  was  that  the  bill  was  one  attempting  to  withdraw 
that  investigation  from  the  domain  of  international  jurisdiction  and  to 
place  it  before  a  purely  domestic  court.  Another  was  that  the  doing 
of  this  last  would — and  seemed  to  be  designed  to — prevent  the  Ameri- 
can claimants,  who  had  lost  their  cases,  from  obtaining,  through  a  new 
treaty,  a  new  trial  of  their  lost  cases,  whilst  it  gave  a  new  trial  to  Mex- 
ico in  its  lost  cases. 

Thus,  by  the  unanimous  judgment  of  this  really  illustrious  com- 
mittee, made  upon  this  very  case,  is  every  position  which  is  taken  in 
this  dissent  vindicated.  I  extract  from  this  report  the  following,  mak- 
ing the  conclusion  of  the  report.     It  is  speaking  of  the  Weil  claim: 

It  appears  from  the  report  of  the  Secretary  that  this  claim  is  charged  by  the 
Mexican  Government  to  be  a  complete  fabrication;  that  this  charge  was  made 
before  the  commissioners  at  the  time  it  was  undergoing  investigation.  The  rep- 
resentative of  Mexico  claimed  to  be  in  possession  of  evidence  then  to  establish  the 
charge,  but  declined  to  introduce  it,  preferring  to  rest  the  case  on  the  evidence 
introduced  by  the  claimant,  but  sought  afterwards  to  introduce  such  impeaching 
testimony  before  Sir  Edward  Thornton,  the  referee,  who  declined  to  receive  it, 
holding,  and  correctly,  that  no  new  evidence  could  be  introduced  on  the  hearing 
before  him,  and  that  upon  the  evidence  submitted  to  the  commissioners  he  could 
not  do  otherwise  than  to  affirm  the  claim. 

In  the  investigation  that  has  taken  place  in  the  State  Department,  under  the 
authority  of  the  fifth  section  above  quoted,  no  suggestion  appears  in  the  report  of 
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the  Secretary  "  that  the  honor  of  the  United  States,  the  principles  of  public  law, 
or  the  considerations  of  justice  and  equity  require  that  the  case  should  be  retried," 
but  on  the  contrary,  after  stating  considerations  of  public  policy  which  would 
seem  to  forbid  the  reopening:  of  the  case,  the  questions  of  honor,  principles  of  pub- 
lic law,  and  considerations  of  justice  and  equity  are  referred  to  Congress  to  decide. 
This  would  involve  an  investiKation  by  Congress  of  facts  of  an  international  char- 
acter which,  in  tlie  opinion  of  the  committee,  properly  belongs  to  the  executive 
department,  and  which  it  was  the  intention  of  the  fifth  section  of  the  act  of  June 
18,  1878,  to  leave  with  the  Department. 

The  bill  under  consideration  proposes  to  withdraw  these  two  claims  from  the 
dominion  of  international  jurisdiction  rind  place  them  before  a  tribunal  organized 
and  existing  solely  by  virtue  of  the  laws  of  this  country,  and  in  this  way  it  would 
seem  designed  to  avoid  the  opening  up  of  other  questions  of  complaint  that  are 
known  to  exist  on  behalf  of  citizens  of  the  United  States  whose  claims,  for  various 
causes,  fail  to  receive  favorable  consideration  by  said  commission  under  the  treaty 
creating  this  commission. 

The  second  article  of  that  treaty  bound  the  two  Governments  absolutely  and 
conclusively  by  the  final  awards  of  the  commission  and  umpire  in  all  cases  com- 
ing within  its  provisions;  and  it  would  seem  right  that  if  it  is  to  be  set  aside  as  to 
any  of  the  claims  it  ought  to  be  by  a  new  convention,  in  which  provision  should 
be  made  for  doing  justice  to  all  claimants. 

The  reasoning  of  the  Secretary  of  State  against  the  propriety  of  such  a  course 
as  this  would  seem  to  be  unsatisfactory;  but,  in  the  aspect  these  cases  are  pre- 
sented to  us,  we  feel  constrained  to  report  back  said  bill  adversely,  and  recommend 
its  indefinite  postponement. 

It  will  be  observed  by  the  foregoing  quotation  that  the  Judiciary 
Committee  attributed  to  this  fifth  section  of  the  act  of  the  18th  of  June, 
1878,  an  intention  exactly  the  opposite  of  that  which  now  seems  to  be 
attributed  to  it,  namely,  the  intention  to  render  it  unlawful  for  the 
Executive  and  treaty-making  power  to  dispose  of  this  award  and  the 
moneys  paid  thereon,  according  to  the  decision  of  said  treaty-making 
power,  and  to  compel  its  being  withheld  until  Congress  shall  otherwise 
oi'der. 

This  committee  says  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  said  fifth  sec- 
tion to  leave  with  the  State  Department  and  the  treaty-making  power 
the  investigation  and  the  decision  of  the  question  what  was  required 
by  honor,  etc. ,  touching  the  award. 

In  vindication  of  this  position  of  the  Judiciary  Committee  that  said 
fifth  section  was  not  intended  to  and  does  not  bind  the  hands  of  the 
State  Department  regarding  the  payment  out  of  this  money,  I  now 
restate  some  of  the  grounds  in  support  of  that  opinion,  and,  as  a  mat- 
ter of  saving  labor,  I  state  them  in  the  language  of  counsel,  addressed 
to  your  committee,  in  reply  to  a  question  from  a  member  of  the  com- 
mittee asking  whether  said  section  5  did  not  tie  the  hands  of  the 
Secretary  of  State.     That  reply  was  in  these  words: 

Senator  Morgan.  You  admit  his  hands  are  tied?       ,,,„,.  „ 

Mr.  Shellabaeger.  No;  but  the  President  seems  to  take  that  view.  By  no 
means— we  do  not  admit  it.  ,  j_  iu  ^  -j.  •        i 

-  So  far  from  admitting  it,  we  submit,  with  very  sincere  respect  that  it  is  palpa- 
ble and  literal  upon  the  face  of  section  5  of  this  act  of  June  18,  1878  (20  btats., 
145  (that  it  does  not,  in  regard  to  said  matter  of  paying  out  said  money  and  exe- 
cuting the  said  treaty,  tie  the  President's  hands.    On  this  pomt  please  observe 

"'^altLuVetnguale^of^fection  5  is  expressly  put  in  the  shape  of  a  request  as 
diqtinffuished  from  a  command  or  law.     The  words  are:  „  ,       ^ 

"hI"  he  President)  is  hereby  requested  to  investigate  any  charges  of  fraud  pre^ 
sPiited  bv  the  Mexican  Government  as  to  the  cases  hereinafter  named,  and  it  he 
shal  be  of  opinion  that  the  honor  of  the  United  States,  the  principles  of  public 
law  or  considerations  of  justice  and  equity  require  that  the  awards  m  the  case 
of^'o?damin  Weil  and  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company,  or  either  ot  them,  should 
be  opene^and  the  cases  retried,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  him  to  withhold  payment  of 
said  awards  or  either  of  them  until  such  case  or  oases  shall  be  retired  and  decided 
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in  such  ma"nner  as  the  Government  of  the  United  States  and  Mexico  may  agree 
upon  or  until  Congress  shall  otherwise  direct." 

'Thus,  you  see,  the  letter  of  the  statute  is,  first,  only  a  re  luest  to  investigate; 
and,  secondly,  only  a  permission  or  a  making  of  it  lawful  for  the  President  to 
temporarily  withhold  payment. 

(3)  That  even  in  the  case  of  Key  v.  Prelinghuysen,  in  which  Mexico  takes  such 
supreme  delight,  the  court  expressly  takes  the  same  view  of  this  statute.  The 
court  savs,  in  so  many  words,  speaking  of  this  statute,  that  "from  beginning  to 
end  it  is!i  in  form  even,  only  a  request  from  Congress  to  the  Executive."  Thus 
the  court  covers  by  its  words  "from  beginning  to  end  "every  passage  in  this 
statute,  including  section  5,  and  says  of  it  that  it  is  only  a  request  (110  U.  S.,  74;. 

Then  the  court,  coming  more  explicitly  to  this  very  section  5,  says  of  it: 

"The  fifth  section,  as  we  construe  it,  is  nothing  more  than  an  expression  by 
Congress  in  a  formal  way  of  its  desire  [not  its  command  in  the  shape  of  a  lawj 
that  the  President  will,  before  he  makes  any  payment  on  the  Weil  or  La  Abra 
claims,  investigate  the  charges  of  fraud  presented  by  Mexico." 

Thus  you  see  the  court  says  precisely  what  we  say  about  this  section  5 — that  it 
is  not  a  command  of  law,  but  simply  a  recommendation.  Then  the  court  adds, 
on  the  same  point,  same  page,  regarding  this  law  being  only  a  request,  these 
words: 

"In  our  opinion  it  would  have  been  just  as  competent  for  President  Hayes  to 
have  instituted  the  same  inquiry  without  this  request  as  with  it;  and  his  action 
with  the  statute  in  force  is  no  more  binding  on  his  successor  than  it  would  have 
been  without." 

Then,  on  top  of  the  same  page  the  court  indicates  its  opinion  that  any  command 
by  Congress  addressed  to  the  President  and  the  treaty -making  power  would  be  an 
encroachment  by  the  legislature  upon  the  Executive  power  under  this  treaty. 

The  court  says,  speaking  of  this  act  of  Congress: 

"But  it  manifests  no  disposition  on  the  part  of  Congress  to  encroach  on  the 
power  of  the  President  and  Senate  to  conclude  another  treaty  with  Mexico  in 
respect  to  any  or  even  all  the  claims  allowed  by  the  commission,  if  in  their  opinion 
the  honor  of  the  United  States  should  demand  it." 

(3)  Not  only  do  the  letter  of  the  statute  and  this  interpretation  of  the  Supreme 
Court  show  the  President's  hands  are  not  tied  by  any  prohibition  against  paying 
this  money  and  executing  the  treaty,  but  the  concluding  sentence  of  the  letter  of 
Secretary  Bayard  to  the  President,  communicated  to  Congress  in  the  President's 
special  message  of  May  11,  1886,  shows  that  Mr.  Bayard  did  not  regard  his  hands 
as  tied  by  this  statute  two  years  ago.  At  that  time  he  indicated  his  view  of  the 
President's  constitutional  obligation  to  execute  the  laws  of  the  land,  as  follows; 

"To  relieve  the  action  of  our  Government  from  any  ambiguity  of  legislative 
exijression  or  the  Executive  from  any  uncertainty  as  to  the  line  of  duty  in  rela- 
tion to  the  awards  in  favor  of  Benjamin  Weil  and  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Com- 
pany under  the  treaty  with  Mexico  promulgated  February,  1879,  I  suggest  that 
the  attention  of  Congress  should  be  earnestly  invoked  to  the  consideration  of  the 
present  status  of  these  claims  referred  to  and  the  duty  of  the  Executive  under  an 
existing  treaty,  to  which  the  force  and  effect  of  paramount  law  is  given  by  the 
Constitution  in  the  event  of  the  adjournment  of  the  two  Houses  without  further 
action  in  reference  thereto. " 

(4)  It  is  equally  plain  that  if  section  5  of  this  act  of  1878  ties  the  hands  of  the 
President  at  all,  regarding  the  execution  of  this  treaty,  then  the  prohibition  of 
payment  applies  to  the  whole  of  the  two  awards  and  not  merely  to  a  part.  There- 
fore, when  under  the  administration  of  the  State  Department  by  Secretary  Evarts 
payments  were  made,  and  wtien  like  payments  were  made  under  the  administra- 
tion of  that  Department  by  Secretary  Blaine,  these  officers  violated  the  prohibition 
contained  in  section  5,  if  such  a  prohibition  exists. 

Whilst  there  are  many  other  considerations  of  great  importance 
which  this  report  of  the  minority  ought  more  fully  to  present,  yet 
there  is  but  one  other  which  I  shall  here  allude  to  in  objection  to  the 
proposed  legislation. 

But  this  other  point  is  one  of  supreme  moment,  and  which  can  not 
be  lightly  passed  over  by  the  Senate. 

This  point  I  may  condense  into  the  following  language: 

Since  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  recognizes  and  makes 
part  of  itself  the  international  law,  and  since  the  obligations  of  trea- 
ties and  of  judgments  rendered  by  international  courts  or  commis- 
sions are  the  outgrowths  and  creatures  of  such  international  law,  and 
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derive  their  obligations  wholly  from  that  law,  and  since  by  that  law 
independent  nations  are  not  suable,  as  between  themselves,  in  any 
courts  known  to  civilized  nations,  nor  are  the  questions  named  in  the 
said  fifth  section  of  said  act  of  the  18th  of  June,  1878,  and  which  that 
section  requires  to  be  decided  by  the  President  (namely,  what  "the 
honor  of  the  United  States,  the  principles  of  public  law,  or  consider- 
ations of  justice  and  equity"  require  shall  be,  by  the  President  and 
the  treaty-making  power,  done  in  regard  to  said  award),  questions 
judicial "  in  their  nature  or  capable  of  being  submitted  to,  or  resolved 
l3y>  any  judicial  tribunal  known  to  the  international  law;  therefore, 

The  present  bill,  proposing  to  submit  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States,  on  appeal,  the  question  what  the  honor  of  the  United 
States  requires  the  President  to  do  regarding  the  enforcement  of  the 
payment  of  the  said  award,  is  palpably  unconstitutional. 

It  is  unconstitutional  for  the  reasons :  First,  that  it  is  an  attempt  on 
the  part  of  Congress  to  transfer  to  the  courts  part  of  the  powers  which 
the  Constitution  has  intrusted  exclusively  to  the  Executive  or  treaty- 
making  power,  namely,  to  the  President  and  Senate;  and 

Second,  because  it  is  an  attempt  to  submit  ultimately  to  the  Supreme 
Court  a  question  political  in  its  nature,  and  to  require  that  court  to 
render  a  judgment  or  decree,  which  is  to  be  in  the  nature  of  political 
advice,  or  a  guide  for  the  Executive,  touching  what  are  exclusive 
duties  of  the  Executive,  and  which  court  can  not  be  endowed  by  Con- 
gress with  power  to  render  any  judgment  or  decree  except  in  matters 
which,  by  the  common  law,  were  subjects-matter  of  purely  judicial  as 
distinguished  from  political  cognizance. 

For  the  purpose  of  avoiding  the  labor  of  preparation  this  minority 
view  again  here  adopts  the  statements  counsel  made  before  our  com- 
mittee upon  this  point,  and  which  were  as  follows : 

The  next  point  we  desire  to  snbmit  is  that  the  bill  in  the  provision  attempting 
to  give  jurisdiction  to  the  Supreme  Court  is  clearly  unconstitutional,  because  it 
is  an  attempt  to  submit  a  political  as  distinguished  from  a  judicial  question  to  the 
judgment  or  decree  of  the  Court  of  Claims,  and,  on  appeal,  to  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States. 

On  this  point  we  wish  to,  if  possible,  make  the  matter  plain.  Our  pomt  is  not 
that  the  United  States  can  not  sue  a  wrongdoer  for  the  recovery  back  of  moneys 
fraudulently  obtained  from  the  Government.  It  is  abundantly  settled  that  such 
suit  can  be  maintained.  Neither  is  it  our  present  point  that  the  "finality  "  given 
to  an  international  award  by  treaty  is  such  that  the  award  could  not  have  been 
attacked  by  a  proper  suit,  brought  by  the  proper  party,  and  conducted  under 
the  known  rules  of  law  applicable  in  such  a  case.  Nor  is  it  our  present  pomt  that 
Mexico  could  not,  at  the  proper  time  and  before  her  appeal  to  the  proper  diplo- 
matic forum,  where  she  has  just  been  defeated,  prosecute  a  suit  to  determine 
whether  the  Abra  award,  made  by  the  Mixed  Commission,  was  obtained  by  such 
fraud  as  would,  on  legal  principles,  overthrow  or  justify  the  reopening  of  the 
award  But  on  the  contrary,  the  present  point  is  this,  that  the  question  which 
the  pending  bill  proposes  to  submit  to  the  courts  for  trial  is,  in  substance  and 
leeal  effect,  as  to  what  the  President  and  Secretary  of  State  shall  do  with  the 
money  now  in  the  possession  of  the  Secretary,  and  hereafter  to  come  into  his 
hands  naid  in  by  Mexico  upon  the  said  award.  , 

As  to  this  keep,  now,  please,  carefully  in  mind,  the  following  preliminary  sug- 

^^MiTthaTin  fhe^pTrS-pHf  iSr^^^^^^^  recited  in  the  first  part  of  the  pre- 
amble to  this  bill,  it  was,  by  Mr.  Evarts,  distinctly  declared  that  neither  interna- 
tSnallaw  honor  nor  equity  demanded  or  permitted  a  new  international  trial, 
such  as  that  named  in  the  fifth  section  of  the  act  of  187H;  and  he,  in  addition,  there 
stated  that  the  investigation  which  was  needed  was  simply  an  ex  parte  investiga- 
tion by  the  United  Stites,  through  its  own  instrumentalities,  for  the  purpose  of 
ascertaininVwhether  in  fact  the  damages  had  been  -exag-erated  "  The  thing 
therefore  recommended  by  Mr.  Evarls  in  the  passage  quoted  in  the  Preamble  of 
the  bill  was  not  at  all  a  suit  "at  law  or  in  equity, 'withm  the  sense  of  these 
wor(£!  alembodied  in  article  3,  section  2,  of  the  Constitution  ot  the  United  States, 

C     7^^«     031      Tit     1 4-R 
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dbclaring  that ' '  the  judicial  power  "  shall  extend  to  all  cases  in  law  or  equi  ty  arising 
under  this  "Constitution,"  etc. 

On  the  contrary,  he  had  just  discarded  the  right  to  resort  to  an  international 
trial,  inter  partes,  upon  the  case  as  it  then  stood  before  him;  and  the  further  and 
more  thorough  investigation  which  he  suggested,  and  for  the  means  of  maliing 
which  he  said  that  the  Executive  was  dependent  upon  Congress,  was,  as  we  under- 
stand his  meaning,  not  only  to  be  ex  parte,  but  was  intended  merely  to  satisfy  the 
conscience  of  the  United  States  by  removing  doubt,  and  to  enable  the  Executive 
to  determine  definitively  what  further  action,  if  any,  might  be  re(iuired.  We 
respectfully  submit  that  this  further  investigation  has  now  been  thoroughly 
made.  No  extrajudicial  examination  could  be  fairer  or  more  thorough  than  that 
which  was  made  by  the  House  committee  last  session,  from  whose  majority  report — 
10  to  3— we  have  already  cLuoted.  Nor  was  it  ex  parte.  The  Mexican  Govern- 
ment was  represented  by  its  distinguished  and  ac(  ompiished  agent,  Mr.  Foster,  and 
learned  counsel  besides,  and  had  every  possible  advantage  at  the  different  sessions 
in  presenting  its  case,  for  many  matters  on  its  side  were  considered  which  would 
be  excluded  by  the  rules  of  law  at  a  regular  trial. 

Next  carefully  observe  that  the  United  States  does  not  and  never  did  pretend 
to  have  the  slightest  property  interest  in  this  money,  and  which  is  requisite  to 
enable  it  to  sue  touching  the  money.  Therefore  the  suit  which  is  to  be  prosecuted 
under  this  bill  is,  in  its  characteristics  and  objects,  a  political,  as  distinguished 
from  a  judicial,  inquest,  precisely  like  the  one  recommended  in  the  passage  from 
Mr.  Evarts,  partly  quoted  in  the  preamble  to  this  bill;  and  is  a  suit,  in  its  design 
and  general  result,  simply  advisory  to  our  Executive  touching  its  duty  regarding 
this  money.  And  so  the  bill  itself,  in  certain  passages,  treats  and  regards  the 
matf  er.  It  does  not  contemplate  or  authorize  any  judgment  or  decree  upon  which 
process  of  execution  or  other  process  to  enforce  the  decree  is  contemplated  or  is 
possible.  On  the  contrary,  it  provides,  in  section  4,  what  the  President  shall  do 
in  the  event  of  a  certain  finding  in  favor  of  Mexico,  namely,  he  shall  release 
Mexico,  and  return  certain  moneys  paid  in.  And  also  provides,  in  section  5,  in 
case  the  decision  is  in  favor  of  La  Abra,  that  the  Secretary  shall  pay  La  Abra 
the  moneys  paid  in. 

It  is  thus  seen  that  the  lawsuit  proposed  is  one  by  the  United  States  in  regard  to 
moneys  in  which  it  has  no  property  interests  whatever,  and  is  simply  the  conduit 
through  which  the  money  passes  on  its  way  from  Mexico  to  the  American  awardees. 
It  will  be  also  observed  that  the  proposed  suit  is  not  in  the  nature  of  "a  bill  of 
interpleader,"  filed  by  a  stakeholder,  for  direction  by  the  court  as  to  what  shall  be 
done  with  the  money.  This  is  so  because,  first,  it  is  not  proposed  to  make  Mexico 
a  party  to  this  bill;  and  because,  second,  the  question  (as  we  shall  presently  see) 
which  party  shall  get  this  money  is  not  a  judicial  question  in  its  nature,  but  a 
political  one. 

With  these  preliminaries  kept  carefully  in  mind,  turn  now  to  the  inquiry  what 
the  law  is  as  to  the  possibility  of  giving  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
jurisdiction  to  decide  or  adjudge  or  decree  or  advise  regarding  such  political 
questions.  And  in  answer  to  this  last  inquiry  notice,  first  of  all.  that  the  ques- 
tion proposed  to  be  submitted  to  the  courts  has  been  finally  decided  and  closed  by 
the  action  of  the  treaty-making  power  in  finally  rejecting  the  treaty  providing  for 
a  new  trial.  This  being  so,  the  action  of  the  political  branch  of  the  Government 
is  conclusive  upon  the  courts,  and  the  courts  to  which  it  is  proposed  to  send  this 
case  for  determination  can  not  decide  it  otherwise  than  as  it  has  been  decided  by 
the  treaty-making  or  political  branch  of  the  Government. 

In  order  right  here  to  make  plain  what  we  mean,  take  ttiis  illustration:  Suppose 
this  bill  were,  in  express  words  (as  it  is  in  legal  effect),  one  directing  the  Court  of 
Claims,  and,  on  appeal,  the  Supreme  Court,  to  decide  whether  a  new  treaty  ought 
to  be  made  providing,  as  the  one  recently  rejected  did,  for  a  new  commission  and 
international  trial.  Is  there  anybody  that  would  say  that  such  a  question  can  be 
submitted  to  the  Supreme  Court? 

Of  course  there  is  not.  And  yet  this  is  in  effect  precisely  what  the  present  bill 
does,  as  we  have  seen.  That  no  such  political  question,  or  nonjudicial  question, 
whether  political  or  not,  can  be  sent  to  the  Supreme  Court  by  an  act  of  Congress 
IS  thoroughly  settled.  On  this  point  turn  first  to  the  opinion  by  Chief  Justice 
Taney,  found  m  Gordon  v.  The  United  States,  reported  in  2  Wallace,  561,  and  then 
to  the  opinion  in  that  case  found  in  the  appendix  to  117  U.  S.  R. .  page  698.  There 
this  subject  is  examined  with  great  fullness,  and  the  pith  of  the  decision  is 
embodied  m  the  following  statement,  from  page  702,  117  U.  S.  R.,  by  the  Chief 
Justice: 

"Nor  can  Congress  authorize  or  require  this  court  to  express  an  opinion  on  a 
case  where  its  .ludicial  power  could  not  be  exercised  and  where  its  judgment  would 
not  be  final  and  conclusive  upon  the  rights  of  the  parties,  and  process' of  execution 
awarded  to  carry  it  into  effect." 
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A  qnestion  in  legal  principle  like  this  was  submitted  to  Caleb  Gushing,  as 
Attorney-General,  and  was  answered  in  his  opinion  of  November  35,  1855  (7 
Opinions,  599) ,  where  he  decided  what  Is  thus  expressed  in  the  headnote: 

"  The  question  whether  the  United  States  will  pay,  according  to  their  original 
tenor,  drafts  drawn  by  the  Mexican  Government  under  the  Macilla  convention, 
or  suspend  payment  at  the  subsequent  request  of  the  said  Government,  is  a  matter 
of  political  and  not  of  legal  determination. " 

The  same  legal  question  is  decided  in  scores  of  cases  by  the  Supreme  Court; 
these  holding  that  the  judicial  powers  and  tne  political  powers  of  the  Government 
must  be  constantly  kept  distinct  and  the  one  not  to  encroach  upon  the  other,  and 
that  wherever  the  political  department  of  the  Government  has  settled  a  nonjudi- 
cial questign  (as  the  political  department  has  settled  this,  by  rejecting  a  treaty 
providing  for  a  new  trial)  in  a  given  way.  there  the  judicial  department  can  not 
overrule  or  inquire  into  the  wisdom  of  that  decision.  This  will  be  found  in, 
amongst  others,  the  following  cases:  Luther  v.  Borden  (7  How.,  1,  11);  White  v. 
Hart  (13  Wall.,  649);  Phillips  v.  Paine  (92  U.  S.,  132,  and  the  cases  there  cited); 
United  States  v.  Lee  (106  U.  S..  209) ;  The  Exchange  v.  McFadden  (7  Cranch,  116); 
State  of  Georgia  v.  Stanton,  6  Wall.,  50). 

Even  the  case  of  Frelinghuysen  v.  Key  (110  U.  S.,  70  et  seq.)  is  one  where  this 
doctrine  where  the  want  of  power,  even  in  "Congress  to  'encroach'  upon  the 
power  of  the  President  and  Senate  to  conclude  another  treaty  with  Mexico,"  and 
to  determine  whether  a  new  international  trial  ought  to  be  granted,  is  more  than 
indicated — is  in  effect  asserted. 

After  stating  that  the  fifth  section  of  the  act  of  1878  (20  Stats.,  144)  provided  for 
a  certain  distribution,  the  court,  (page  74)  adds: 

"But  it  manifests  no  disposition,  on  the  part  of  Congress,  to  encroach  on  the 
power  of  the  President  and  the  Senate  to  conclude  another  treaty  with  Mexico  in 
respect  to  any,  or  even  all,  the  claims  allowed  by  the  commission,  if  in  their  opinion 
the  honor  of  the  United  States  should  demand  it." 

Then,  lower  down,  the  court  says: 

"  From  the  beginning  to  the  end  it  is,  in  form  even,  only  a  request  from  Con- 
gress to  the  Executive.  This  is  far  from  maldng  the  President  for  the  time  being 
a  quasi  judicial  tribunal  to  hear  Mexico  and  the  implicated  claimants,  and  deter- 
mine once  for  all  between  them  whether  the  charges  which  Mexico  makes  have 
been  judicially  established.  In  our  opinion  it  would  have  been  just  as  competent 
for  President  Hayes  to  have  instituted  the  same  inquiry  without  this  request  as 
with  it,  and  his  action  with  the  statute  in  force  is  no  more  binding  on  his  successor 
than  it  would  have  been  without." 

If  this  case,  therefore,  shows,  on  this  aspect  of  the  matter,  anything,  it  shows 
that  the  court  regarded  the  question  of  granting  a  new  trial  to  Mexico  as  a  politi- 
cal or  diplomatic  one,  which  even  Congress  could  not  interfere  with  further  than 
to  make  a  "request"  as  distinguished  from  a  law. 

And  it  results,  a  fortiori,  that  it  is  impossib^  for  Congress  to  send  to  the  Supreme 
Court,  for  its  decision,  this  nonjudicial  inquiry  regarding  what  is  required  of  the 
Executive  by  consideration  of  "honor,"  political  morality,  or  public  expediency. 


[See  Claims  against  Venezuela,  Gen  Index.] 

August  1,  1888. 

[Senate  Report  No.  1964.] 

Mr.  Evarts,  from  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  submitted 
the  following  report: 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  to  which  was  referred  Senate 
Joint  Resolution  No.  83  for  the  relief  of  the  Venezuela  Steam  Trans- 
portation Company,  respectfully  reports  that  it  has  had  said  matter 

under  consideration.  ^       ..-r     „„  x-,    .. 

From  the  matters  appearing  in  Senate  Ex.  Doc.  No.  28,  Forty-second 
Congress,  second  session,  and  Senate  Ex.  Doc.  No.  143,  Fiftieth  Con- 
gress first  session,  it  appears  to  the  committee  that  in  the  year  1871 
the  steamers  of  said  Venezuela  Steam  Transportation  Company,  of 
New  York  an  American  corporation  composed  of  American  citizens, 
viz  the  steamers  Nutrias  and  San  Fernando,  were  unlawfully  seized 
bv  or  under  the  authority  of  persons  exercising  in  part  the  powers  of 
and  claiming  to  be  the  Government  of  Venezuela,  to  the  great  damage 
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of  the  said  corporation,  and  in  respect  of  which  repeated  demands  have 
been  made  by  the  Executive  upon  the  Government  of  Venezuela  for 
indemity,  and  without  avail. 

In  respect  of  the  steamer  Hero,  another  vessel  owned  by  the  same 
company,  it  appears  from  the  papers  contained  in  the  executive  doc- 
uments referred  to,  that  she  was  seized  by  a  body  of  forces  claiming 
to  be  of  the  true  government,  while  lying  near  the  custom-house,  in 
Venezuela,  of  Guiana  Vieja,  while  waiting  for  the  customs  authorities 
to  come  on  board  and  go  through  with  the  necessary  formalities,  and 
was  taken  by  said  forces  up  a  river  for  a  distance  of  about  25  miles, 
and  was  afterwards,  by  the  same  power,  with  the  officers  and  crew, 
imprisoned  on  board,  taken  up  the  river  to  Ciudad  Bolivar;  that  when 
within  about  10  miles  of  the  last-named  place  she  was  fired  into  by  an 
armed  steamer  of  the  other  party  claiming  to  be  under  the  true  Gov- 
ernment of  Venezuela  in  which  encounter  she  was  very  much  dam- 
aged, but  in  some  way,  that  does  not  clearly  appear  from  the  papers, 
she  appears  to  have  come  into  the  possession  of  the  so-claimed  regular 
authorities  of  the  Venezuelan  Government,  if,  which  is  more  than 
doubtful,  any  government  was  regular  at  that  time,  and  finally 
returned  to  the  steamship  company  in  a  greatly  damaged  condition. 

Besides  the  two  executive  documents  already  referred  to  in  this 
report  the  committee  has  been  furnished  by  the  State  Department 
with  a  mass  of  reports  from  the  diplomatic  and  consular  officers  of  the 
United  States  at  Venezuela,  covering  a  period  of  time  from  October, 
1867,  to  August,  1872,  and  thus  embracing  the  whole  period  preceding 
and  during  which  all  the  affairs  relating  to  these  vessels  took  place. 

From  this  correspondence  it  is  evident  that  the  contending  parties, 
factions,  and  forces  in  Venezuela  preceding  and  at  the  time  of  the 
events  affecting  all  of  these  vessels,  were  none  of  them  legitimate  in 
the  sense  of  the  constitution  of  Venezuela,  but  all  were  struggling 
with  varying  success  for  the  practical  possession  of  the  government 
of  the  country,  with  little  if  any  regard  to  its  written  constitution, 
and  there  seems  to  be  just  as  good  grounds  for  taking  the  organiza- 
tion of  the  party  of  the  "Blues,"  so  called,  as  the  legitimate  govern- 
ment at  that  time,  as  the  forces  and  managers  of  the  party  of  the 
"Yellows."  Under  these  circumstances  it  appears  to  the  committee 
that  the  fact  that  the  steamer  Hero  was  seized  by  parties  claimed  to 
be  in  rebellion  by  the  party  with  whom  diplomatic  communication  was 
from  time  to  time  kept  up  by  the  representatives  of  the  United  States, 
furnishes  no  reason,  if  any  such  has  ever  been  set  up  by  Venezuelan 
authorities,  why  the  present  Government  of  that  country  should  not 
be  responsible  for  it  and  the  damages  consequent  thereon. 

In  respect  of  the  other  vessels  mentioned  in  the  papers,  viz,  the 
Nuh-ias  and  the  San  Fernando,  there  does  not  appear  to  be  any  pos- 
sible ground  of  excuse  on  the  part  of  the  present  Government  of 
Venezuela  for  not  making  proper  indemnification,  which  that  Gov- 
ernment, as  appears  from  the  papers,  has  for  a  very  long  time,  viz, 
from  1872  to  this  time,  for  whatever  reason,  neglected  to  make  indem- 
nity or  any  reparation. 

The  committee  is  of  opinion  that  it  is  the  manifest  duty  of  the 
United  States,  under  these  circumstances,  to  take  such  measures  as 
shall  be  adequate  to  obtain  indemnity  and  reparation  for  all  wrongs 
and  damages  suffered  by  the  said  steamship  company  and  its  officers 
and  crews  (being  citizens  of  the  United  States),  in  respect  of  all  said 
vessels. 

The  committee  accordingly  reports  the  joint  resolution  with  sundry 
amendments,  and  so  amended,  recommends  its  adoption.     The  com- 
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mittee  returns  herewith  the  letter  of  the  Secretary  of  State,  dated 
Juiy  Jd,  i«ss,  together  with  the  papers  accompanying  the  same  here- 
mbetore  referred  to,  and  it  also  returns  the  memorial  of  the  steamship 
company  with  sundry  other  papers  upon  the  subject. 
All  of  which  is  respectfully  submitted. 


FIFTIETH  CONGRESS,  SECOND  SESSION. 
February  20,  1889, 

[Senate  Report  No.  2635.] 

x,.-'^I\P°^P^'  ^^^  *^®  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  submitted 
the  following  report: 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  to  whom  was  referred  the 
petition  of  Louis  C.  Schilling  praying  for  an  investigation  by  Congress 
in  regard  to  certain  alleged  wrongful  and  illegal  imprisonment  by  the 
Mexican  authorities,  having  had  the  same  under  consideration,  respect- 
fully report: 

The  petitioner  alleges,  in  substance,  that  he  was  wrongfully  and 
iUegaUy  imprisoned  by  the  Mexican  authorities;  that  he  was  wounded 
and  beaten  and  robbed  of  his  money  and  goods;  that  he  is  and  was  an 
American  citizen. 

The  committee  called  for  information  concerning  the  matter  of  the 
Secretary  of  State,  who,  in  response  to  the  call,  submitted  to  the  com- 
mittee certain  documents  herewith  filed,  among  them  a  letter  addressed 
to  Messrs.  HUdebrandt  &  Morrison  and  W.  G.  Raines,  esq.,  Washing- 
ton, D.  C,  attorneys  for  the  petitioner,  dated  March  8,  1888,  from 
which  the  following  is  quoted : 

The  only  proof  of  the  losses  and  injuries  is  in  the  personal  memorial  of  the  claim- 
ant, the  other  papers  accompanying  it  being  statements  signed  by  various  persons 
in  Texas  in  relation  to  the  claimant's  character. 

The  Department  had  the  complaint  of  Mr.  Schilling  before  it  nearly  two  years  ago 
upon  a  letter  written  by  himself  in  which  he  asked  for  immediate  intervention. 
All  investigation  of  his  case  was  at  once  set  on  foot,  and  upon  the  facts  thus 
obtained  the  Department  came  to  the  conclusion  that  the  complaint  of  Mr.  Schil- 
ling was  not  sustained,  and  that  he  was  perhaps  not  responsible  for  the  allegations 
of  loss  and  injury  he  had  made.  The  Department  was  informed  that  in  the  spring 
of  1886  he  was  teied  at  Marfa,  Tex.,  for  assault  with  intent  to  commit  murder, 
and  was  saved  from  punishment  only  by  being  adjudged  upon  competent  medical 
testimony  to  be  insane;  that  while  he  was  under  examination  in  Mexico  for  extra- 
dition to  Texas  on  the  charge  of  having  committed  the  crime  above  mentioned,  he 
swore  that  he  was  not  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  but  a  subject  of  Germany,  in 
which  country  he  was  born,  and  that  after  his  liberation  by  the  Texas  court,  which 
placed  him  in  charge  of  his  brother  to  be  taken  care  of,  he  escaped  to  Piedras 
Negras,  Mexico,  where  he  exhibited  habits  of  intemperance  and  threatened  the 
lives  of  those  who  had  taken  part  in  his  extradition,  with  the  result,  finally,  of 
having  the  fight  with  the  police  offlcer  which  led  to  his  arrest  and  imprisonment. 

In  regard  to  the  alleged  loss  of  property,  the  Department  was  informed  by  the 
United  States  consul  at  Piedras  Negras,  on  the  34th  of  June,  1886,  that  the  property 
taken  from  Mr.  Schilling  at  the  time  of  his  arrest,  none  of  which  he  states  in  his 
memorial  was  ever  returned  to  him,  was,  upon  his  acquittal  of  the  charges  brought 
against  him  by  the  Mexican  authorities,  returned  to  him. 

In  view  of  the  previous  history  of  his  complaint,  the  Department  is  of  opinion 
that  the  present  memorial  of  Mr.  Schilling  does  not  make  out  a  proper  case  to  be 
presented  to  the  Mexican  Government. 

The  petition  to  Congress  is  also  unsupported,  and  in  the  opinion  of 
your  committee  petitioner  does  not  present  such  a  case  as  to  require 
Congress,  after  the  matter  has  been  passed  upon  by  the  Department 
of  State,  to  enter  upon  an  investigation. 

We  therefore  recommend  that  the  petition  be  indefinitely  postponed. 
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